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Consensus Scoresheet 


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 


ADE Incorporated 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 5.00 6.00 8.00 7.00 5.00 155.00


  


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 5.00 6.00 8.00 8.00 7.00 102.00


  


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 5.00 6.00 10.00 6.00 6.00 165.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 5.00 6.00 9.00 8.00 6.00 102.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 92.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 524.00


   


    Average Score 616.00


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 
American Institutes for 


Research 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 9.00 9.00 10.00 10.00 6.00 220.00


   


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 9.00 9.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 144.00


   


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 10.00 8.00 10.00 10.00 4.00 210.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 10.00 8.00 10.00 10.00 6.00 132.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 8.00 5.00 5.00 2.00 4.00 96.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 706.00


 


   802.00Average Score
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Consensus Scoresheet 


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 
Cambridge Education 


LLC 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 4.00 155.00


   


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 7.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 4.00 99.00


   


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 160.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 7.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 4.00 102.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 9.00 6.00 2.00 8.00 4.00 116.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 516.00


   


    632.00


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 


NCS Pearson, Inc. 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 10.00 9.00 9.00 8.00 2.00 190.00


   


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 10.00 8.00 9.00 10.00 2.00 117.00


   


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 9.00 8.00 8.00 6.00 2.00 165.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 10.00 7.00 9.00 10.00 6.00 126.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 6.00 6.00 7.00 9.00 5.00 132.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 598.00


   


    730.00


Average Score


Average Score
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Consensus Scoresheet 


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 


Panorama Education 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 9.00 9.00 10.00 9.00 6.00 215.00


   


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 9.00 8.00 10.00 9.00 6.00 126.00


   


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 10.00 8.00 10.00 10.00 8.00 230.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 10.00 8.00 10.00 7.00 6.00 123.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 8.00 7.00 10.00 10.00 6.00 164.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 694.00


   


    858.00


Weight Eval 1 Eval 2 Eval 3 Eval 4 Eval 5 Average


weighted 


West Ed 1.  Demonstrated Competence 25.0 10.00 9.00 10.00 10.00 8.00 235.00


   


2.  Experience in performance of comparable engagements 15.0 10.00 9.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 147.00


   


3.  Conformance with the terms of this RFP 25.0 10.00 9.00 10.00 9.00 8.00 230.00


 


4. Expertise and availability of key personnel 15.0 9.00 9.00 10.00 10.00 8.00 138.00


 


5.  Cost 20.0 8.00 8.00 10.00 10.00 8.00 176.00


  


 


 Pass/Fail


Financial Stability (pass/fail)     


Technical Ave 750.00


   


    926.00Average Score


Average Score
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August 4, 2015

***NOTICE OF AWARD***

A Notice of Award discloses the selected vendor(s) and the intended contract terms resulting from a

State issued solicitation document.  Contract for the services of an independent contractor do not 

become effective unless and until approved by the Board of Examiners.


		RFP/BID:

		3179





		For:

		School Climate/SEL Survey





		Vendor:

		American Institutes for Research





		Term:

		September 8, 2015 – September 30, 2019





		Awarded Amount:

		$992,000.00





		Using Agency:

		Nevada Department of Education





************************************************************************************


This Notice of Award has been posted in the following locations:


		State Library and Archives

		100 N. Stewart Street

		Carson City



		State Purchasing

		515 E. Musser Street

		Carson City



		Nevada Department of Education

		700 East Fifth Street

		Carson City





Pursuant to NRS 333.370, any unsuccessful proposer may file a Notice of Appeal


 within 10 days after the date of this Notice of Award.


NOTE:  This notice shall remain posted until August 14, 2015

Revised as of 10/05/11
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May 6, 2015  


Submitted to: Annette Morfin 
Purchasing Officer 
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May 6, 2015 


Annette Morfin 
Purchasing Officer 
State of Nevada, Purchasing Division 
515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300 
Carson City, NV 89701 


RE:  RFP No. 3179, School Climate/SEL Survey 


Dear Ms. Morfin: 


American Institutes for Research (AIR) is pleased to submit its proposal, School Climate/SEL 
Survey, to the State of Nevada. 


Founded in 1946, AIR is one of the largest not-for-profit behavioral and social science research 
and evaluation organizations in the world. With more than 1,600 global employees, AIR has a 
strong foundation in education research and the application of those findings in the field. We 
currently stand as a national leader in teaching and learning improvement, providing the research, 
assessment, evaluation, and technical assistance to ensure that all students—particularly those 
facing historical disadvantages—have access to a high-quality, effective education. 


In this proposal, we present the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) with a solution to its 
school climate measurement needs that aligns with the efforts of multiple federal agencies to 
address the White House’s Now Is The Time initiative. Our solution is tailored to the needs of 
NDE, is cost effective and sustainable for long-term measurement, and provides NDE and its 
schools and school districts with the ability to directly compare their school climate scores with 
national benchmarks beginning in 2016.  


We have enclosed one master, six copies, and two CD-ROMs of the proposal as requested. 
Please direct contractual questions about this proposal to Nilva da Silva, contracts officer, at 202-
403-5086 or ndasilva@air.org. For technical questions, please contact Samantha Neiman at 312-
588-7345 or sneiman@air.org. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 
 
 
 


Lawrence B. Friedman, Ph.D. 
Vice President 
Education Program 


1000 Thomas Jefferson Street NW, Washington, DC 20007-3835  |  202.403.5000  |  TTY 877.334.3499  |  www.air.org 
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VENDOR INFORMATION SHEET FOR RFP 3179 


 


V1 Company Name  


 


V2 Street Address  


 


V3 City, State, ZIP  


 


V4 
Telephone Number 


Area Code:   Number: Extension:   


 


V5 
Facsimile Number 


Area Code:   Number:   Extension:   


 


V6 
Toll Free Number 


Area Code:   Number:   Extension:   


 


V7 


Contact Person for Questions / Contract Negotiations, 


including address if different than above 


Name: 


Title: 


Address: 


Email Address: 
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State Documents 
A. The signature page from all amendments with an original signature by an individual 


authorized to bind the organization. 


B. Attachment A – Confidentiality and Certification of Indemnification with an original 
signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization. 


C. Attachment C – Vendor Certifications with an original signature by an individual 
authorized to bind the organization. 


D. Attachment J – Certification Regarding Lobbying with an original signature by an 
individual authorized to bind the organization. 


E. Copies of any vendor licensing agreements and/or hardware and software maintenance 
agreements. 


F. Copies of applicable certifications and/or licenses. 
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Attachment B. Technical Proposal Certification of 
Compliance With Terms and Conditions of RFP  
A.  Attachment B with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the 


organization must be included in this tab. 


B.  If the exception and/or assumption require a change in the terms or wording of any 
section of the RFP, the contract, or any incorporated documents, vendors must provide 
the specific language that is being proposed on Attachment B. 


C.  Only technical exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on Attachment B.   


D.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the 
proposal submission deadline.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or 
assumptions in detail at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any 
additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations. 
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Section 3 – Scope of Work 
3.1 Proposing vendors must provide a comprehensive summary of the 


recommended survey and related services or products 


The importance of a positive school climate for our students is undeniable. Recent research 
suggests that positive school climate is associated with reduced aggression and violence 
(Brookmeyer, Fanti, & Henrich, 2006; Goldstein, Young, & Boyd, 2008; Gregory et al., 2010; 
Karcher, 2002), reduced bullying behavior (Birkett, Espelage, & Koenig 2009; Kosciw & 
Elizabeth, 2006; Meraviglia, Becker, Rosenbluth, & Robertson, 2003; Meyer-Adams & Conner, 
2008; Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006), and reduced sexual harassment, regardless of sexual 
orientation (Attar-Schwartz, 2009). In fact, the five most commonly mentioned characteristics 
associated with higher student achievement are an emphasis on teaching basic skills, high 
expectations for student achievement, frequent evaluation of student progress, educational 
leadership, and a safe and orderly school climate (Reynolds et al., 1996). In contrast, poor 
school climate is related to student disengagement, misbehavior, dropout, and involvement in 
the school-to-prison pipeline (Gonsoulin, Zablocki, & Leone, 2012; Osher et al., 2012).   


In January 2013, as part of an initiative to make schools safer, President Obama announced 
in the “Now Is the Time” report that his administration would develop a school climate survey 
that would provide “reliable data to help schools implement policies to improve climate” (The 
White House 2013, p. 13). In order to fulfill this commitment, the U.S. Department of 
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) contracted with American 
Institutes for Research (AIR) to develop valid and reliable school climate surveys for students, 
school staff, and parents. The resulting suite of surveys is referred to as the School Climate 
Surveys (SCLS), developed to provide high-quality school climate data aligned with the Office 
of Safe and Healthy Students (OSHS) Safe and Supportive Schools model. More information 
about the SCLS model and development process is provided in Section 3.5.1.1.  


To provide NDE with an effective solution to its school climate data collection, measurement, 
and reporting needs, AIR will use the normed and validated SCLS as a starting point for 
developing the Nevada School Climate and social and emotional (SEL) survey administration 
tools to measure climate throughout Nevada’s schools. Building off of the SCLS will provide 
NDE with a unique opportunity to align its school climate constructs with the constructs that 
will be widely in use with the release of the SCLS and to compare its schools and school 
districts to national benchmarks of school climate beginning in 2016. In addition, this 
approach will allow NDE to benefit from NCES’s rigorous survey development and testing 
procedures. In order to build on the SCLS to develop the Nevada School Climate and SEL 
survey, AIR will: 


 Add a student social and emotional learning (SEL) module.1 


1 We propose to use the student social and emotional learning module currently in used in Washoe County, Nevada. 
This module was adapted by Washoe County from an AIR-developed scale in use in several large urban districts. 
For more information, see 
http://www.washoeschools.net/cms/lib08/NV01912265/Centricity/Domain/231/2013_Climate_Survey_District_Rep
ort_FINAL.pdf  
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 Remove existing topic areas that are not priorities for NDE, if applicable. 
 Perform psychometric analyses on the SCLS scales to determine the cut points that 


represent meaningful interpretations of scale scores appropriate for a general audience 
(see Section 3.7.1).  


 Develop a Web-based survey administration platform. 
 Provide timely, visually appealing, and easily interpretable reports for stakeholders.  


We expand on each of these topics in Section 3.1.4. 


We understand that survey administrations require coordination (e.g., scheduling time for 
students in computer labs, communicating the availability of the survey to various 
stakeholders, and working around testing calendars), which can be taxing to schools and 
school districts. As such, we will serve as a direct planning partner to each of Nevada’s 18 
school districts (17 school districts and one Public State Charter School Authority) to assist 
with their planning, coordination, and messaging efforts in order to help each school and 
district achieve high response rates. As a planning partner to each district, our team will 
provide up to ten hours of personalized survey planning assistance, which may include, for 
example, providing guidance by phone or e-mail, developing customized messaging materials, 
or helping districts to troubleshoot challenges. We will develop survey administration 
procedures that ensure all students can participate in the survey, prepare all survey materials, 
provide in-field administration support to schools and school districts, and produce timely 
reports at the school and- district levels. 


AIR strongly believes in the importance of high-quality school climate measurement as a 
means to improve our schools and has unparalleled experience developing school climate 
surveys. In fact, AIR has either led or been extensively involved in the development of 182 of 
the 38 K–12 surveys vetted as “valid and reliable” through the National Center of Safe and 
Supportive Learning Environments,3 including 15 of the 19 listed federal surveys. In addition, 
we have extensive experience assisting schools, school districts, and states with collecting 
high-quality school climate data, as demonstrated through our work on the National Center 
on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE), a collaborative effort with OSHS and 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration (SAMHSA). Our substantive expertise in the area of school climate 
includes, but is not limited to, the dimensions and subdimensions that make up the SCLS. We 


2 AIR has led or been extensively involved in the development and/or management of the following surveys on the 
compendium: Alaska School Climate and Connectedness Survey; American Institutes for Research Conditions for 
Learning Survey; Consortium on Chicago School Research Survey of Chicago Public Schools; Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99; Education Longitudinal Study of 2002; High School 
Longitudinal Study of 2009; National Assessment of Educational Progress; National Education Longitudinal Study 
of 1988; National Household Education Surveys Program (1993 School Safety and Discipline Survey); Progress in 
International Reading Literacy Study; Program for International Student Assessment; School Crime Supplement to 
the National Crime Victimization Survey; School Survey on Crime and Safety; Schools and Staffing Survey; Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Birth Cohort; Trends in International Mathematics and Science study; Civil Rights 
Data Collection; and Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2011. 
3 See http://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/school-climate-measurement/school-climate-survey-
compendium  
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have assembled a team of experts in school climate, SEL, survey methodology, psychometric 
analysis, and survey administration platform development—including staff who were instrumental 
in the development of SCLS—to provide NDE with the highest quality surveys and tools.  


In the late fall of 2015, we will pilot the modified surveys, tools, and survey administration 
procedures in a sample of Nevada’s schools. The main goals will be twofold: To evaluate and 
refine survey administration procedures and instructions and to assess the Web-based 
platform and make any necessary improvements prior to the full-scale launch. We will adjust 
technical or administrative aspects as needed based on the findings of the pilot study in order 
to begin full-scale administration in the spring of 2016. AIR will choose the initial sample of 
schools for the pilot study to assess the administration procedures in a variety of settings (e.g., 
urban, rural, large, and small schools) in collaboration with NDE.  


In the fall and winter of 2015, we will convene panels of school climate experts to set 
meaningful cut points for the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey as described in Section 
3.7.1. During the same period of time, we will develop reporting templates for school and 
district reports, with guidance from NDE. Reports will be made available in English and 
Spanish, at the school and district reporting levels, and will incorporate responses from each 
respondent group surveyed (e.g., students, staff, and parents).  


AIR will automate data processing and reporting so that the continued measurement of school 
climate is sustainable at a minimal cost to NDE. Mainly, we will automate the data processing 
such that all scaling measures are calculated and aggregated within the survey platform, and 
we will automate the reporting process so that reports can be generated quickly and accurately 
(see Section 3.1.4.2). 


3.1.1 NDE is open to consideration of proposed online or computer adaptive surveys, as well 
as, to traditional paper/pencil formats. 


Based on our experience with similar surveys such as the Conditions for Learning, collecting 
data online reduces the chances of data scanning or entry error and encourages response. To 
provide NDE with timely and accurate survey results, we propose the use of a Web-based 
survey platform. Using a Web-based platform, the survey can be accessed from any computer, 
tablet, or smartphone with internet access. Research suggests that offering two survey modes 
(i.e., paper and Web-based) will increase overall measurement error (De Leeuw, 2005). 
Therefore, to streamline the data collection and scoring process, minimize error, and reduce 
the long-term costs, we recommend that no paper option be offered. AIR has the capacity to 
offer Braille questionnaires for an additional cost; however, because our proposed Web-based 
survey administration platform will be Section 508 compliant and designed to work with 
screen readers, we recommend that NDE does not include a Braille version, as it may be cost 
prohibitive to utilize both modalities. See Section 3.5.1.2 for more information on the Web-
based survey platform specifications. 


To provide NDE with the most cost-effective solution to accessing a state-of-the-art online 
data collection platform, AIR will design and build a survey administration platform that will 
be simple for respondents to access and navigate, yet will maintain respondent confidentiality 
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and data security and will have built-in data processing capabilities to calculate scale scores 
for each of the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey topic areas in real time.  


As with the SCLS and other school-based surveys, we propose an administration method that 
will require respondents to enter a login ID to access the survey. This process helps ensure 
high data quality by controlling access to the survey instrument (e.g., by restricting 
respondents from taking the survey multiple times and ensuring that respondents are being 
accounted for in the correct school and school district). AIR will create these login IDs and 
deliver them electronically to each district’s point of contact and assist districts in determining 
the dissemination method that is most efficient for randomly disseminating them to 
respondents in their district. We will provide districts with the option to disseminate login 
credentials via e-mail if appropriate; however, we have found that disseminating random IDs 
on paper can be the most efficient dissemination method for an online student survey (e.g., 
having IDs printed so that students can select an ID on their way into the computer lab) in 
cases in which districts do not regularly disseminate information to students via e-mail.  


The proposed AIR team is highly experienced in designing Web-based survey platforms that 
incorporate Web-based survey best practices (e.g., Wisconsin’s School Climate Survey, SCLS). 
As such, the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey will be designed to provide respondents 
with simple uncluttered screens so that the survey is optimized for any type of mobile device 
with minimal scrolling required, allowing students (and parents if NDE chooses to administer 
a parent survey) to toggle between English and Spanish versions of the survey items. Figure 1 
provides an example screen shot of a recent Web-based survey platform developed by AIR, as 
seen by a respondent, to show the type of simple interface that a respondent may see when 
taking the survey. 


Figure 1. Web-Based Survey Platform Example User Interface
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3.1.2 NDE is open to consideration of surveys administered to students only, or to students, 
staff, and parents. 


We recommend that NDE utilize each of the four available SCLS surveys (i.e., students, 
instructional staff, noninstructional staff, and parents/guardians) to collect the deepest and 
most multidimensional snapshots of school climate. We have provided costing information in 
Part II for the student survey only but can provide NDE with costing information for additional 
respondent groups by request and based on scope as determined between AIR and NDE. 


According to Freiberg and Stein (1999), each observer of school climate brings unique angles, 
histories, interpretations, and conclusions. “One perspective is simply not enough to see the 
breadth of the whole process. It is precisely through a dialogue of many different voices that we 
can come to a fuller understanding of the complex dynamics that play out in schools…” (p. 17).  


Although school climate is defined as a school-level construct, measures are based on 
individual stakeholders’ unique interpretations of the construct. The experience of school 
climate is distinctive for students, instructional staff, noninstructional staff, and parents and 
guardians because each experiences school differently. Students are the focus of education as 
its consumers; instructional staff are the agents of instruction, guidance, and structure; 
noninstructional staff and principals may set the tone for the school, enforce rule compliance, 
and designate resources for success; while parents and guardians support educational 
outcomes at home and through their involvement with the school. Using the SCLS surveys as 
a starting point will allow for objective measures of the perceptions from each of these 
respondent groups, contributing depth to the data, and allowing schools and school districts to 
evaluate interventions through a wider lens.  


3.1.3 At a minimum, NDE is intending to survey all middle and high school students, but NDE 
is interested in surveying younger students as well, if the surveys are normed and 
validated for younger ages. 


SCLS was designed to collect data from middle and high school students (in Grades 5–12) and 
does not have an elementary counterpart. Although there are school climate surveys that are 
designed to collect data from students as young as Grade 2 (e.g., AIR’s Conditions for 
Learning Survey), research suggests that surveying children ages 11 and under poses specific 
methodological problems (Borgers, de Leeuw, & Hox, 2000). In addition, those surveys do not 
utilize the Safe and Supportive Schools model and would not allow for direct comparisons. We 
therefore propose to survey students in Grades 5–12 only.  


3.1.4 Tasks, Activity, Deliverables and Objectives 


3.1.4.1 Task: Administer a normed/valid survey to middle and high school students in the 
State. 


A. Objective: Rate, at a minimum, the student’s perception on student engagement, 
relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional 
growth of students. 
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In order to accurately measure students’ aggregated perceptions of school climate constructs, 
including various aspects of student engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning 
environment, and the social and emotional growth of students within schools and districts, we 
propose to use normed and valid measures that have been developed through the SCLS survey 
and an additional SEL module.4 Both SCLS surveys and the SEL module have undergone 
rigorous testing, including cognitive testing and extensive psychometric testing to develop the 
scales.5The development of the SCLS surveys included input and review from national experts 
on each school climate domain, survey methodologists and psychometricians, and direction 
from NCES and OSHS. We recommend that NDE use the survey items associated with all 18 
topic areas in order to obtain the most comprehensive lens of school climate and to have the 
most complete data possible for comparisons to national benchmarks that will be available 
beginning in 2016. However, AIR will remove any item sets from the survey at NDE’s request.   


B. Activity: Administer the survey during a prescribed survey window. 


We will work directly with Nevada’s 18 school districts to help them to choose the survey 
administration windows and timelines that work best with their district’s calendar and within 
any guidelines provided by NDE. Our staff have extensive experience providing survey support 
directly to schools and school districts (e.g., through the New York City Core Curriculum 
Evaluation project, the Ohio Race to the Top Ohio Performance Assessment Pilot Project, the 
National Center on Safe and Supportive Learning Environments project, and the SCLS 
project). We recommend that school climate surveys take place in the spring in order to allow 
students and respondents to experience as much of the school environment as possible prior to 
providing their perceptions. In addition, we will encourage school districts to administer as 
closely to one another as possible, enabling the most comparable data for NDE across schools 
and districts.  


For each district, AIR will provide personal outreach via telephone, e-mail, or videoconference 
to a district point person determined by NDE as well as a demonstration of the survey platform, 
administration instructions, and necessary login credentials as described in Section 3.6. 


C. Deliverable: Ensure notification of privacy rights are follows. 


Prior to beginning the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey, respondents will be provided 
with IRB-approved consent language (or “assent” language for students, as persons under 18 
years old cannot legally consent). The consent/assent language will provide respondents with 
information regarding, for example, the estimated amount of time required to complete the 
survey; the voluntary nature of the survey and survey items; how their data will be used (e.g., 
aggregated for statistical purposes); and who will see their individual responses. Each 


4 The SCLS has been normed and validated. The additional SEL module proposed for this study has not been 
normed to a representative sample; however, data suggest both construct validity and sensitivity to change for these 
measures. Although norm-referenced standards are useful for ranking schools relative to the range of student 
responses, they are not able to signify whether the student environment meets the minimum conditions for a given 
performance level (i.e., there is no explicit relationship between the measure and the criterion). The standard setting 
work described in Section 3.7 will provide meaningful criteria to reference for each module in the Nevada School 
Climate and SEL survey. 
5 Note that psychometric testing is currently under way for the development of the SCLS scales.  
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respondent will be required to agree to the terms of the consent/assent language prior to 
beginning the survey.   


D. Distribute surveys and survey administration instructions to all schools located in 
Nevada. 


AIR will purchase an available .ORG domain address for the survey application. NDE will be 
able to designate an available URL at its election (e.g., https://NevadaSchoolClimate.org/) and 
will post survey instructions that are easily accessible from that URL. At NDE’s discretion we 
also can set up a unique URL for each district separately so that respondents can access the 
survey from a distinct Web page (e.g., https://NevadaSchoolClimate.org/DistirctName). In 
addition, we will purchase a Secure Socket Layer (SSL) encryption algorithm to ensure 
security of distribution (e.g., Verisign). 


Finally, AIR will provide each district with an appropriate number of login IDs based on their 
student enrollment.  


E. Activity: Collect responses while protecting survey security. 


F. Deliverable: Secure surveys collected. 


As is the standard procedure for the Center for Survey Methods at AIR, the survey platform 
and administration procedures will be designed to protect survey security at each stage of the 
survey process. Requiring respondents to possess login IDs that are generated by AIR, for 
example, serves as a barrier to unauthorized survey access. The platform also will be designed 
to protect against purposeful intrusion to respondent surveys. Upon entering the survey, the 
platform will provide respondents with a personal identification number (PIN) that they can 
use to re-enter the survey in the event that they cannot complete the survey in one sitting. This 
extra security step will ensure that no one other than the respondent can re-enter the survey in 
place of the respondent.  


To ensure security and scalability of the collection, AIR proposes to host this survey 
application on Amazon Web Services (AWS) infrastructure at the AWS GovCloud (U.S.) 
Region. The AWS GovCloud (U.S.) is an isolated AWS region designed to allow U.S. 
government agencies and customers to move sensitive workloads into the cloud by addressing 
their specific regulatory and compliance requirements. The AWS GovCloud (U.S.) is the 
Federal Risk and Authorization Management Program compliant (FedRAMP-compliant) 
cloud service.  


3.1.4.2 Task: Analyze the data gathered into useable information. 


A. Objective: Be able to read the data and determine needs and strengths at the school and 
district level. NDE expects the data generated to be sensitive to change once 
interventions are implemented. 


B. Activity: Generate school and district reports explaining how schools rated in the 
categories mentioned above refer to Section 3.1.4.1 A). 
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1. These may be broken down into sub-populations, where appropriate. 


C. Deliverable: School and district reports of school climate ratings. 


In order for schools, districts, and NDE to use school climate data to drive decision making, it 
is critical that survey results are presented in a way that is meaningful, easy to interpret, and 
visually interesting.  


The SCLS surveys and additional SEL module have been through rigorous psychometric 
evaluation and are designed to produce scale scores as transformed theta values.6 These theta 
values, however robust, are not meaningful to a public audience, and for this reason, AIR will 
expand on the existing psychometric work to produce cut points that define meaningful 
categories of the data for each of the topic areas in the Nevada School Climate and SEL 
survey. We expand on the standard setting process in Section 3.7.1. To reduce turnaround 
time, potential for error, and cost, we will incorporate these cut points into the platform’s data 
processing capabilities.  


To produce visually engaging reports of the data, capturing each respondent group and 
subgroup surveyed and each subscale measured, AIR will develop reporting templates with 
input from NDE and will automate the report production process. Automating report 
production reduces the possibility of reporting error, reduces long-term cost, and allows for 
fast turnarounds of school and district reports after the close of each data collection. We have 
developed reports of school climate survey results using similar methods and provide an 
example school report and district report from the Cleveland Conditions for Learning (CFL) 
survey in Appendices A and B, respectively.   


These CFL reports, developed by AIR to provide easily interpretable and meaningful 
information to all stakeholders in Cleveland, integrate overall and subgroup reporting of scale 
scores, item-level data, and data interpretation in simple and visually appealing ways. We 
propose using these reports as models on which to begin development of the proposed reports. 
AIR will provide several reporting options to NDE during the development process; for 
example, if NDE chooses to administer the survey to multiple respondent groups, data reports 
can be developed for each respondent group individually or to enable easy comparison across 
respondent groups. Reports can be developed as cross-sectional or to incorporate multiple time 
points of data. Disaggregation of data will be included in the reports as determined by NDE 
and based on the respondent information included in the survey data. AIR will provide reports 
in English and Spanish. 


3.2 Executive Summary 


3.2.1 Proposing vendors must describe in brief general terms how the proposed survey can fit 
the State’s requirements and any specific benefits that the State would receive by 
choosing this approach over any alternatives. 


6 A theta score is an estimate of an individual’s standing on a latent trait. Most values fall between -3 
(representing extremely low standing on the latent trait relative to other individual’s responses) and +3 
(representing extremely high standing on the latent trait relative to others). SCLS scores are provided as a 
transformation of these values, eliminating decimals and negative values so that the scores are more user friendly. 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—17 
 


                                                      







 


In this proposal, we provide NDE with a cost-effective and sustainable approach to large-scale 
measurement of school climate and SEL that aligns with the efforts of several federal agencies 
to address the White House’s Now Is The Time (NITT) initiative.  


To fulfill the White House’s commitment to develop a valid and reliable school climate survey, 
NCES contracted with AIR to develop the SCLS—a suite of normed and valid surveys aligned 
with the Office of Safe and Healthy Students Safe and Supportive Schools model. SCLS is 
undergoing pilot testing in spring 2015 and will be available for use beginning in fall 2015.   


To best fulfill NDE’s measurement and reporting needs, AIR will utilize NCES’s recent 
investment to help NDE measure up to 18 aspects of school climate, including various aspects 
of student engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the social 
and emotional growth of students. Specifically, we will provide Nevada with a customized 
school climate and SEL survey based on SCLS.  


Aligning with this model will allow NDE a unique opportunity to compare the scores of its 
schools and districts against national benchmarks that will be available beginning in 2016 and 
to be the leading state in adopting a statewide SCLS initiative. 


Since the SCLS model does not include a domain focused on SEL growth of students—a 
measurement priority of NDE—we will incorporate the SEL survey module originally 
developed by AIR and later adapted by Washoe County, Nevada, allowing for consistent 
measurement and comparison in Washoe school district.  


In the following sections, we detail the ways that AIR will expand SCLS and will develop a 
survey administration platform to best fit NDE’s data collection and reporting needs. In brief, 
we will update the surveys, adding and removing topic areas as needed. Then, we will expand 
on the existing psychometric work to produce standards that result in meaningful cut points 
and categories for each topic area. Further, we will develop administration procedures that 
allow all students to participate in the survey and that require minimal burden to schools and 
districts, develop Web-based administration tools, and fine tune these tools and procedures 
based on the pilot administration. AIR will provide survey preparation and administration 
support to each of Nevada’s 18 school districts to ensure that each district has a successful 
data collection, and we will develop sophisticated reports that can assist stakeholders in 
meaningful data interpretation.  


Throughout this proposal, we focus on strategic investments in Year 1 that will allow NDE to 
sustain its measurement efforts over time for a minimal cost. In order to successfully 
accomplish the tasks laid out in this proposal, we have put together a team of school climate 
and measurement experts from AIR who were involved in the development of SCLS and 
experts in the development of Web-based survey platforms. Together, our team will provide 
NDE with a customized, strategic, and sustainable solution to its need to collect high-quality 
school climate and SEL data that can help to drive decision making across Nevada’s schools 
and school districts.   


This initial proposal can be negotiated and adapted to fit the needs of NDE.  
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3.3 Project Timeline 


3.3.1 Proposing vendors must submit a preliminary project timeline as part of the information 
provided. This should correspond with the time constraints (refer to  Section 1.2.1). 


3.3.1.1 The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific grade levels or a 
specific district, with the intention of full scale roll out by the end of the contract period 
as more funding becomes available. 


AIR’s proposed timeline of activities is outlined in Table 1. To address NDE’s target date of 
fall 2015 for the pilot administration and considering the scope of work AIR proposes prior to 
the pilot, the timeline reflects a pilot administration in late fall (December 2015), with 
revisions and automations in place to begin a full-scale launch in March 2016. These 
proposed timelines can be adjusted to fit the needs of NDE. 


Years 2, 3, and 4 timelines will be dependent on scheduling the survey in individual school 
districts, although we anticipate surveying to occur primarily in the spring of each year.  
Table 1. Proposed Project Timeline of Key Milestones, Year 1 


Activity or Milestone Estimated Timeline 
Contract Award September-15 
Project Kickoff Meeting September-15 
Platform Development* November-15 
Administration Materials November-15 
Pilot Administration December-15 
Reporting Template October-15 
Reporting Automation January-16 
Standard Setting February-16 
Incorporation of cut points to platform March-16 
Full-Scale 2016 Administration  March - June - 16 
School and District Reports** March - June - 16 
End-of-Year Technical Report August, 2016 
*Development of platform will require approximately 10 weeks. 
**Reports will be available within an estimated 72 hours of data collection close after 
the initial report development and automation, which is expected to be completed in 
January 2016. 


3.4 Project Management 


3.4.1 Proposing vendors must describe their approach to promoting a working relationship 
with NDE, including but not limited to the following factors: 


3.4.1.1 Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of methods including e-
mail, phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings; 
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3.4.1.2 An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in terms of services 
and planning needed to complete a successful Survey administration; 


AIR’s philosophy toward project management fosters client-centered communication and our 
ability to deliver high-quality products on time. Based on our 55-year history of conducting 
survey research in schools and school districts, we propose a series of management procedures 
and organizational approaches that support our ability to (1) manage the tasks and 
interrelationships among AIR staff, NDE staff, and external parties; (2) guarantee skilled 
staff and continuity of personnel; and (3) ensure appropriate quality and cost controls.  


Communication about the status of work performed under this contract will be maintained 
through recurring meetings to take place by conference call or videoconference. The 
frequency of meetings (and associated progress reports) will be weekly, biweekly, or monthly 
based on the volume of ongoing work and as determined by NDE. Each project meeting will 
provide an opportunity for NDE to monitor the work to be performed and provide feedback, 
assess progress and work quality for all survey activities, and recommend steps to maximize 
the quality of all deliverables. 


AIR will maintain an integrated monitoring system (IMS), an electronic archive of project 
documents and deliverables. AIR’s AIRSpace is an extranet SharePoint system that can share 
secure documents, manage calendars, and track due dates with AIR clients and consultants. 
As appropriate, the IMS will include draft and final deliverables, meeting notes, and task 
schedules. The IMS will be accessible by key NDE staff, providing remote access to 
information in a secure environment. Our team will update the IMS throughout the life of the 
contract and deliver the complete archive to NDE at the end of the contract. 


AIR’s culture is one of collaboration and open communication with our clients and staff. This 
approach is essential to achieving any project’s goals. We are confident about our ability to 
design and execute a sound and successful data collection, and we believe that maintaining an 
open and honest line of communication is essential to address problems and implement 
improvements quickly and with little to no disruption to the project. In the event of potential 
problems or delays in the timeline, the AIR Project Director will immediately notify NDE and 
propose solutions for efficiently moving forward. 


3.4.1.3 Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and advise 
on Survey issues; 


Although recurring scheduled meetings are necessary to operate this type of contract 
successfully, informal communication is perhaps even more important. Our staff members are 
available by phone, e-mail, and videoconferencing for informal discussions and working 
group meetings as needed. Our project staff are well versed in an array of areas related to 
survey methodology and will offer this expertise to NDE as needed.  


3.4.1.4 Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-administered 
surveys and ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can participate; 


3.4.1.5 Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review requirements of the 
United States Department of Education; 
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AIR will comply with Nevada’s survey procedures as directed by NDE, and will ensure that all 
students who are enrolled in public schools can participate in the survey. In addition, we will 
ensure that changes made to the proposed surveys developed by the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED) do not violate ED’s requirements.  


3.4.1.6 Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be held each contract 
year;   


A.  Contracted vendor will pay for the meeting room and meals provided for the meeting. 


AIR will host an annual planning meeting between AIR and NDE staff. The goals of the 
annual meeting include, but are not limited to, discussing lessons learned from the prior 
contract year and potential improvements for the upcoming project year; refining the proposed 
management, staffing, and scheduling plans for the upcoming data collection season; and 
addressing feedback received from stakeholders, if applicable. For costing, we assume that the 
meeting will be held near NDE headquarters, that one key staff member will attend the 
meeting in person, and that AIR will pay for the meeting space and meals. We assume a 
maximum of 20 participants at each annual meeting. 


The AIR Project Director will provide all meeting participants with advance materials that will 
be used to facilitate discussion during the annual planning meetings. AIR will collaborate 
with NDE in advance of the meeting to develop an agenda for the annual planning meeting 
and will provide NDE staff with an agenda, data collection plan, and preliminary timelines to 
facilitate discussion. The Project Director will prepare additional materials, as needed, and at 
the request of NDE. Materials for all meetings will be provided in sufficient quantity in 
advance of the meeting date and at the time of the meeting; meeting minutes will be posted to 
the IMS and/or delivered via e-mail no later than three days after the annual planning 
meeting. 


3.4.1.7 Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings; and 


3.4.1.8 Routine presentations related to program management and planning meetings. 


At the direction of NDE, AIR project staff will attend relevant Survey Security and 
Administration Trainings. We also will provide routine presentations related to program 
management. For these meetings and trainings, we will provide summary notes at NDE’s 
request. To keep travel costs to a minimum, we will attend or host presentations virtually when 
possible (e.g., via Adobe Connect). For planning purposes, we have assumed attendance at 
three events per year including the annual planning meeting but exclusive of regular meetings 
with the NDE project team, for a maximum of 12 events across the four contract years, for 
which six of the 12 events will require out-of-state travel for one AIR staff member.  


3.5 Functional and Technical Requirement 


3.5.1 Survey Design, Item Development, and Form Publishing 
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3.5.1.1 Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides valid and reliable 
information on perceptions of student engagement, interpersonal relationships, school 
safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students; and 


SCLS was developed in conjunction with some of the nation’s leading experts in school 
climate, along with experts in survey methodology, measurement, and psychometrics, and with 
the guidance of both NCES and OSHS. The resulting SCLS model covers the following 13 
aspects of school climate, across the domains of Engagement, Safety, and Environment, as 
shown in Figure 2.7 


Figure 2. SCLS Model


 


We will begin with the normed and validated SCLS to measure the school climate constructs 
that are of interest to NDE, including various aspects of student engagement, relationships, 
school safety, and the learning environment. As of the date of submission, SCLS scales are 
undergoing pilot testing and psychometric work by psychometric experts under the guidance 
of NCES. Completed psychometrics and resulting final scales are expected in September 2015.  


In order to measure the social and emotional growth of students, which is not captured in the 
SCLS model, we propose adding a student self-report measure of SEL skills that has been 
used in Washoe County and was adapted from an AIR-developed scale that is being used in 
whole or adapted form in Austin, Texas; Chicago (Rock Island Network), Illinois; Chicago 
(West Side Network), Illinois; and Nashville, Tennessee; and Cleveland, Ohio. The proposed 
scale provides valid and reliable measures of the following social and emotional skills; self-
awareness; self-management; social awareness; relationship skills; and responsible decision 
making. Information about the reliability of this measure can be found in Section 3.7.1. With 
the addition of the SEL skills module, the proposed module for the Nevada School Climate 
and SEL survey is presented in Figure 3. 


7 Items related to “emergency readiness and management” will contribute to the overall Safety domain if applicable; 
however, “emergency readiness and management” will not have an associated scale score due to a low number of items. 
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Figure 3. Nevada School Climate and SEL Survey Model 


SCLS         SEC  
 


 


 


 


3.5.1.2 Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all students, including those 
with a disability, access to the survey, including but not limited to printing vision-
impaired survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts and the ability 
to create Braille survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts if the 
survey is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


Survey administration procedures will be developed with a focus on ensuring that all students, 
including those with a disability, have access to the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey. 
Examples of student accommodations that will be accounted for in the survey administration 
procedures include, but are not limited to, reading aloud to students, use of bilingual dictionaries, 
extended time, small-group administrations, and magnification devices. The survey platform 
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will be Section 508 compliant,8 allowing for screen readers to be used to assist visually 
impaired students. 


3.6 Test Administration, Logistics, and Data Processing 


3.6.1 Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/help desk two (2) weeks prior to, 
during, and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s). 


In addition to the direct planning support that will be provided to school districts, AIR will set 
up and manage a Help Desk toll-free telephone number and e-mail address where school and 
school district staff can seek help in real time throughout the survey administration windows. 
As is our standard practice, AIR will respond to inquiries received by the Help Desk to resolve 
any technical issues related to the survey administration or to provide general survey 
administration assistance. AIR staff will ensure that requests for help are addressed within 24 
hours. All inquiries will be logged, and a summary will be provided to NDE at the end of each 
school year. The Help Desk will be staffed and operational at least two weeks prior to a survey 
administration window and at least two weeks after the close of a survey administration 
window. Due to the individual scheduling for each of the 18 school districts, we anticipate the 
Help Desk to be consistently operational during February, March, April, and May of each 
survey administration year.   


3.6.2 Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools 
two (2) weeks before the testing window. 


In preparation for data collection, AIR will provide, at a minimum, the following materials to 
schools participating in the survey: 


 Reference copies of the questionnaire  
 Survey Administration Manuals 
 Respondent Login credentials 


Reference questionnaires and survey administration manuals will be publically available 
online. In order to promote data quality by controlling access to the survey, login credentials 
will be disseminated directly to schools or school districts at least two weeks prior to survey 
administration.  


3.6.3 Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment 
to minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school 
scores to NDE in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines. 


3.6.4 NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a timeframe to 
be negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the 
answer documents if the assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


8 Under Section 508 (29 U.S.C. § 794d), federal agencies must give members of the public access to information 
that is comparable to the access available to others, including information disseminated via information technology. 
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As described in Section 3.1.4.2, AIR will work with NDE to develop reporting templates that 
provide stakeholders with easily interpretable and meaningful information as we have done 
for the Cleveland Conditions for Learning survey (example school and district reports are 
included in Appendices A and B, respectively).  


To provide results that are usable by a general audience, we propose using the cut points as 
determined by the standard setting procedures described in Section 3.7.1 to report survey 
results as the percentages of respondents who feel that each climate aspect needs 
improvement, is adequate, or is excellent. To provide scale measures that can be compared to 
national SCLS benchmarks, we also will provide transformed theta values consistent with 
SCLS scoring practices.   


The customized report automation process will begin with the development of reporting 
templates for which AIR will provide options to NDE for format, layout, focus, and aesthetics. 
In addition, we will provide Spanish translations of each report. With input from NDE, AIR 
will provide reporting options such as cross sectional versus longitudinal reporting and 
templates that incorporate all respondent groups versus one respondent group per report.  


Once the templates have been approved by NDE, AIR will produce scripts that automate the 
data population from individual data points in the data file to the associated fields in the PDF 
report template. This process enables timely reporting while reducing the chance of data error. 
After the initial development and testing of these scripts, automation will allow these sophisticated 
reports to be produced in short time periods, generally within 72 hours from the close of data 
collection but in no circumstances more than 28 days of the close of data collection.9 


Throughout the process of report template development, AIR will focus on the needs of the 
end user and will produce reports that, although grounded in rigorous psychometrics, do not 
appear technical in nature. These reports will display simple tables, graphs, and data 
interpretations that are easy to read. 


3.6.5 Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules 
consistent with existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting. 


AIR will collaborate with NDE to develop decision rules for preparing, processing, and 
reporting data. These rules may encompass topics such as suppression, dealing with missing 
data, and ensuring respondent confidentiality. We will offer NDE our extensive experience 
preparing and processing data for federal, state, and district surveys; for example, AIR has 
developed processing and reporting rules for NCES’s School Survey on Crime and Safety, 
Schools and Staffing Surveys, and SCLS as well as for Cleveland’s Conditions for Learning 
survey and Conditions for Teaching survey.  


Throughout the decision-making process, we will focus on maintaining respondent confidentiality 
and avoiding disclosure. For example, in collaboration with NDE and utilizing prior work 
completed by ED for SCLS, we will determine the minimum reporting requirements that 


9 If NDE opts for a Braille paper questionnaire option, the close of data collection for that district will be defined as 
the later of either the scheduled end date of the prescribed data collection window or the receipt of completed Braille 
questionnaires.   
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protect respondent confidentiality and will suppress values that do not meet these minimum 
thresholds. Such thresholds may include suppression of aggregated scale score data for any 
subgroup with fewer than 10 respondents to minimize disclosure risk to respondents.  


3.7 Scoring, Data Analysis, and Reporting 


3.7.1 Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and 
reporting. 


The SCLS scales were developed in collaboration with content and methodological experts to 
provide robust measurements of school climate as defined by the Safe Supportive Learning 
Environments model and utilized existing validated survey items where possible. Using pilot 
data, the scales are being refined through the use of confirmatory factor analysis to ensure 
that the items share a common factor as hypothesized. Item Response Theory (IRT) analysis 
will be conducted for item calibration using a Rasch rating scale model in order to produce 
theta values10 (by taking into account the probability that a respondent will endorse each item 
as a function of his or her standing on the latent construct that is being measured), and final 
SCLS scale scores are provided as transformed theta values. A Rasch rating scale model was 
also used to develop the scores for the SEL scale adapted for use in Washoe County, which 
was designed with 30 items and five subdomains. Subscale reliability ranges from .65 to .76 
for the full scale and from .61 to .72 when shorter modified versions are included. Because 
Washoe County, one of Nevada’s largest districts, has begun using a modified version of this 
scale, we recommend using Washoe’s adapted version to enable NDE to observe change over 
time in that district.  


AIR will score each assessment to be consistent with scoring methods used for SCLS, 
calculating a transformed theta score for each topic area for each respondent that can be 
aggregated to the school or district levels.  


These transformed theta scores; however, are not meaningful to a public audience. AIR will 
therefore use a standard setting procedure to determine the cut points that correspond to three 
categories for each scale: Needs Improvement, Adequate, and Excellent. Standard setting is 
most commonly used in student achievement testing and is defined as a systematic process by 
which trained participants use their knowledge of academic content standards, test items, and 
student performance to recommend cut-scores associated with each proficiency level on the 
test (i.e., specify how much of the content standards students must know and be able to do in 
order to meet each proficiency level). Similar processes can be used for surveys, whereby cut 
scores for each category are determined by expert panel rankings. That is, experts in the 
construct being measured rank how each response option categorizes a school as “needs 
improvement,” is “adequate,” or is “excellent.” For example, the Conditions for Learning 
(CFL) survey requires students to rate the extent to which they agree with the following 
statement: “Adults in this school are often too busy to give extra help.” During the standard-
setting process for the CFL survey, each expert panel member was required to make four 


10 A theta score is an estimate of an individual’s standing on a latent trait. Most values fall between -3 
(representing extremely low standing on the latent trait relative to other individual’s responses) and +3 (representing 
extremely high standing on the latent trait relative to others). SCLS scores are provided as a transformation of these 
values, eliminating decimals and negative values so that the scores are more user friendly. 
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ratings for this item. The first rating was whether a student response of “Strongly Disagree” is 
consistent with a school that is Excellent, Adequate, or Needs Improvement. The second rating 
was whether a student response of “Disagree” is consistent with a school in one of those three 
levels. The third and fourth ratings corresponded to “Agree” and “Strongly Agree,” 
respectively. 


The panelists’ responses are then entered into a logistic regression to model the probability 
that an item was associated with the higher score category as a function of the theta value. 
Specifically, each rater’s decisions are entered into the logistic regression model where the 
lower score category is coded as 0, and the higher score category is coded as 1. Thus, the 
model predicts the log-odds of a response being associated with the higher score level as a 
function of its difficulty on the theta scale. 


Cut points are then set at the point where the probability of being in either category is equal to 
.50, or 50 percent. Once respondent-level cut points are determined, respondent scores can be 
aggregated such that the percentage of respondents in a school (or school district) whose 
responses indicate that their school needs improvement, is adequate, or is excellent for each of 
the scales is reported. 


As part of the standards setting process, AIR will identify experts in each of the domains to 
serve as raters, incorporating Nevada experts and/or educators as appropriate and determined 
in collaboration with NDE. AIR staff will prepare rater materials and train raters as needed 
and will perform all analyses necessary to determine appropriate cut points. These analyses 
will be completed in time to be incorporated into survey reporting for the first full-scale 
administration in spring 2016.  


3.7.2 Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for 
secure data transfer to and from NDE and to and from the school districts. 


Protecting respondent data is of the utmost importance to AIR and, as such, we will access, 
store, and transfer data securely as described in this section. 


Data Access: The Web-based survey administration platform application will be hosted on 
Amazon Web Services (AWS) infrastructure as described in Section 3.1.4.1.F, and survey data 
exported from the platform will be stored on AIR’s secure servers in order to protect 
respondent data. Access to the survey data will be based on a “need-to-know” basis. Anyone 
not working on the behalf of NDE and the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey project (or 
as a systems administrator) will not be allowed access to the survey data.  


Data Storage: The primary storage area for electronic project files is physically located in 
either a data center or secure server room. Storing data on PC or laptop hard drives, tablet 
computers, smart phones/handhelds, etc. is not authorized unless the data file is encrypted 
with an AIR-approved encryption application. Identifiable or restricted survey data may be 
stored on portable storage (e.g., external USB storage, flash drives, DVD/CDs) only when 
unavoidable and only when the following security measures/procedures are in place: 


 Storage device or files stored on it shall be protected using either disk- or file-level 
encryption supported by AIR IT.  
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 Passwords/passphrases used to encrypt/decrypt files or provide access to the device as a 
minimum must meet the AIR password standards. 


Data Transfer: Transfer of electronic identifiable data between NDE and AIR, and between 
AIR and any vendors, may occur only through a secured server (SFTP website). AIR will 
request access to the Nevada Bighorn Portal for its key staff (including project staff and 
IT/Administrative staff) and will use this portal for any transfer of identifiable or restricted 
data to NDE. 


3.7.3 Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include the following: 


3.7.3.1 Upcoming assessment schedule; 
3.7.3.2 Reporting; 
3.7.3.3 Principal certifications; 
3.7.3.4 Administration manuals; 
3.7.3.5 Additional materials order; and 
3.7.3.6 Assessment materials pickup. 
 
As described in Section 3.1.4.1.D, AIR will set up a survey website (e.g., 
https://NevadaSchoolClimate.org/) where we will post information about the survey including, 
but not limited to, the survey administration schedule, administration instruction manuals, 
and information on how to request reports online. Because our proposed survey 
administration uses only Web-based materials, order and pickup forms will not be needed.  


3.7.4 Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each contract year. 


3.7.4.1 The format and content for this technical report must meet industry standards. 


3.7.5 Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school score 
reporting to teachers and parents in both English and Spanish. 


Our staff have authored technical reports (including survey documentation, user’s manuals, 
codebooks, methodological reports, and interpretation guides) for federal surveys such as the 
Schools and Staffing Surveys, the Teacher Follow Up Surveys, and the School Survey on 
Crime and Safety, and nonfederal surveys such as the Cleveland Conditions for Learning 
survey. We will leverage our extensive experience to produce a thorough and accurate 
technical report of the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey that aligns with industry 
standards for each contract year. Topics may include, but are not limited to, the following: 


 History and development of the Nevada School Climate and SEL survey 
 Introduction to the Nevada School Climate and SEL scales 
 Survey administration procedures 
 Population and response rates 
 Data collection methods 
 Scaling information (modeling, standard setting, and scoring) 
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As we design the reporting template as detailed in Section 3.1.4.2, it will be our 
recommendation that scale interpretation be included directly in the report, with a section 
provided for each topic area that provides examples of the school environment in each 
category (e.g., “Needs Improvement,” “Adequate,” and “Excellent”) and guidance on data 
interpretation. AIR will make this document available in both English and Spanish. We can 
develop additional interpretation documentation at NDE’s request. 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—29 
 







 


Section 4 – Company Background and References 
4.1  Vendor Information 


4.1.1 Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format below. 


Question Response 
Company name: American Institutes for Research 
Ownership (sole proprietor, partnership, etc.): Not for Profit Corporation 
State of incorporation: PA 
Date of incorporation: 12/31/1946 
# of years in business: 69 years 
List of top officers: David Myers, President; 


Marijo Ahlgrimm, Treasurer, Sr. VP and 
Chief Financial Officer;  
Dona Kilpatrick, Secretary 


Location of company headquarters: 1000 Thomas Jefferson St., NW 
Washington, DC  20007-3835 


Location(s) of the company offices: • 1990 K Street Suite 1C NW, Washington 
DC 20006-1107; 


• Druid Chase Park, Suite 180, 2801 
Buford Highway NE, Atlanta GA 30329;  


• Center for Integrating Education & 
Research in Schools, 400 E. Pratt Street 
Suite 819, Baltimore MD 21202;  


• 100 Europa Drive Suite 315, Chapel Hill, 
NC 275217 


• 20 North Wacker Drive Suite 1231, 
Chicago, IL 606062901 


• 41 South High Street Suite 2425, 
Columbus, OH 43215 


• 7315-A Grove Road, Frederick, MD 
21704 


• 1601 Kapiolani Blvd. Suite 900, 
Honolulu, HI 96814 


• 1433 N. Meridian St., Suite 206,  
Indianapolis, IN 46202 


• 1120 East Diehl Road Suite 200, 
Naperville, IL 60563-1486 


• 22 Cortlandt Street Floor 16, New York, 
NY 10007-3139 


• 820 Freeway Drive North, Columbus, 
OH 43229 


• 1001 SW 5th Ave 11th Floor, Portland, 
OR 97204 
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Question Response 
• 2151 River Plaza Drive Suite 320, 


Sacramento, CA 958334130 
• 2800 Campus Drive Suite 200, San 


Mateo, CA 94403 
• 11720 Plaza America Drive, Reston, VA  


20190  
• 10720 Columbia Pike Suite 500, Silver 


Spring, MD 20901-4400 
• 6003 Executive Blvd., 3rd Floor, 


Rockville, MD  20852-3823 
• 201 Jones Road 1st Floor West, Waltham, 


MA 024511600 
Location(s) of the office that will provide the 
services described in this RFP: 


Chicago, Illinois, Washington, DC and San 
Mateo, California 


Number of employees locally with the 
expertise to support the requirements identified 
in this RFP: 


0 


Number of employees nationally with the 
expertise to support the requirements in this 
RFP: 


35 


Location(s) from which employees will be 
assigned for this project: 


Chicago, Illinois, Washington, DC and San 
Mateo, California 


4.1.2 Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation organized pursuant to the 
laws of another state must register with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office 
as a foreign corporation before a contract can be executed between the State of Nevada 
and the awarded vendor, unless specifically exempted by NRS 80.015. 


4.1.3 The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of Nevada, must be 
appropriately licensed by the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office pursuant to 
NRS76.  Information regarding the Nevada Business License can be located at 
http://sos.state.nv.us.  


Question Response 
Nevada Business License Number: Tax Exempt, please see attachment under tab 


2 State Documents 
Legal Entity Name: American Institutes for Research in the 


Behavioral Sciences 


Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing business as? 


Yes  No X 


If “No”, provide explanation. 
DBA is American Institutes for Research 
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4.1.4 Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing requirement(s).  
Vendors shall be proactive in verification of these requirements prior to proposal 
submittal.  Proposals that do not contain the requisite licensure may be deemed non-
responsive. 


4.1.5 Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of Nevada agency?   


Yes  No X 


If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for whom the work 
was performed.  Table can be duplicated for each contract being identified. 


Question Response 
Name of State agency: STATE OF NEVADA DEPT. OF 


ADMINISTRATION 
State agency contact name: Rorie Fitzpatrick 
Dates when services were performed: 10/14/2008  - 9/30/2009 
Type of duties performed: The Nevada Department of Education 


requests an analysis of the state’s special 
education finance system and 
recommendations for creating and 
implementing a system that provides 
flexibility as well as accountability. 


Total dollar value of the contract: $79,776.00 
 


Question Response 
Name of State agency: State of Nevada  DOE 
State agency contact name: Richard Vineyard 
Dates when services were performed: 02/12/2013 – 03/31/2013 
Type of duties performed: TA NV Teaching 
Total dollar value of the contract: $14,427.00 


 


Question Response 
Name of State agency: State of Nevada   
State agency contact name: Richard Vineyard 
Dates when services were performed: 03/12/20013 – 09/30/2013 
Type of duties performed: SSMD for the NV 
Total dollar value of the contract: $14,427.00 


 


Question Response 
Name of State agency: State of Nevada   Legislative Counsel 


Bureau 
State agency contact name: Julie Waller 
Dates when services were performed: 03/12/2013 – 09/30/2013 
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Question Response 
Type of duties performed: The Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau 


requested a study be done that investigates 
their exisitng system of public school 
funding and makes recommendations of 
"best practices" that might be incorporated 
in order to improve the equity with which 
resources are allocated according to 
student and regional needs. 


Total dollar value of the contract: $125,000.00 


4.1.6 Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an employee of the State of 
Nevada, or any of its agencies, departments, or divisions? 


Yes  No X 


If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render services, while 
on annual leave, compensatory time, or on their own time? 


If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an agency of the State 
of Nevada, or (b) any person who has been an employee of an agency of the State 
of Nevada within the past two (2) years, and if such person will be performing or 
producing the services which you will be contracted to provide under this 
contract, you must disclose the identity of each such person in your response to 
this RFP, and specify the services that each person will be expected to perform. 


4.1.7 Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract breaches, civil 
or criminal litigation in which the vendor has been alleged to be liable or held liable in 
a matter involving a contract with the State of Nevada or any other governmental entity.  
Any pending claim or litigation occurring within the past six (6) years which may 
adversely affect the vendor’s ability to perform or fulfill its obligations if a contract is 
awarded as a result of this RFP must also be disclosed. 


Does any of the above apply to your company? 


Yes  No X 


If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be duplicated for 
each issue being identified. 


Question Response 
Date of alleged contract failure or breach:  
Parties involved:  
Description of the contract failure, 
contract breach, or litigation, including 
the products or services involved: 
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Question Response 
Amount in controversy:  
Resolution or current status of the 
dispute: 


 


If the matter has resulted in a court case: Court Case Number 
  


Status of the litigation:  


4.1.8 Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in Attachment E, Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your organization currently have or will your organization 
be able to provide the insurance requirements as specified in Attachment E. 


Yes X No  


Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance requirements must be identified on 
Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and 
Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be taken into consideration as 
part of the evaluation process; however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not 
specify any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State 
will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.  


Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the Certificate of Insurance 
identifying the coverages as specified in Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 
3179.  
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4.1.9 Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the services 
described in this RFP. Limit response to no more than five (5) pages. 


American Institutes for Research (AIR) is an independent, nonpartisan, not-for-profit 
organization that conducts behavioral and social science research and delivers technical 
assistance both domestically and internationally. As one of the largest behavioral and social 
science research organizations in the world, AIR is committed to empowering communities 
and institutions with innovative solutions to the most critical challenges in education, health, 
workforce, and international development.  


Since 1946, we have worked with federal, state, and local government agencies and with 
public and private organizations, including foundations, corporations, courts, and schools in 
the United States and abroad. Our responsiveness, flexibility, product quality, and strong 
deadline orientation have earned AIR a national and international reputation for efficient and 
effective work that consistently meets clients’ needs. Our six program areas are: 


 Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research (ALDER) 
 Assessment 
 Education  
 Health and Social Development 
 International Development, Evaluation, and Research 
 Workforce and Lifelong Learning  


More than 1,600 research, technical, administrative, and clerical personnel work at AIR. 
Sociologists, economists, technical assistance consultants, industrial psychologists, political 
scientists, physicians, education researchers, computer experts, systems analysts, statisticians, 
engineers, linguists, communications experts, conference coordinators, writers, editors, 
videographers, and graphic artists innovate together in many combinations. Fifty-nine percent 
of our domestic program staff members hold advanced degrees, and 34 percent of these hold 
doctoral or equivalent terminal degrees. Our annual business volume was approximately $388 
million in 2014 (60 percent federal, 35 percent state and local, and 5 percent commercial and 
foundation). 


To meet our clients’ and sponsors’ specific needs, we build diverse project teams of experts 
from a variety of academic disciplines with deep expertise in research and practice. An AIR 
strong suit is multidisciplinary problem-solving. For the development and execution of the 
Nevada School Climate and SEL survey, we offer a team with a record of delivering superior 
products and demonstrating flexibility in adapting to the evolving needs of our clients. This 
team includes staff with expertise in school climate and SEL research, measurement and 
survey methodology, and Web-based platform development. Together, this team is in the 
forefront of school climate research; is experienced conducting survey research and survey 
implementation at the federal, state, district, and school levels; and has deep expertise in 
developing custom software applications for states and school districts. Together, we will design 
surveys and tools that will enable Nevada to obtain high-quality school climate survey data.  
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Education 


The Center for Survey Methods (CSM) is housed in AIR’s Education program. The Education 
program is committed to applying the best research evidence available to ensure that all 
students—particularly those facing the greatest disadvantages—have access to a high-quality, 
effective education. The program’s 500 staff work to illuminate the root causes of the most 
pressing education challenges and to measure the impact of the best known solutions. We ask 
the difficult questions to increase the field’s understanding of what works and why, and our 
answers drive positive change. 


Education program staff manage a diverse portfolio of work including more than 250 
contracts and grants—ranging from direct consulting assignments to multiyear research and 
technical assistance projects—from a variety of government, public, and private sector clients. 
CSM supports the design, collection, analysis, and dissemination of statistics that are objective, 
accurate, and timely. By employing leading-edge approaches built on methodologically sound 
research and established theory, we provide our clients with the most efficient solutions to 
their research questions. Our comprehensive team of experts works with federal statistics and 
large, complex surveys in the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Our expertise covers every 
step of the survey research process, bringing a breadth and depth of knowledge in survey 
design and development, management of survey operations, data processing and diagnostics, 
statistical analysis and reporting, and quality assurance and control. 


Client Technology 


AIR’s Client Technology (CT) staff support the programmatic efforts of AIR with extensive 
knowledge and experience in assessment, design, development, testing, and support of 
informational websites to disseminate content, resources, and tools to targeted audiences. CT 
staff work collaboratively with clients to determine the best technology solutions to suit the 
need of each deliverable. In addition to tools such as Drupal, PHP, HTML, CSS, and 
JavaScript, CT staff also employ the latest technology in .NET and SQL Server. CT is also 
able to meet Section 508 compliance when issues of accessibility arise in the development of 
electronic media. With an infrastructure capable of hosting informational and database-
driven websites, CT offers support for online data collection in any stage of the project 
development life cycle. CT staff have a demonstrated record of success with clients on past 
projects, including those highlighted in the following Project Descriptions section. 


Project Descriptions 


The following selected project descriptions illustrate our organizational capacity to perform 
the work described in this proposal and demonstrate the depth and breadth of our survey 
expertise.  


Cleveland Conditions for Learning Survey (CFL) 


AIR’s Center for Survey Methods provides technical expertise to the Cleveland Metropolitan 
School District (CMSD) in the areas of survey preparation, operations, and administration; 
statistical methodology; psychometric support and standard setting; data analysis and 
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reporting; and project management. CMSD is a large and struggling school district that 
recognizes the importance of data-driven decision making to promote positive school climate 
in its efforts to improve student outcomes; as such, it has administered AIR’s Conditions for 
Learning (CFL) survey annually since 2007. During the 2012–13 school year, under the 
highlighted contract, AIR led the effort to transition the survey from a paper-based 
administration to a Web-based administration, allowing CMSD to obtain data at multiple 
points throughout the school year, resulting in more timely data and results. Our work 
included developing a Web-based survey administration platform (and designing the survey 
administration procedures for it); redesigning the psychometric properties of the survey to 
allow for more timely analysis; developing new data editing procedures; producing user-
friendly reports of the results; and assisting CMSD staff to interpret the results through 
presentations and messaging materials.  


ESSIN Task 31, Design of the School Climate Surveys (SCLS) 


In early 2013, the U.S. Department of Education announced efforts to help the nation’s 
schools “create safer and more nurturing school climates” would be a high priority. One 
component of this effort is the development of a school climate measurement platform to 
provide valid and reliable measures of school climate for local education agencies including 
schools, school districts, and states. AIR’s Education program led the production of the 
resulting surveys, including the development of several position papers and the convening of 
national experts in school climate to assist with survey development. In partnership with 
Sanametrix, Inc., AIR designed and developed the state-of-the-art Web-based administration 
platform to be hosted and maintained on education agencies’ servers and will be made 
available to schools and districts license free with built-in features to minimize disclosure risk, 
process survey data, allow for the import and export of data, and provide timely survey results. 
In preparation for the release of the SCLS, AIR developed survey administration procedures 
and instruction manuals for the technical installation and configuration of the platform as 
well as the SCLS administration procedures. 


AIR’s work on the development of the SCLS surveys and administration tools provides us with 
unique expertise to successfully execute the SCLS modifications and enhancements proposed 
for this project.  


The National Center for Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) 


The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) is funded by the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Safe and Healthy Students and the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration 
(SAMHSA). Specifically, the Center: (1) provides training and support to state administrators, 
including grantees funded under the Safe and Supportive Schools grant program; grantees 
funded under Project Prevent; school and district administrators; institutions of higher 
education; teachers; support staff at schools; communities and families; and students and (2) 
seeks to improve schools’ conditions for learning through measurement and program 
implementation so that all students have the opportunity to realize academic success in safe 
and supportive environments. 
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NCSSLE has supported the school climate measurement and improvement efforts of more 
than 200 school districts (and nearly 1,000 schools). We will leverage our experience and 
lessons learned to provide superior survey assistance to Nevada’s schools and school districts 
for the proposed project.   


Wisconsin Online Youth Risk Behavior Survey 


In 2007, AIR developed the Online Youth Risk Behavior Survey (OYRBS) system for the 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. AIR continues to host, maintain, and enhance 
the OYRBS system. OYRBS is used by Wisconsin school districts, private schools, tribes, 
cooperative educational services agencies, and county agencies to gather local student self-
reported data on health behavior, attitudes and perceptions, and protective factors. These data 
can help raise awareness of important health issues; influence societal norms and 
perceptions; show the need for funding; and capture the need for, and monitor the impact of, 
prevention programs for school-age youth. More than 300 school districts in Wisconsin have 
successfully used the OYRBS to gather data about their middle school and high school 
students.  


Wisconsin Information Network for Successful Schools (WINSS) Characteristics of 
Successful Schools (CSS) Surveys 


Starting in 2005, AIR developed the WINSS CSS survey application in conjunction with 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) staff as part of the WINSS website. The 
CSS surveys are eight surveys that school districts can use with a variety of stakeholders to see 
how closely aligned their district practices are with successful school districts. Through the 
years, a Student School Climate Survey, a Staff School Climate Survey, and a School 
Improvement Planning Tool have been added. AIR continues to host and maintain this 
application for Wisconsin DPI.  


Our Goals 


Our clients are diverse, each operating in a different context with a unique set of needs. We 
customize methods and services to best support each project, always with the same goals in 
mind: 


 Improve performance throughout educational systems with a focus on student 
achievement. 


 Ensure that every school has a great leader and every classroom has a great teacher. 
 Through rigorous research, evaluation, and practice, design both traditional and 


nontraditional environments that are conducive to learning. 
 Inform school programs and policies to help all students—including English language 


learners and those with disabilities—achieve their highest potential. 
 Analyze higher education spending, revenues, and outcomes and provide tools to help 


families and students make informed decisions. 
 Identify barriers students face to college and career readiness and create strategies to 


help overcome these barriers. 
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 Enhance organizational effectiveness and improve the performance of individuals and 
teams. 


Our Clients 


Selected clients include the following: 
 Corporations. Intel Education Initiative, U.S. News and World Report 
 Foundations. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, 


Heising-Simons Foundation, Lumina Foundation for Education, M&S Dell 
Foundation, Novo Foundation, The Nellie Mae Education Foundation, Rockefeller 
Foundation, The Spencer Foundation, The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, 
William T. Grant Foundation 


 Local Education Agencies. Boston Public Schools, Chicago (Illinois) Public Schools, 
Cleveland (Ohio) Metropolitan School District, Decatur (Illinois) Public Schools, East 
St. Louis (Illinois) School District, Hazelwood (Missouri) School District, Jefferson 
County (Colorado) School District, Springfield (Illinois) Public Schools, Syracuse 
(New York) City School District 


 Nonprofit Organizations. ASCD, California Education Partners, Change the Equation, 
College Summit, Corporation for Public Broadcasting, New York Hall of Science, Say 
Yes to Education, Success for Kids 


 State Education Agencies. District of Columbia Public Schools, Florida Department of 
Education, Hawaii Department of Education, Illinois Department of Education, Maine 
Department of Education, Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, Mississippi Department of Education, New York Department of Education, 
Ohio Department of Education, Texas Education Agency, Vermont Department of 
Education, Washington Department of Education 


 U.S. Department of Education. Charter Schools Program, Office of Elementary and 
Secondary Education; Office of Innovation and Improvement; Office of Planning, 
Evaluation and Policy Development; Office of Postsecondary Education; Office of 
Safe and Healthy Students; Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services; 
Federal Student Aid; Institute of Education Sciences; National Center for Education 
Statistics 
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4.1.10 Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP to the public 
and/or private sector. Please provide a brief description. 


Founded in 1946, AIR is now one of the largest behavioral and social science research 
organizations in the world. AIR’s long history of survey methods and operations began 55 
years ago in 1960 with Project Talent, a landmark longitudinal study of 440,000 high school 
students in 1960 and associated follow-up data collections through 2015. AIR continues its 
long history of conducting large-scale data collections through our Center for Survey Methods 
(CSM) and our Education program. With highly experienced and qualified teams of survey 
research experts, our staff support all facets of survey design, operations, and analysis.  


4.1.11 Financial information and documentation to be included in Part III, Confidential 
Financial Information of vendor’s response in accordance with Section 9.5, Part III – 
Confidential Financial Information.  


4.1.11.1 Dun and Bradstreet Number  


4.1.11.2 Federal Tax Identification Number 


See Part III Confidential Financial Information for the financial information and 
documentation for this section. 


4.2 Subcontractor Information 


4.2.1 Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors? 


Yes  No X 


If “Yes”, vendor must: 


4.2.1.1 Identify specific subcontractors and the specific requirements of this RFP 
for which each proposed subcontractor will perform services. 


4.2.1.2  If any tasks are to be completed by subcontractor(s), vendors must: 


A. Describe the relevant contractual arrangements; 


B. Describe how the work of any subcontractor(s) will be supervised, 
channels of communication will be maintained and compliance 
with contract terms assured; and 


C. Describe your previous experience with subcontractor(s). 


4.2.1.3  Vendors must describe the methodology, processes and tools utilized for: 


A. Selecting and qualifying appropriate subcontractors for the 
project/contract; 
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B. Ensuring subcontractor compliance with the overall performance 
objectives for the project;  


C. Ensuring that subcontractor deliverables meet the quality 
objectives of the project/contract; and 


D. Providing proof of payment to any subcontractor(s) used for this 
project/contract, if requested by the State.  Proposal should include 
a plan by which, at the State’s request, the State will be notified of 
such payments. 


4.2.1.4 Provide the same information for any proposed subcontractors as 
requested in Section 4.1, Vendor Information. 


4.2.1.5 Business references as specified in Section 4.3, Business References must 
be provided for any proposed subcontractors. 


4.2.1.6 Vendor shall not allow any subcontractor to commence work until all 
insurance required of the subcontractor is provided to the vendor. 


4.2.1.7 Vendor must notify the using agency of the intended use of any 
subcontractors not identified within their original proposal and provide the 
information originally requested in the RFP in Section 4.2, Subcontractor 
Information.  The vendor must receive agency approval prior to 
subcontractor commencing work. 


4.3 Business References 


4.3.1 Vendors should provide a maximum of three (3) business references from similar 
projects performed for private, state and/or large local government clients within the 
last three (3) years. 


4.3.2 Vendors must provide the following information for every business reference provided 
by the vendor and/or subcontractor: 


The “Company Name” must be the name of the proposing vendor or the vendor’s 
proposed subcontractor.   


Reference #: 3179 
Company Name: American Institutes for Research 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: National Center for Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Rita Foy Moss 
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Street Address: 400 Maryland Avenue, SW 
City, State, Zip: Washington, DC 20202 
Phone, including area code: 202-453-6728 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address: Rita.Foy.Moss@ed.gov 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: N/A 
Street Address: N/A 
City, State, Zip: N/A 
Phone, including area code: N/A 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address:  


Project Information 
Brief description of the project/contract 
and description of services performed, 
including technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if applicable: 


K-16 schools in the United States face challenging 
safety, security, and behavior issues.  To address 
those issues and for students and schools to achieve 
positive outcomes, the conditions for learning must 
improve. In particular, (1) Students, teachers, 
families, and schools must have strong 
relationships with each other and the community 
(Engagement); (2) Students and teachers must feel 
safe intellectually and emotionally and be safe from 
violence, bullying, harassment, and substance use 
in schools and school-related activities (Safety); 
and (3) Schools and postsecondary settings should 
have appropriate facilities, instruct students in well-
managed and organized learning environments, 
treat students fairly, while there, students may 
require access to mental health and other supports 
(Environment).  The Safe and Supportive Schools 
TA Center will assist schools, districts, institutions 
of higher education, and state education agencies in 
building their capacity for improving conditions for 
learning; sustaining successful school 
environments; and managing and implementing 
their related federally-funded projects. 


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 09/27/2012 
Original Project/Contract End Date: 09/26/2016 
Original Project/Contract Value: $10,310,997.71 
Final Project/Contract Date: Ongoing 
Was project/contract completed in time 
originally allotted, and if not, why not? 


Ongoing 


Was project/contract completed within 
or under the original budget/ cost 
proposal, and if not, why not? 


Ongoing 
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Reference #: 3179 
Company Name: American Institutes for Research 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: ESSIN Task 31: School Climate Surveys 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Isaiah O’Rear 
Street Address: 1990 K Street, NW, Room 8133 
City, State, Zip: Washington, DC 20006 
Phone, including area code: (202) 502-7378 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address: Isaiah.orear@ed.gov 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: N/A 
Street Address: N/A 
City, State, Zip: N/A 
Phone, including area code: N/A 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address: N/A 


Project Information 
Brief description of the project/contract 
and description of services performed, 
including technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if applicable: 


This project involves the development of the  
National School Climate Surveys, to be 
administered to students, instructional staff, 
noninstructional staff, and parents.  We 
will develop a platform that will allow for fully 
independent administration by schools, districts, or 
states. We will field a national study to develop 
benchmarks for each respondent group. 


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 09/27/2013 
Original Project/Contract End Date: 09/26/2016 
Original Project/Contract Value: $4,192,996.00 
Final Project/Contract Date: Ongoing 
Was project/contract completed in time 
originally allotted, and if not, why not? 


Ongoing 


Was project/contract completed within 
or under the original budget/ cost 
proposal, and if not, why not? 


Ongoing 


 
Reference #: 3179 
Company Name: American Institutes for Research 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 
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X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Cleveland Conditions for Learning Survey Project 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Chris Broughton 
Street Address: 1111 Superior Ave E, Suite 1800 
City, State, Zip: Cleveland, OH 44114 
Phone, including area code: 216-838-0118 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address: Christopher.Broughton@clevelandmetroschools.org 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: N/A 
Street Address: N/A 
City, State, Zip: N/A 
Phone, including area code: N/A 
Facsimile, including area code: N/A 
Email address: N/A 


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


This contract is for AIR to continue supporting the 
Cleveland Metropolitan School District (CMSD) in its 
efforts to use data to drive decision making by 
administering the Conditions for Learning (CFL) 
survey three times throughout the 2013-14 school 
year and three times throughout the 2014-15 school 
year. During the 2012-13 school year, AIR 
transitioned the long-standing survey from paper-and-
pencil to a web-based format and administered the 
survey three times. This contract is a continuation and 
expansion of that work, incorporating technical 
assistance through webinars and presentations on the 
importance of data-driven decision making and high-
quality data.    


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 09/01/2013 
Original Project/Contract End Date: 8/30/2015 
Original Project/Contract Value: $458,182.00 
Final Project/Contract Date: Ongoing 
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Ongoing 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


Ongoing 


4.3.3 Vendors must also submit Attachment F, Reference Questionnaire to the business 
references that are identified in Section 4.3.2.   
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4.3.4 The company identified as the business references must submit the Reference 
Questionnaire directly to the Purchasing Division.  


4.3.5 It is the vendor’s responsibility to ensure that completed forms are received by the 
Purchasing Division on or before the deadline as specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline 
for inclusion in the evaluation process.  Reference Questionnaires not received, or not 
complete, may adversely affect the vendor’s score in the evaluation process.   


4.3.6 The State reserves the right to contact and verify any and all references listed regarding 
the quality and degree of satisfaction for such performance. 


4.4. Vendor Staff Résumés  


A resume must be completed for each proposed key personnel responsible for performance under 
any contract resulting from this RFP per Attachment G, Proposed Staff Resume. 


See Attachment G, for the résumés of the proposed key personnel.
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Attachment G – Proposed Staff Résumés 
Vendors must include all proposed staff resumes per Section 4.4, Vendor Staff Resumes in this 
section.   


This section should also include any subcontractor proposed staff resumes, if applicable.


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—46 
 







 


AIR proposes a core project team of researchers who have strong experience in both school 
climate surveys and large-scale Web-based data collections. These team members draw upon 
high levels of training in survey best practices and an understanding of the real-life 
challenges faced by districts and schools in their efforts to collect high-quality data.  


Leading the study as Principal Investigator will be David Osher, Ph.D., a vice president, AIR 
institute fellow, and codirector of the Health and Social Development Program at AIR. He has 
conducted extensive research on positive behavioral support, social emotional learning, 
supportive school discipline, school climate, conditions for learning, mental health services, 
and cultural competence as well as their relationship to academic achievement. He has 
authored or coauthored more than 330 publications and is principal investigator of major 
centers and research projects, including the National Center on Safe Supportive Learning 
Environments and the new National Clearinghouse on Supportive School Discipline. 


Samantha Neiman, M.A., is a senior researcher at AIR and is the proposed Project Director 
for this project. Neiman has served as the project director for the CFL surveys since 2012. In 
this capacity, she oversees all activities related to preparing, collecting, processing, analyzing, 
and disseminating results from the CFL survey. In addition, she serves as project reviewer for 
Cleveland’s Conditions for Teaching survey work, is principal investigator for the U.S. 
Department of Education’s School Survey on Crime and Safety, is a survey specialist for the 
National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments, and led the initial design of the 
SCLS Web-based platform in 2013 and 2014. Prior to this, as a researcher in the Education 
program at AIR and formerly as a subcontractor to AIR, under contract with the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Neiman played a key role in data preparation, 
collection, processing, analysis, and dissemination for NCES surveys. Neiman has presented 
on the topics of bullying, trends and clusters of school crime, and adolescent drug use, and 
nonresponse bias in school-based student perception surveys at various national conferences. 
She has authored NCES reports on the topic of school crime and, most recently, published an 
article in the Journal of Law and Education titled “Bullying: A State of Affairs.”  


Quality assurance for this project will be provided by Sandy Eyster, Ph.D., managing director 
and the director of AIR’s Center for Survey Methods. She oversees survey operations and 
provides statistical and methodological advice regarding all aspects of survey design and 
development, data collection administration and management, data development, 
confidentiality and privacy, data analysis, training, and dissemination of large- and small-
scale studies and data collections conducted by AIR. Dr. Eyster has provided quality assurance 
for the Conditions for Learning survey since 2012 and the Conditions for Teaching survey 
since 2014. 


Julie Young, M.A., has more than 18 years of experience directing social science and survey 
research studies for the government, foundations, and academic institutions, and will oversee 
the survey operations for this project. For more than 13 years, she has served in survey 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—47 
 







 


management capacities: she has managed all aspects of survey planning and execution, been 
responsible for preparing and managing budgets and schedules, worked with clients and other 
stakeholders, managed priorities, managed project teams and directed staff. Over the course of 
her career, she has managed numerous survey projects for federal and state agencies ranging 
from $100,000 to multi-million dollar, multi-year efforts. Her experience spans surveys across 
a broad range of substantive areas, including labor, healthcare, education, disability, welfare, 
and other areas of public policy relevance. Young has expertise in all modes of data collection, 
including Web, phone, mail, in-person and mixed-mode surveys as well as qualitative methods 
such as in-depth interviews and focus groups. Young directed data collection operations for 
several large, complex surveys through her work at Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. and 
Market Strategies International, Inc. prior to joining AIR.  


Nick Yoder, Ph.D., is a technical assistant consultant in the Education program at AIR and 
will provide content area expertise to this project and lead the expert panel standard setting 
task. Dr. Yoder’s primary research areas include school climate, social and emotional 
learning (SEL), and educator effectiveness. Dr. Yoder leads the focal area on safe and 
supportive classrooms and SEL for the Center on Great Teachers and Leaders, where he 
works with states and regional comprehensive centers on the integration of school climate, 
teaching conditions, and SEL with other initiatives (e.g., college and career readiness 
standards). He is particularly interested in how teachers, administrators, and district leaders 
support the connection between school climate and academic learning. He provides tools, 
resources, and workshops to schools, districts, and states to facilitate this integration work. Dr. 
Yoder has been instrumental in AIR’s survey work, including the development of the 
Conditions for Teaching survey. 


Jennifer M. Schroll M.S., M.B.A., a principal project manager at AIR, will oversee the 
development of the Nevada survey administration platform. Her expertise includes designing, 
developing, and managing online data collection systems. Schroll’s background includes more 
than 15 years of experience building large-scale data collection applications and reporting 
tools with high volume of users. In addition, Schroll has been managing projects and web 
development teams for almost 10 years. Schroll’s responsibilities include providing project 
management leadership to the Web development process; collaborating with team members to 
develop budgets, schedules, and project management plans, and provide monitoring to ensure 
that projects stay on track, meet their targets, and deliver high-quality results.  


Résumés for each of these staff are provided below. 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: David Osher Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Vice President, Institute Fellow & Senior Advisor to Health & Social 
Development Program (H&SD) 


# of Years in Classification: 6 # of Years with Firm: 23 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


Dr. David Osher is Vice President in Education, Human Development and the Workforce at the 
American Institutes for Research. His work focuses on collaboration, children’s services, 
prevention, social emotional learning, youth development, the social and emotional conditions 
for learning, teaching, and healthy development, and culturally competent interventions for 
children and youth with mental health problems and disorders and their families.   


Osher has served as Director of The Center for Effective Collaboration and Practice, lead AIR’s 
contract that supported the Federal Interagency Coordinating Council, and helped the U. S.  
Department of Education develop The National Agenda For Improving Results for Children and 
Youth with Serious Emotional Disturbance. Osher currently serves as Principal Investigator for 
The National Center for Mental Health Promotion and Violence Prevention, The Technical 
Assistance Partnership for Child and Family Mental Health and The National Evaluation and 
Technical Assistance Center for the Education of Children and Youth who are Neglected, 
Delinquent, or At Risk. Osher also serves as Principal Investigator of a contract to help the 
Federal Agency Interagency Working Group on Youth Programs develop and implement a 
strategic plan to improve the coordination and efficiency of youth programs and is working with 
New York State’s Governor’s office, Children’s Cabinet, and Commissioners to develop 
dashboards with common indicators across Child Welfare, Juvenile Justice, Mental Health, 
Probation, Education, Family Services and Health. 


Osher has studied school and community change at a local, state, Federal, and International 
Level where he has also led the development of tools to study, monitor, and intervene regarding 
school improvement (e.g., surveys, score cards, and tools to identify effective interventions). He 
is AIR’s lead consultant to three major initiatives that focus on community collaboration – 
Turnaround for Children; Say Yes to Education and Cleveland Ohio’s Human Ware Initiative 
and consults regularly with such national organizations as the American Federation of Teachers 
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and City Year. Osher has consulted with UNICEF global and regional staff as well as UNICEFF 
and Ministry of Education staff from Cambodia, China, Singapore, Thailand, Timor Leste, and 
the Philippines regarding life skills, social emotional learning, and the monitoring of school 
climate. 


Osher served as Principal Investigator of The What Works Clearing House Review of Character 
Education, the Global Evaluation of UNICEF’s Child Friendly Schools, and the national survey 
of youth with disabilities in the juvenile justice and adult correctional systems, and of 
evaluations of city, city-wide, and state-wide youth development initiatives in New York City, 
San Diego, Alaska and Iowa.  Osher has lead efforts to develop research agendas for the U.S. 
Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Program and chaired expert panels 
convened for the Departments of Education and Justice regarding the prevention of school 
violence and for the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) 
regarding intervention to foster safe, supportive, and successful schools.  


Osher consults with federal state and local officials across multiple regularly with offices in the 
U. S. Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, and Justice, and has served on 
multiple interagency work groups with Federal officials. Osher serves on numerous expert panels 
(e.g., the Preschool and Elementary School Assessment Workgroup and the research advisory 
boards for America’s Promise and the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional 
Learning) and editorial boards. A former Dean of two Schools of Human Services, and a liberal 
arts college, Osher has authored, co-authored, or edited over 270 books, monographs, chapters, 
articles, and reports including documents which were released by the White House, Secretary of 
Education, Attorney General, and various Assistant Secretaries. 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Principal Investigator (PI), Investing in What Works: Strategies for Evaluating Evidence 
for Human Services Program, AIR (2012-2014) 
The purpose of this contract is to provide guidance to the Federal officials and practitioners on 
how to support the effective study, dissemination, replication, scaling up, and economic analysis 
of evidenced based programs and practices. 
 
PI, National Clearing House on Safe and Supportive School Discipline, AIR (2013) 
Collected and disseminated information on promising and evidenced-based approaches to 
supportive school discipline, helping students stay and succeed in school. 
 
PI, National Center on Safe and Supportive Learning Environments, AIR (2012- )   
This Center was established by the U. S. Department of Education (ED) and the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) to help states, districts, schools, 
colleges, and universities develop and use surveys of students, teachers, and families to improve 
school climate and the conditions for learning. In addition to providing support on survey 
development and use, the Center helps states, districts, schools, colleges and universities to use 
climate and other data to identify and implement interventions to improve school climate and the 
conditions for learning. 
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PI, Interagency Working Group on Youth Programs, AIR (2009- ) 
This contract supports the work of the 10 Departments and 2 agencies that are mandated to 
Collaborate Create a Strategic Plan for Federal Youth Policy.  The project includes creating and 
maintaining FindYouthInfo.gov, the U.S. government website that helps you create, maintain, 
and strengthen effective youth programs. Included are youth facts, funding information, and 
tools to help you assess community assets, generate maps of local and federal resources, search 
for evidence-based youth programs, and keep up-to-date on the latest, youth-related news. 
 
PI and Senior Advisor, Say Yes to Education, AIR (2008- ) 
Provide research, evaluation, and technical assistance to the Say Yes Foundation and its partners 
in Syracuse in implementing an intervention that aims at creating conditions where every 
Syracuse Student graduates from High School and goes on to post-secondary success.  This work 
has involved reviewing research on the program, conducting focus groups with graduate, helping 
to redesign the program, developing a student monitoring and intervention system, doing annual 
school reviews and working with schools to use these data, doing an implementation review, 
developing a community dashboard, and evaluating the impacts of the intervention.  
 
PI, Audit of Cleveland’s Conditions for Learning, AIR (2012-2013) 
This grant re-did the 2007-2008 audit to assess progress and recommend future steps. 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


Columbia University, School of Arts and Science, New York City, NY, Ph.D. in History (with 
distinction), 1992 


Columbia University, School of Arts and Science, New York City, NY, A.M. in History (with 
distinction), 1966 


Columbia University, Columbia College, New York City, NY, A.B. in History, 1965 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


N/A 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Eric Gordon, Superintendent and Chief Academic Officer at Cleveland Municipal School 
District 
Email: Eric.Gordon@cmsdnet.net | Phone: (216) 574-8075 | Fax: N/A 


Rita Foy Moss, Program Specialist, Office of Safe and Healthy Students/OESE at U.S. Dept. of 
Education 
Email: Rita.Foy.Moss@ed.gov | Phone: (202) 453-6728 | Fax: N/A 


John McLaughlin, Federal Coordinator, Homeless, Neglected or Delinquent Education Programs 
at U.S. Dept. of Education 
Email: John.McLauglin@ed.gov | Phone: (202) 401-0962 | Fax: N/A  
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Samantha Neiman 
Key 


Personnel: 
(Yes/No) 


Yes 


Individual’s Title:     Senior Researcher 
# of Years in Classification: 1 # of Years with Firm:  8 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional 


experience. 


Samantha Neiman is a senior researcher at the American Institutes of Research. She earned her 
M.A. in psychology from New York University in 2008. As part of the Center for Survey 
Methods at AIR, Ms. Neiman has played a key role in school-based surveys and pilot studies, 
and has recently been involved in the transition of a large-scale paper-and-pencil student climate 
survey to an online administration, the design of a new online teacher survey of climate, and the 
design of a national web-based platform to collect and report school climate data. She provides 
survey expertise and assistance to schools, districts, and states through several projects, including 
her work on the National Center for Safe Supportive Learning Environments. Under contract 
with the National Center for Education Statistics, she played a key role in the preparation, 
collection, data processing, and data dissemination for NCES surveys and has been extensively 
involved in editing, imputation, weighting, and bias analyses for national-level surveys. Further, 
she has been involved in questionnaire development, sampling, data verification and cleaning, 
and data trainings for NCES. Ms. Neiman has authored several NCES reports on school crime 
and, most recently, published an article in the Journal of Law and Education titled “Bullying: A 
State of Affairs”. In addition, Ms. Neiman has presented on the topics of bullying, trends and 
clusters of school crime, adolescent drug use, and issues of nonresponse at various national 
conferences.    


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Senior Researcher, American Institutes for Research (AIR), holds Department of 
Education 5c security clearance (2014–Present) 
Conducts and manages research as part of AIR’s Center for Survey Methods and Education 
program. Responsibilities as a senior researcher include project management; statistical 
programming; oversight of data collection preparation and operations; quality improvement; data 
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processing (e.g., cleaning, editing, imputation, bias analyses, disclosure risk analyses); mentoring 
of junior staff; data analysis and reporting; and survey support to schools and districts. 


Project Director, Conditions for Learning Survey, Cleveland Metropolitan School District, 
AIR (2012–Present) 
This school-level survey, which is administered three times per year, measures students’ 
perceptions of the safety, rigor, support, and social-emotional learning of the school 
environment. Responsibilities include the oversight of the survey preparations, administration, 
and follow up; data processing (data review and cleaning and merging of files; rolling student 
data to the school level); student- and school-level analysis; examination of nonresponse; 
oversight of reporting; and supervision of researchers.  


Principal Investigator, School Survey on Crime and Safety, Education Statistics Services 
Institute Network (ESSIN), AIR (2014–Present) 
As part of ESSIN, funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education 
Statistics, the School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) collects information on school safety 
from the perspective of schools and provides national estimates of school crime and safety 
issues.  


Task Leader, Design of National School Climate Survey Platform, Education Statistics 
Services Institute Network (ESSIN), AIR (2013–Present) 
As part of ESSIN, funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education 
Statistics, the national school climate surveys platform will be available to education agencies for 
the collection and reporting of school climate data from students, parents, and staff. 
Responsibilities include design of a platform that is user friendly, easy to navigate, and produces 
automated graphical reports of survey results, and oversight of subcontractors performing the 
development work.  


Survey Specialist, National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE), 
AIR (2014–Present) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Safe and Healthy Students (OSHS), this 
technical assistance center focuses on providing support for Safe Supportive Schools (S3) and 
Project Prevent grantees and their participating LEAs and schools as they develop and administer 
school climate surveys and analyze data to measure school climate and related Government 
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measures. Responsibilities include providing technical 
and methodological expertise and training/technical assistance related to school climate and its 
measurement, including best practices in survey development, administration, analysis, and 
reporting.  


Analyst, School Improvement Grant Program TO21, AIR (2014-present) 
As part of the Education Technical Assistance and Support Services (EDTASS) program, this 
federally funded contract supports the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and 
Secondary Education by developing national and state profiles of school improvement grant 
(SIG) recipients. These profiles incorporate data from various federal and state sources to 
provide timely information about leading indicators of success. Responsibilities include the 
review, processing, analysis, and quality control of various data sources used in the development 
of SIG profiles.  
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Project Director, Conditions for Teaching Survey, Cleveland Metropolitan School District, 
AIR (2013–2014) 
This school district survey, which is administered annually, measures staff perceptions of the 
working conditions and climate in school. Responsibilities include oversight of survey 
development (item development, focus groups, cognitive interviews); oversight of survey 
preparations, web-based data collection, and nonresponse follow-up; data processing (data 
review and cleaning and merging of files; factor analysis; scale development; rolling staff data to 
the school and district levels); data analysis; oversight of reporting; and supervision of 
researchers.  


Researcher, Center for Survey Methods, AIR (2012–2013) 
AIR’s Center for Survey Methods is involved in various aspects of survey design, operations, 
and analysis within and outside of AIR. Responsibilities include questionnaire design; study 
design; data analysis, including fast-turnaround data requests; and data processing. 


Research Analyst, Federal Statistics Program, AIR (2007–2012) 
This federally funded contract provided comprehensive research support to the National Center 
for Education Statistics (NCES), including multiple NCES surveys. Responsibilities focused 
primarily on providing survey and data support for the School Survey on Crime and Safety, 
including questionnaire design; oversight of survey and data preparation (e.g., Office of 
Management and Budget compliance, sampling, editing, imputation); assurance of data quality; 
data perturbation, manipulation, and analysis; data documentation; technical components of data 
dissemination (e.g., bias analyses, disclosure risk analyses); publication preparation; data 
training; and presentations. 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


New York University, New York, NY, M.A. in Psychology, 2008 


University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL, B.A. in Psychology, 2002 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


N/A 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Sandy Eyster, Director, Center for Survey Methods at American Institutes for Research 
Email: SEyster@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-61149 | Fax: (877) 421-7415 


Celeste Stone, Deputy Director, Center for Survey Methods at American Institutes for Research 
Email CStone@air.org  (202) 403-6138 | Fax: (877) 421-7415 


Paul Guerino, Survey Methodologist at Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Email: Paul.Guerino@cms.hhs.gov Phone: (301) 758-7079; Fax: N/A  
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Sandy Eyster Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title:   Managing Director 
# of Years in Classification: 8 # of Years with Firm:  15 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional 


experience. 


Sandy Eyster, Ph.D., is a survey methodologist and managing director at AIR, and serves as 
director of AIR’s Center for Survey Methods. In this role, she oversees survey operations and 
provides statistical and methodological advice to internal and external clients regarding all 
aspects of survey design and development, data collection administration and management, data 
development, confidentiality and privacy, data analysis, training, and dissemination of large- and 
small-scale studies and data collections conducted by AIR. Joining AIR in 2000, she has led a 
number of education-related research projects, overseeing the management of nationally 
representative studies with a focus on sampling, weighting, imputation, and data confidentiality. 
Dr. Eyster has served as chair of AIR’s Institutional Review Board, and has been responsible for 
ensuring compliance with AIR’s FederalWide Assurance and all applicable regulations regarding 
protecting the rights of human participants in research, as well as other regulatory requirements, 
such as compliance with FERPA and HIPAA regulations. Prior to joining AIR, she was a survey 
statistician for the U.S. Bureau of the Census’ National Crime Victimization Survey; provided 
statistical consulting to organizations such as the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science; and managed staff, projects, and clients at a survey research telephone center. 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Managing Director, American Institutes for Research (AIR) (2000–Present) 
Provides ongoing high-level statistical and methodological advice on numerous large- and small-
scale data collection projects. As Director of AIR’s Center for Survey Methods, develops 
appropriate recommendations across a broad range of survey research issues, including survey 
design; survey mode; sampling; minimizing nonresponse; evaluating nonresponse bias; 
imputation; and weighting. Examples include working with teams to develop imputation 
specifications for selected base-year items in the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 and for 
items needed to compute the on-time graduation rate by race and gender from the National 
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Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data; overseeing the development and 
execution of an online evaluation of deliberative processes; assisting NCES in designing a new 
survey focusing on educational certificates and certifications; providing clients with 
recommendations regarding the appropriate computation of response rates and the creation of 
weights on surveys with parent-, teacher-, school-, and student-level components; and evaluating 
and making recommendations to clients regarding the appropriateness of nonresponse bias 
analyses. Contributes to the development of comprehensive data documentation for researchers, 
including overall design, sampling, data collection procedures, imputation, weighting, and 
standard error estimation. Provides guidance and recommendations to staff regarding analysis 
plans for publications. Reviews publications for technical and substantive quality and 
appropriateness for clients and intended audience.  


Director, AIR Center for Survey Methods (2012–Present) 
Responsible for day-to-day oversight of AIR’s Center for Survey Methods. Responsibilities 
include consulting on study designs, including options for study mode; design and review of data 
collection instruments; development of web-based surveys; recruiting; use of incentives; 
nonresponse follow-up; data file development; and quality control. Oversees survey operations 
for AIR data collections, including household and institutional (such as school-based) surveys. 
Serves as a  


ESSIN Task 31: School Climate Surveys, Technical Advisor (2013-Present) 
Provide oversight and quality assurance throughout the development of the School Climate 
Surveys (SCLS). Activities include overseeing the survey development process and technical 
review panel, the design of the SCLS survey platform, scale development, and pilot design and 
administration. Provided senior technical advice on issues such as data confidentiality and 
disclosure, data usability, and sampling. 
 
Project Talent, Technical Advisor (2010–2012) 
Responsible for a range of data development, management, and analysis activities for Project 
Talent, a longitudinal study of over 400,000 high school students begun in 1960. Activities 
included overseeing research agenda; supervising staff in the design and implementation of a 
probabilistic matching algorithm to match Project Talent records with mortality data from the 
Social Security Administration and the National Center for Health Statistics; developing and 
monitoring data disclosure analyses and confidentiality procedures; working with academic 
researchers; co-authoring grant applications; and providing advice on data collection mode 
options. Worked with a team of researchers at AIR and the University of Michigan to develop 
and execute a large (sample size of approximately 5,000 respondents) pilot study to test 
procedures for locating, contacting, and surveying respondents. Worked with team to develop 
overall study design, review study materials, and advise on experiments, location and mortality 
matching activities, and development of materials for matching to Social Security Administration 
earnings and benefits data. This study, in which participants had last been contacted more than 
30 years previously, achieved a location rate of over 86 percent and a mail survey return rate of 
approximately 75 percent for the nonexperimental conditions. 


Institutional Review Board (IRB) Chair, AIR (2008–2013) 
Responsible for all IRB activities at AIR, including ensuring compliance with AIR’s 
FederalWide Assurance and all applicable regulations regarding protecting the rights of human 
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participants in research. Oversaw the evaluation of all AIR projects to determine whether activity 
was exempt from IRB oversight and that all nonexempt research was conducted in accordance 
with relevant requirements. Was responsible for identification of all activities where HIPAA and 
FERPA regulations applied (regardless of IRB-exempt status) and ensuring that the project was 
in compliance. Provided advice and guidance to projects on issues related to human research 
subjects’ protections, privacy, and confidentiality.  


Postsecondary, Adult, and Career Education (PACE), AIR (2006–2011), Project Director 
Oversaw all activities undertaken in support of NCES’s PACE division, including quick-
turnaround data analyses; development of policy-relevant indicators of career and technical 
education; and ensuring data quality of large-scale data collections, such as the Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System, Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study, 
and National Postsecondary Student Aid Study. From 2009 to 2011, oversaw AIR’s work with a 
federal interagency working group to develop a pilot test of a multimode household study on 
educational certificates and certifications.  


Education Statistics Services Institute, AIR (2006–2010), Deputy Director 
Responsible for $15 million annual budget and 80 staff in support of a 5-year, $75 million 
contract with NCES. Provided senior technical advice on survey methodology for large-scale 
studies such as the School Survey on Crime and Safety, the School Crime Supplement to the 
National Crime Victimization Survey, the Schools and Staffing Survey, the Trends in 
International Mathematics and Science Study, the Progress in International Reading Literacy 
Study, and the National Education Longitudinal Study. 
 
Early Childhood Surveys Support Project, AIR (2003–2005), Project Director  
Managed all aspects of AIR’s ongoing survey support for NCES’s Early Childhood Longitudinal 
Study, Birth Cohort (ECLS-B) and Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K) surveys, a set of complex, 
multimode studies. Developed and monitored budgets; worked closely with client; supervised 
senior analysts, analysts, associates, research assistants, subcontractors, and consultants; 
managed team workload; oversaw quality control of all products developed by the project and by 
third-party contractors; analyzed data; made recommendations on survey design; reviewed 
methodological reports; and provided support to users of ECLS data. Developed and presented 
materials for data trainings, with a focus on design, weighting, and standard error estimation for 
complex samples. Led project through the ECLS-B 2-year and ECLS-K third-grade data 
collections. 


Household Surveys Project, AIR (2000–2003), Project Director 
Coordinated and supervised all aspects of AIR’s ongoing survey support for NCES’s National 
Household Education Surveys Program (NHES), a repeating cross-sectional, nationally 
representative random-digit-dial telephone survey. Collaborated with NCES client; developed 
and monitored project budget; coordinated with other governmental agencies; supervised the 
team of analysts, research associates, assistants, and consultants; planned and prioritized the 
team’s workload; and oversaw quality control of all activities. Analyzed survey data, reviewed 
and made recommendations about survey design and methods, reviewed contractor deliverables, 
and provided support to users of NHES data. Developed and participated in data trainings. Led 
project through the 2001 and 2003 NHES data collections.  
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Science and Human Rights Project, Kosovo Studies, American Association for the 
Advancement of Science (AAAS) (1999–2000), Statistical Consultant 
Consultant on research projects involving human rights violations in Kosovo. Responsibilities 
over project quality control and data management, statistical analyses, recommendations 
regarding methodological approaches. Projects involved review of Stata programming code 
created to estimate political refugee flow in 1999, which was used for the analyses in the AAAS 
publication Policy of Panic: The Flight of Ethnic Albanians From Kosovo, March−May 1999. 
Adapted capture-recapture techniques and bootstrapped standard errors to estimate the number of 
killings in Kosovo during the period of February to June 1999. The results of this work were 
used in multiple publications and materials for and testimony at the trial of Slobodan Milosevic 
at the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia.  


Early Years of Marriage (EYM) Project, Institute for Social Research, University of 
Michigan (1993–1999), Research Assistant 
Provided research support on the EYM project, an NIH-funded longitudinal study of married 
couples operated at the University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research. Managed 
database, supervised coders, coded and prepared data, and conducted statistical analyses. 


Crime Surveys Branch, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce (1989–1991), 
Survey Statistician   
Extensive involvement in all phases of the National Crime Survey (now the National Crime 
Victimization Survey), including questionnaire design, sampling, and statistical analyses. 
Collaborated in the preparation of annual, special, and technical reports on crime statistics 
published by the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics. 


Research/Statistical Consultant (1988–1989)  
Designed surveys, selected samples, and directed data collection. Conducted statistical analyses 
and prepared and presented survey results. 


Project Manager, HTI Inc. (1984–1988)  
Managed a variety of research projects at a telephone survey institute. Hired and trained 
interviewers, designed questionnaires, and programmed and tested computer-assisted telephone 
interview (CATI) procedures. Worked closely with commercial clients throughout the data 
collection process. 


Instructor, Department of Sociology, University of Michigan (1998). Taught Introduction to 
Statistics (undergraduate level). 


Graduate Student Instructor, Department of Sociology, University of Michigan (1991–
1997). Taught Statistical Methods I and II (graduate level) and Research Methods 
(undergraduate level). 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, Ph.D. in Sociology, 1999 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, M.A. in Sociology, 1994 
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George Washington University, Washington, DC, M.A. in Public Policy (concentration in 
Women’s Studies), 1990 


University of Maryland, College Park, MD, B.A. in Anthropology, 1986 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


N/A 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Kristin Flanagan, Managing Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: kflanagan@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-6163 | Fax: (877) 421-7415 


Larry Friedman, Vice President at American Institutes for Research 
Email: lfriedman@air.org | Phone: (312) 288-7626 | Fax: (312) 288-7601 


Mary Ann Fox, Managing Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: mafox@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-6103 | Fax: (877) 421-7415 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Julie Young 
Key 


Personnel: 
(Yes/No) 


Yes 


Individual’s Title:  Principal Project Manager 
# of Years in Classification: 5 # of Years with Firm: 0 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional 


experience. 


Julie Young (M.A., Psychology, Emory University) has over 18 years of experience directing 
social science and survey research studies for the government, foundations, and academic 
institutions.  For over thirteen years, she has served in survey management capacities: she has 
managed all aspects of survey planning and execution, been responsible for preparing and 
managing budgets and schedules, worked with clients and other stakeholders, managed priorities, 
managed project teams and directed staff.  Over the course of her career, she has managed 
numerous survey projects for Federal and State agencies ranging from $100,000 to multi-million 
dollar, multi-year efforts as both a prime and subcontractor. Her experience spans surveys across 
a broad range of substantive areas, including labor, healthcare, education, disability, welfare and 
other areas of public policy relevance. 


Ms. Young is skilled in all phases of survey design, data collection, and study management, 
including studies utilizing experimental designs and longitudinal data collection methods. She 
also has extensive experience collecting data on sensitive topics and with hard-to-reach 
populations.  Ms. Young has expertise in all modes of data collection, including Web, phone, 
mail, in-person and mixed-mode surveys as well as qualitative methods such as in-depth 
interviews and focus groups. Ms. Young has directed data collection operations for several large, 
complex surveys through her work at Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. and Market Strategies 
International, Inc. She has managed numerous Federal surveys that achieved high response rates 
through the use of innovative technologies and survey best practices, including rigorous training 
programs for interviewers, effective recruiting strategies, non-response follow-up techniques, 
and refusal aversion and conversion. She is currently serving as Project Director for the 
Medicare Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems (CAHPS). This multi-
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year, large-scale data collection effort involves surveying a sample of approximately 275,000 
persons enrolled in the Medicare Fee-for-Service Program. 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Managing Director, Center for Survey Methods, American Institutes for Research (AIR) 
(2015–Present) 
As Director of Survey Operations, in charge of data collection systems, including online, 
telephone, mail, and computer-assisted data collection at AIR. Manages survey operations and 
provides statistical and methodological advice to internal and external clients regarding all 
aspects of survey design and development, data collection administration and management, data 
development, confidentiality and privacy, data analysis, training, and dissemination of large- and 
small-scale studies and data collections conducted by AIR. 


Survey Director, American Geriatric Society, Guiding Principles for the Care of Older 
Adults with Multimorbidity: A Mobile App, IMPAQ (2015) 
Developing and implementing a qualitative evaluation of the Multimorbidity Guiding Principles 
(MGP) Application and Online Educational Tool, a mobile application designed for physicians. 
Responsible for collaborating on the study design and evaluation plan, overseeing a Web-based 
survey of physicians, and contributing to the final report.  
 
Project Director, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) National 
Implementation of the Medicare CAHPS Fee for Service Survey, IMPAQ (2011– 2015) 
Supporting implementation of the Medicare Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and 
Systems (CAHPS) survey with beneficiaries enrolled in fee-for-service Medicare program. 
Survey focuses on measures of health plan experience and quality with care provided to 
Medicare beneficiaries. This multi-year, large-scale data collection effort is implemented using a 
mixed-mode methodology consisting of two mailings of the paper questionnaire and telephone 
follow-up for mail non-respondents. The telephone follow-up is conducted using Computer 
Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) technology. Surveys are conducted in English and 
Spanish. Responsible for overseeing and managing all aspects of survey data collection, data file 
preparation, and file submission.  


Survey Director, Maryland Health Care Commission, Evaluation of the Maryland Multi-
Payer Patient Centered Medical Home Program, IMPAQ (2011–2012) 
The purpose of this project was to evaluate the state of Maryland’s Multi-Payer Patient Centered 
Medical Home (PCMH) Program. The project used a pre/post, mixed mode design to evaluate 
access to care; quality of care; patient, provider, and staff satisfaction; the impact on health 
disparities; utilization; and the cost of care. The study involved the analysis of existing databases, 
administrative claims data, in-depth interviews and site visits, and quantitative surveys of 
providers and patients. Led the development of the quantitative survey instruments, including a 
Web-based survey of providers and a telephone survey of patients.  
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Survey Director, Part C and D Complaints Resolution Performance MeasureM IMPAQ 
(2009-2010)  
This project involved developing and supporting the implementation of performance measures 
for the Medicare Advantage (Part C) and Prescription Drug (Part D) programs. The measures are 
being used to validate plan resolution of beneficiary complaints from the perspective of the 
beneficiaries. The study involved a mixed-mode survey (telephone with mail follow-up) of 
beneficiaries to assess satisfaction with complaint resolution. Responsible for developing and 
pre-testing the questionnaire and preparing the OMB package.  


Associate Project Director, Development of Medicare Part C and Part D Monitoring 
Methods, IMPAQ (2009-2010)  
The goal of this project was to review, analyze, and develop methods and measures for 
monitoring Medicare Advantage and Prescription Drug Plan sponsors. The project included 
conducting a monitoring gap analysis for Medicare Part C and D sponsors and developing 
sustainable monitoring methods and measures for (1) administrative function (Parts C & D), (2) 
ensuring marketing materials are available to beneficiaries in required languages (Parts C & D), 
(3) ensuring beneficiary provider access (Part C), and (4) benefits and out-of -pocket coverage 
(Part C). Responsible for overseeing marketing materials, provider access, and out-of-pocket 
coverage; reviewing project deliverables, coordinating contractual issues with project partners, 
and providing management support.  
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Emory University, Atlanta, GA, M.A. in Psychology, 1995 


University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA, B.A. in Psychology (with High Distinction), 1991 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


N/A 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Harrison Greene, Vice President, Survey Research and Data Acquisition at American Institutes 
for Research 
Email: hgreene@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-5748 | Fax: N/A 


Sandy Eyster, Managing Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: seyster@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-6149 | Fax: N/A 


Celeste Stone, Senior Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: cstone@air.org  | Phone: (202) 403-6138 | Fax: N/A  
  


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—62 
 



mailto:hgreene@air.org

mailto:seyster@air.org

mailto:cstone@air.org





 


PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Nicholas Yoder 
Key 


Personnel: 
(Yes/No) 


Yes 


Individual’s Title:   Research and Technical Assistant Consultant 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 2 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional 


experience. 


Nick Yoder, Ph.D., is a technical assistant consultant in the Education program at AIR working 
on school climate, social and emotional learning (SEL), and educator effectiveness efforts.  Dr. 
Yoder leads the focal area on safe and supportive classrooms, and SEL for the GTL Center, in 
which he works with states and regional comprehensive centers on the integration of school 
climate, teaching conditions, and SEL with other initiatives (e.g., college and career readiness 
standards). He is particularly interested in how teachers, administrators, and district leaders 
support the connection between school climate and academic learning. He provides tools, 
resources, and workshops to schools, districts, and states to facilitate this integration work, as 
well as participate in rigorous evaluations of SEL programs and initiatives. In addition, Dr. 
Yoder has been a lead writer in developing train-the-trainer modules to support districts and 
schools implementing teacher and principal evaluation systems. He also has codeveloped 
observation and performance rubrics used for teacher and principal evaluations, in which he 
provided coaching sessions to principals on how to use the rubric and provide feedback to 
teachers. Prior to joining AIR, Dr. Yoder participated in designing an alternative certification 
program for the University of Michigan-Teach For America, Detroit, partnership. In that role, he 
codeveloped program outcomes and an observation rubric, which he used to train other field 
instructors and used in the field with a group of Teach For America corps members. In addition, 
Dr. Yoder taught elementary school in Chicago Public Schools, in which he was lead teacher and 
provided professional development trainings to school staff. 
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RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Research and Technical Assistant Consultant, American Institutes for Research (AIR) 
(2013–Present) 
Provides a variety of technical assistance to states and districts on educator effectiveness, safe and 
supportive learning environments, social and emotional learning (SEL), and stakeholder perception 
surveys through coaching, presentations, webinars, and written technical assistance requests; 
collaborates with clients and colleagues to develop client-centered deliverables in a timely manner; 
develops tools and resources to promote educator effectiveness (e.g., observation rubrics, train-the-
trainer modules); coordinates and writes policy and practice briefs related to educator 
effectiveness, including safe and supportive learning environments, educator feedback, and student 
perception surveys; and participates in quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis. 


Project Director, Massachusetts Educator Effectiveness Guidebook for Inclusive 
Instruction and Behavior Supports, AIR (2015) 
Oversees the development of the Educator Effectiveness Guidebook for Inclusive Instruction and 
Behavior Supports. Works closely with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education to provide regular progress updates and obtain feedback on the direction of 
the guidebook, oversees other AIR staff to ensure completion of tasks on budget; and 
collaborates with subcontractors and Massachusetts stakeholders to provide feedback on 
guidebook content. 
 
Writer, National School Climate Survey Practice Guides, AIR (2015) 
Provides writing support to the National Center on Safe and Supportive Learning Environments 
during the development of the National School Climate Survey (SCLS) practice guides. 
Develops tools, resources, and knowledge-building information for states and districts to use 
once they implement the SCLS and receive data reports based on SCLS data. 
 
Task Lead, Pathways to Success, AIR (2014–Present) 
Works on an Institute of Education Sciences development grant studying the implementation of 
Pathways to Success (PTS), a SEL program using identity-based motivation; works closely with 
the PTS program developer at the University of Southern California to develop fidelity 
measures; and leads coding of teacher’s implementation of the PTS program using a fidelity 
checklist, the CLASS instrument, and an active ingredient instrument.  


Study Chief, Study of School Support for Social and Emotional Learning, AIR (2014–
Present) 
Works closely with Collaborative on Academic, Social and Emotional Learning staff on the 
recruitment and consent of schools, principals, and teachers in the study for an Investing in 
Innovation grant; leads the data collection process with school staff to ensure appropriate 
response rates; and participates in data analysis efforts and reports to schools and the client. 


Project Lead, Cleveland Conditions for Teaching, AIR (2013–Present) 
Leads in the development of conditions for teaching surveys for the Cleveland School District; 
oversees the development of survey items, using teacher focus groups and cognitive interviews 
to inform survey development; and analyzes survey results to ensure a valid and reliable survey. 
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Technical Assistant Consultant, Center for Great Teachers and Leaders, AIR (2013–
Present) 
Provides technical assistance and just in time coaching to states and regional comprehensive 
centers (RCC) on the integration of SEL and school climate efforts. Develops products for state 
and RCC related to teacher and principal evaluations, in addition to safe and supportive schools; 
assists with the development of policy-to-practice briefs that relate safe and supportive schools to 
human capital management systems for teachers; and develops online resources for states and 
districts on the integration of teacher and principal evaluation systems with school climate and 
SEL initiatives.  


Project Lead, Linking Social-Emotional Learning to Instructional Practices in an Urban 
Context: A Mixed-Methods Study, University of Michigan (2011–2013) 
Served as the project lead for a longitudinal mixed-methodological study on the relationship 
between instructional practices and SEL. Collected multiphase survey data from students, survey 
data from teachers, structured classroom observations, and semistructured interviews. Using the 
data collected, provided teachers with feedback about their instructional practices and provided 
principals with two reports focused on teacher instructional practices and student SEL.  


Graduate Research Assistant, Combined Program in Education and Psychology, 
University of Michigan (2008–2011) 
Worked as a research assistant on two major projects. In the first project, analyzed data from a 
longitudinal study of statewide professional development in Alabama and analyzed a variety of 
teachers’ beliefs surrounding mathematics in relation to teachers attending mathematics 
professional development and implementing aligned practices. This project explored teacher 
motivation to attend professional development and implement reform-oriented mathematical 
practices. In the second project, assisted with a preliminary evaluation of the SEL program, 
Development Designs. As a research assistant, met with school officials, collaborated with 
program designers, codeveloped an evaluation design, conducted pretests on a variety of 
measures, and helped determine best practices for the upcoming evaluation. 


Elementary School Teacher, Chicago Public Schools (CPS) (2004–2008) 
As the lead first-grade teacher, created student academic assessments and provided tools for 
students to reflect actively on their work. At the school level, chaired the discipline committee to 
create various instruments for teachers to document misbehavior, develop student behavior 
plans, and cultivate systems that facilitated positive behavior in the schools. Codeveloped and 
disseminated professional development for teachers in host school and other district principals. 
The professional development focused on teacher reflection to promote student growth—
teachers brought in multiple forms of data to assess the level of rigor, connection to standards, 
and student achievement that occurred in their classrooms. 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, Ph.D. in Combined Program in Education and 
Psychology, 2013 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, M.S. in Psychology, 2010 
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University of Illinois–Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, M.Ed. in Instructional Leadership2008 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, B.A. in Psychology, 2004 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


Certified rater, Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS)-S, Teachstone, 2011 


Standard Michigan Teaching Certificate, Michigan State Board of Education, 2008  


Standard Type 03 Illinois Teaching Certificate, Illinois State Board of Education, 2004  
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Deborah Moroney, Principal Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: dmoroney@air.org | Phone: (312) 288-7609 | Fax: N/A 


Nick Sorensen, Senior Researcher at American Institutes for Research  
Email: nsorensen@air.org | Phone: (312) 283-2318 | Fax: N/A 


Kimberly Kendziora, Principal Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: kkendziora@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-5391 | Fax: N/A 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor 


staff. 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: American Institutes for Research 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Jennifer Schroll Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title:   Principal Project Manager 
# of Years in Classification: 16 # of Years with Firm:  10 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional 


experience. 


Jennifer M. Schroll M.S., M.B.A., is a principal project manager at American Institutes for 
Research.  Her expertise includes designing, developing, and managing on-line data collection 
systems. Schroll’s background includes over 15 years of experience building large-scale data 
collection applications and reporting tools with high volume of users. In addition, Schroll has 
been managing projects and web development teams for almost 10 years. Schroll’s 
responsibilities include providing project management leadership to the web development 
process; collaborating with team members to develop budgets, schedules, and project 
management plans, and provide monitoring to ensure web development projects stay on 
schedule, meet their targets, and deliver high quality results.  


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title 


held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


Principal Project Manager, American Institutes for Research (AIR) (2014-Present) 
Schroll’s brings project management leadership to the web development process. She leads, 
organizes, and coordinates resources to support the delivery of information, products, and 
services. Schroll manages development resources, budgets, schedules, and project management 
plans for multiple federally-funded web applications. She monitors the project through all stages 
of the lifecycle; managing risks and providing support to maintain momentum. 


Principal Technical Project Manager, Illinois State Board of Education, Illinois Center for 
School Improvement (2012-present) 
Serve as technical project manager on the development of web-based data collection tool to track 
the delivery of high-quality, research based statewide system of support services. This tool 
supports 10 access types, 7 data collection forms, and 8 system-generated reports. 
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Project Director, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, Online Youth Risk Behavior 
Surveys (OYRBS), AIR (2007-Present) 
Serve as the primary developer and project director on the OYRBS which allows creation of 
customized surveys from a question library, captures anonymous responses provided by students, 
and offers 8 dynamically-generated reports with the ability to disaggregate by demographics. 


Principal Technical Lead, Department of Education, Teacher & Leader Evaluation 
Systems (TLES), AIR (2012-Present) 
Serve as technical lead on the development of several online tools to support the study to 
investigate how teacher and leader evaluation systems influence educators and students. The 
online tools include a portal website that provides teachers, principals, and other personnel in the 
participating districts with background information about the TLES Study and access to feedback 
reports that are produced by the evaluation system. Other online tools include teacher, principal, 
and observer surveys and an online scoring tool to assist in evaluation work.  


Senior Application Developer, Department of Education, 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers (CCLC), AIR (2005-2014) 
Serve as senior technical lead on the federally-funded 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers (CCLC) Profile and Performance System (PPICS). PPICS supported four access levels, 
captured more than 1,000 individual data elements, and provided more than 60 real-time, system-
generated reports. 


Senior Application Developer, San Diego Unified School District, Check & Connect 
Monitoring Tool, AIR (2012-2014) 
Serve as the primary developer on Check and Connect Monitoring Tool designed to make it 
easier and more efficient for Check & Connect mentors to keep track of their students and share 
information with the lead mentor and the research team.  


Senior Application Developer, Ohio Department of Education, Ohio Healthy Schools 
Profile (OHSP), AIR (2011-2013) 
Serve as project lead and primary developer on the OHSP system which allowed creation of 
customized surveys from a question library for various survey types, captures anonymous 
responses provided by parents, teachers, and students, and offers a wide-variety of dynamically-
generated reports with the ability to disaggregate by demographics. 


Senior Web/Database Developer, Learning Point Associates (2005–2010) 
Learning Point Associates merged with American Institutes for Research in August 2010. 
Manage the Electronic Production Services application development work. Provide estimates 
and project plans on proposals and projects. Work with end users and project teams to 
brainstorm, write functional/technical specifications, and create prototypes prior to the 
development phase. Work on development of Web applications using C#.Net and Microsoft SQL 
Server databases. 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


Northern Illinois University, DeKalb, Illinois, M.S. in Management Information Systems, 2000 
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Eastern Illinois University, Charleston, Illinois, M.B.A., 1999 


Eastern Illinois University, Charleston, Illinois, B.S. in Computer Management, 1998 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone 
number, fax number and email address.   


Lakecia Whimper, Senior TA Consultant at American Institutes for Research 
Email: lwhimper@air.org | Phone: (630) 649-6692 | Fax: N/A 


Neil Naftzger, Principal Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: nnaftzger@air.org | Phone: (630) 649-6616 | Fax: N/A 


David Manzeske, Principal Researcher at American Institutes for Research 
Email: dmanzeske@air.org | Phone: (202) 403-6638 | Fax: N/A 
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Other Informational Material 
Vendors must include any other applicable reference material in this section clearly cross 
referenced with the proposal. 


See Appendix A for the school-level report example. 


See Appendix B for the district-level report example.


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—70 
 







 


References 
Attar-Schwartz, S. (2009). Peer sexual harassment victimization at school: The roles of student 


characteristics, cultural affiliation, and school factors. American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry, 79, 407–420. 


 
Birkett, M., Espelage, D. L., & Koenig, B. W. (2009). LGB and questioning students in schools: 


The moderating effects of homophobic bullying and school climate on negative 
outcomes. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 38(7), 989–1000. 


 
Borgers, N., de Leeuw, E., & Hox, J. J. (2000). Children as respondents in survey research: 


cognitive development and response quality. Bulletin de Methodologie Sociologique 
(BMS), 66, 60-75 2003. 


 
Brookmeyer, K. A., Fanti, K. A., & Henrich, C. C. (2006). Schools, parents, and youth violence: 


A multilevel, ecological analysis. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 
35(4), 504–514. 


 
De Leeuw, E. D. (2005). To mix or not to mix data collection modes in surveys. Journal of 


Official Statistics, 21(2), 233. 
 
Freiberg, H.J., & Stein, T.A. (1999). Measuring, improving and sustaining healthy learning 


environments. In H.J. Freiberg (Ed.), School Climate: Measuring, Improving and 
Sustaining Healthy Learning Environments (pp. 11–29). Philadelphia: Falmer Press. 


 
Goldstein, S. E., Young, A., & Boyd, C. (2008). Relational aggression at school: Associations 


with school safety and social climate. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 37, 641–654. 
 
Gonsoulin, S., Zablocki, M., & Leone, P. E. (2012) Safe schools, staff development, and the 


school-to-prison pipeline. Teacher Education and Special Education: The Journal of the 
Teacher Education Division of the Council for Exceptional Children, 35(4), 309–319. 


 
Gregory, A., Cornell, D., Fan, X., Sheras, P. L, Shih, T., & Huang, F. (2010). Authoritative 


school discipline: High school practices associated with lower student bullying and 
victimization. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102, 483–496. 


 
Karcher, M. J. (2002). The cycle of violence and disconnection among rural middle school 


students: Teacher disconnectedness as a consequence of violence. Journal of School 
Violence, 1(1), 35–51 


 
Kosciw, J. G., &Elizabeth, M. D. (2006). The 2005 National School Climate Survey: The 


experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in our nation’s schools. New 
York, NY: GLSEN. 


 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—71 
 







 


Meraviglia, M. G., Becker, H., Rosenbluth, B., Sanchez, E., & Robertson, T. (2003). The expect 
respect project: Creating a positive elementary school climate. Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 18(11), 1347–1360. 


 
Meyer-Adams, N., & Conner, B. T. (2008). School violence: Bullying behaviors and the 


psychosocial school environment in middle schools. Children & Schools, 30(4), 211–221.  
 
Osher, D., Coggshall, J., Colombi, G., Woodruff, D., Francois, S., & Osher, T. 2012. Building 


school and teacher capacity to eliminate the school-to-prison pipeline. Teacher Education 
and Special Education: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the Council for 
Exceptional Children, 35(4), 284–295. 


 
Reynolds, D., Bollen, R., Creemers, B., Hopkins, D., Stoll, L., & Lagerweij, L. (1996). Making 


good schools: Linking effectiveness and school improvement. London: Routledge. 
 
The White House. (2013). Now is the time: The president’s plan to protect our children and our 


communities by reducing gun violence. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/wh_now_is_the_time_full.pdf 


Yoneyama, S., & Rigby, K. (2006). Bully/victim students & classroom climate. Youth Studies 
Australia, 25(3), 34–41. 


 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—72 
 







 


Appendices  
 
 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal 
 







 


Appendix A. 
School-Level Report Example 
 


School Climate/SEL Survey – Part I A Technical Proposal—A-1 
 







Response Rate: 97%


Dear Students, Parents, and School Faculty,


Enclosed are your school’s results from the Conditions For Learning
survey. This survey is an important component of your school’s
Academic Achievement Planning because it helps you monitor your
students’ opinions about the Humanware of your school, including
your school’s climate, perceived levels of student support, levels of
challenge and perceptions about your students’ social and emotional
learning skills.


As CMSD moves through our Academic Transformation Plan, it is
more important than ever that our schools and communities pay close
attention to how our students feel about the conditions for learning
in our schools! Research tells us that there is a strong relationship
between these characteristics and academic achievement. The
movement to new schools and introduction of new programs can only
be helpful to our students if they feel good about the schools and
programs they attend.


Each school building uses the data from the Conditions For Learning
survey to make decisions about how to adjust the support services
for students in their schools. Schools also measure safety incidents,
attendance rates, and other non-academic risk factors to evaluate the
kinds of services and supports provided to our children.


Parents and faculty can help too. A number of tools are available
to assist you with your planning. On the back page are a number of
resources to consider, and the AAP planning toolkit available to your
school through SchoolNet provides additional support as well.


Improvements in the conditions for learning in our schools will lead to
improvements in achievement for our students, families, teachers, and
administrators. And ongoing improvements in achievement are the
evidence that we are indeed on the path to becoming a premier school
district in the United States of America.


Sincerely,


Eric S. Gordon
Chief Executive Officer
Cleveland Metropolitan School District


What is in this report?
Pages 2-5 of this report present your school’s results on the four
scales of the Conditions For Learning survey and compare those
results with the district average.


Results are shown as the percentage of students whose responses
fall into the excellent, adequate, and needs-improvement
categories. Results are also shown for subgroups of students.


Pages 6 and 7 of this report
present results for individual
survey questions; these results
should be interpreted with caution
because individual items are not as
trustworthy as scale scores.


As you work with your school
community to make plans for school improvement, remember to
focus on all students, even if the majority of students rated your
school positively.


What role can principals and school teams play?


When principals work together with staff, students, and parents
on the conditions for learning in a school, powerful instructional
communities are built. Principals can personally model the process
of using data to make decisions about how to improve schoolwide
and classroom practices.


Response Rates by Grade:


5th Graders 92%
6th Graders 100%
7th Graders 94%
8th Graders 100%


Percentage of students whose responses indicate that your
school is performing adequately or better:


Safe and Respectful Climate 74%
Challenge 95%
Student Support 91%
Social and Emotional Learning 81%
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74%


34%


40%


26%
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67%


20%


46%


33%


District
Average


What These Results Mean
The Safe and Respectful Climate scale measures
two things: how physically safe students feel and
how emotionally safe students feel. Students
who attend safe schools are more likely to be
academically engaged and are less likely to
exhibit problem behaviors such as drug use or
violence. Students are less likely to drop out of safe
schools. Schools must provide a safe and secure
environment for all students.


EXCELLENT: 34% of students report that the level
of safety is excellent.


ADEQUATE: 40% of students report that the level of
safety is adequate.


NEEDS IMPROVEMENT: 26% of students report
that they do not feel safe.


Results by Groups of Students
Some groups of students feel less safe than others
at your school. These groups include Students
with disabilities and 5th Graders. Some groups of
students feel safer than others at your school. These
groups include 6th Graders and 8th Graders.
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Results are not reported for Asian/
Pacific Islander students, Multiracial
students and Native American
students because there were fewer
than 10 students in each of these
groups in your school.
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What These Results Mean
The Challenge scale measures how much students
perceive that teachers and other adults in the
school encourage them to think, work hard, do their
best, and connect what they are learning in school
to life outside of school. A challenging curriculum,
presented in a way that is relevant to students, will
promote student achievement.


EXCELLENT: 27% of students report that their
classes are challenging.


ADEQUATE: 67% of students report that the level of
challenge is adequate.


NEEDS IMPROVEMENT: 5% of students think that
the school is not challenging.


Results by Groups of Students
Some groups of students feel less challenged
than others at your school. These groups include
White students. Some groups of students feel more
challenged than others at your school. These groups
include English language learners, Students with
disabilities and 7th Graders.
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students because there were fewer
than 10 students in each of these
groups in your school.
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What These Results Mean
The Student Support scale measures how much
students feel listened to, cared about, and helped
by teachers and other adults in the school. Strong
relationships between teachers and students lead
to higher academic achievement, even for students
who have previously done poorly in school or come
from disadvantaged backgrounds.


EXCELLENT: 25% of students report that the level
of support is excellent.


ADEQUATE: 65% of students report that the level of
support is adequate.


NEEDS IMPROVEMENT: 9% of students report that
the level of support needs improvement.


Results by Groups of Students
Some groups of students feel less supported than
others at your school. These groups include White
students and 8th Graders. Some groups of students
feel more supported than others at your school.
These groups include Black students and English
language learners.
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students and Native American
students because there were fewer
than 10 students in each of these
groups in your school.
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What These Results Mean
The Social and Emotional Learning scale measures
students’ perception of their peers’ social and
problem-solving skills. Developing students’ social
and emotional learning skills improves their grades,
attendance, behavior, and attitudes toward school.
Students with good social and emotional skills are
less likely to drop out of school.


EXCELLENT: 28% of students report that most of
their peers have excellent social and emotional skills.


ADEQUATE: 53% of students report that their peers
have adequate social and emotional skills.


NEEDS IMPROVEMENT: 19% of students report
that their peers’ social and emotional skills need
improvement.


Results by Groups of Students
Some groups of students have more negative
perceptions of other students' social and emotional
skills. These groups include White students and
5th Graders. Some groups of students have more
positive perceptions of other students' social and
emotional skills. These groups include Black
students, English language learners and 7th
Graders.


89%


20%


68%


11%


Black
students


87%


30%


57%


13%


Hispanic
students


61%


26%


35%


39%


White
students


100%


30%


70%


English
language
learners


84%


19%


65%


16%


Students
with


disabilities


80%


27%


53%


20%


Females


82%


29%


52%


18%


Males


65%


17%


48%


35%


5th
Graders


84%


45%


39%


16%


6th
Graders


94%


13%
81%


6%


7th
Graders


82%


24%


58%


18%


8th
Graders
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Pacific Islander students, Multiracial
students and Native American
students because there were fewer
than 10 students in each of these
groups in your school.







How safe do you feel: NOT SAFE SOMEWHAT SAFE MOSTLY SAFE VERY SAFE


1. Outside around the school? 6 25 38 30


2. In the hallways and bathrooms of the school? 5 19 30 46


3. In your classes? 1 9 28 62


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. I worry about crime and violence in school. 28 48 19 5


5. I feel safe when security is present. 8 15 50 28


6. I sometimes stay home because I don't feel safe at school. 52 37 7 4


7. Students at this school are often bullied. 10 41 34 14


8. Students at this school are often threatened. 19 44 25 13


9. Students at this school are often bullied because of certain characteristics (for example,
their race, religion, or weight). 20 33 27 20


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


10. Don't really care about each other. 26 40 26 7


11. Like to put others down. 31 36 22 12


12. Don't get along together very well. 26 36 25 12


13. Just look out for themselves. 28 35 28 10


14. Treat each other with respect. 8 31 39 22


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


15. Students at this school are often teased or picked on. 13 32 41 15


My teachers: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Often connect what I am learning to life outside the classroom. 5 20 52 23


2. Encourage students to share their ideas about things we are studying in class. 6 10 50 34


3. Often require me to explain my answers. 2 8 50 40


4. Often assign homework that helps me learn. 2 8 54 36


5. Think all students can do challenging school work. 4 23 41 32


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


6. When students in this school already know the material that is being taught, the
teacher gives them more-advanced assignments. 8 19 50 23


7. Students at this school are expected to learn challenging math material to get them ready
for high school. 3 10 51 36


How much do you agree with the following statements about this class: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


8. The topics we are studying are interesting and challenging. 6 10 63 21


9. This class really makes me think. 5 9 53 33


10. I am usually bored in this class. 23 38 18 22


This school year, how often have your teachers given you an assignment to: NEVER 1 OR 2 TIMES 3 OR 4 TIMES
5 OR MORE


TIMES


11. Write a research paper of 2 or more pages. 17 52 18 13


12. Write a paper in which you defended your own point of view or ideas. 15 49 24 12


13. Make a formal presentation to a class about something you read or researched. 24 49 16 11







My teachers: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Really care about me. 6 7 36 51


2. Help me make up work after an excused absence. 11 21 39 29


3. Give me feedback on my assignments that helps me improve my work. 5 9 50 35


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. Adults in this school are often too busy to give students extra help. 23 42 26 9


5. Adults in this school apply the same rules to all students equally. 8 25 37 30


6. I wish I went to a different school. 42 39 6 13


7. I can get extra help at school outside of my regular classes. 5 18 50 28


8. An adult at this school has helped me plan for life after high school. 10 19 42 29


9. Adults in this school are usually willing to make the time to give students extra help. 5 20 48 26


The teacher for this class: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


10. Notices if I have trouble learning something. 12 12 48 29


11. Will help me improve my work if I do poorly on an assignment. 11 19 46 24


12. Treats some students better than others. 29 25 27 18


This school year, how often have you: NEVER 1 OR 2 TIMES 3 OR 4 TIMES
5 OR MORE


TIMES


13. Talked to a teacher about a problem you were having in class. 29 41 13 17


14. Talked to an adult at school about something that was bothering you. 34 34 18 14


15. Talked to an adult at school about something outside of school that is important to you. 44 30 14 13


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Stop and think before doing anything when they get angry. 27 23 36 14


2. Get into arguments when they disagree with people. 13 35 37 15


3. Think it's OK to cheat if other students are cheating. 28 39 22 10


4. Try to work out their disagreements with other students by talking to them. 14 26 45 16


5. Do their share of the work when we have group projects. 4 22 52 22


6. Do all their homework. 6 30 40 24


7. Give up when they can't solve a problem easily. 22 49 25 5


8. Try to do a good job on school work even when it is not interesting. 6 23 45 27


9. Think it's OK to fight if someone insults them. 23 27 30 20


10. Say mean things to other students when they think the other students deserve it. 15 32 37 16


11. Do their best, even when their school work is difficult. 4 17 52 27







Safe and Respectful Climate
Moving Forward
Employ a comprehensive, three-level approach to discipline designed to protect
teachers and students from issues and influences that detract from teaching and
learning.
1. Incorporate positive behavioral approaches with Tier 1 interventions like


Student Support Teams, District Support Staff, and the District’s social
behavior program.


2. Offer early intervention with support from Tier 2 interventions like Student
Support Teams, District Support Staff and Neighborhood Agencies.


3. Provide strengths-based individualized supports for students with greater
levels of need with Tier 3 interventions like Student Support Teams, School
based Mental Health Services (County Mental Health Board), Department
of Children and Family Services, Tapestry, Mobile Crisis Team and Juvenile
Court.
Provide focused professional development on adolescent development,
culturally responsive ways to interact with students in a calm and respectful
manner, classroom behavior management, de-escalation techniques, and
conflict resolution.


Resources
• Keep Schools Safe (www.keepschoolssafe.org)
• SaferSanerSchools (www.safersanerschools.org)
• Committee for Children (www.cfchildren.org)
• National PTA (www.pta.org)
• U.S. Department of Education parents section (www2.ed.gov/parents)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/safety))


Challenge
Moving Forward
Employ action steps to address school and classroom level practices and student
characteristics.
1. Guaranteed and viable curriculum: Identify essential content for all


students. Ensure that the essential content includes the following: adequate
instructional time, sequence learning logistically, monitor teaching and protect
the instructional time.


2. Instructional strategies: Provide teachers with a framework for using research-
based strategies.


3. Classroom curriculum design: Have teachers identify types of knowledge
related to content being taught in a variety of ways and emphasize the most
critical aspects of the content.


4. Learned intelligence and background knowledge: Engage students in hands-
on activities that increase students’ life experiences, emphasize vocabulary
development and provide direct instruction for the vocabulary that is essential
for understanding the content.


Resources
• Intervention Central (www.interventioncentral.org)
• American Association of School Administrators (www.aasa.org)
• What Works Clearinghouse (www.whatworks.ed.gov)
• Ohio Department of Education (www.ode.state.oh.us)
• CMSD Student Support Team (SST) Manual
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/engagement))


Student Support
Moving Forward
1. Coordinate in-school support and align it with community social and health


services.
2. Involve students in the interpretation of the Conditions For Learning survey


results and in the school’s development of strategies to positively impact the
results.


3. Provide focused professional development to all staff in disciplines that
build on existing connections between and among students, faculty, staff,
administration, and families.


4. Provide professional development in ways to connect with and demonstrate
care to students.


5. Use advisories effectively to connect with students individually and
collectively.


Resources
• National Association of School Psychologists (www.nasponline.org)
• School Social Work Association of America (www.sswaa.org)
• National Association of School Nurses (www.nasn.org)
• New York City Department of Education (schools.nyc.gov/


studentsupport)
• American Counseling Association (www.counseling.org)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/search?keywords=innovation
%20spotlights))


Social and Emotional Learning
Moving Forward
Focus on the student’s strengths. Follow up with consequences for misbehavior.
Ask students how they feel. Find ways to stay calm when angry. Avoid
humiliating or mocking the student. Give students choices and respect their
wishes. Ask questions that help students solve problems on their own. Teachers
and parents can use these strategies both at school and at home to encourage
cooperative and service learning. Match student needs with resources in the
school or community. Teach school staff to also promote the application of these
skills throughout the school day.


Resources
• CASEL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional


Learning (www.casel.org)
• Edutopia (www.edutopia.org/social-emotional-learning)
• National School Climate Center (www.schoolclimate.org)
• Promoting Alternative THinking Strategies Program


(www.channing-bete.com/prevention-programs/paths/paths.html)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(http://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/search?keywords=social and
emotional learning))
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District Report
Response Rate: 83%


January 2015 Conditions for Learning Survey
Dear Students, Parents, and School Faculty,


Enclosed are the Cleveland Metropolitan School District's (CMSD)
results from the Conditions For Learning survey. This survey is an
important component of the district’s transformation planning because
it helps us monitor our students’ opinions about the Humanware of
our schools, including school climate, perceived levels of student
support, levels of challenge and perceptions about students’ social
and emotional learning skills.


As CMSD moves through our Academic Transformation Plan, it is
more important than ever that our schools and communities pay close
attention to how our students feel about the conditions for learning
in our schools! Research tells us that there is a strong relationship
between these characteristics and academic achievement. The
movement to new schools and introduction of new programs can only
be helpful to our students if they feel good about the schools and
programs they attend.


Each school building receives a school-level report and uses the data
from the Conditions For Learning survey to make decisions about how
to adjust the support services for students in their schools. Schools
also measure safety incidents, attendance rates, and other non-
academic risk factors to evaluate the kinds of services and supports
provided to our children. The district-level results presented in this
report can be used to supplement the information provided in those
school-level reports.


Parents and faculty can help too. A number of tools are available
to assist you with your planning. On the back page are a number of
resources to consider, and the AAP planning toolkit available to your
school through SchoolNet provides additional support as well.


Improvements in the conditions for learning in our schools will lead to
improvements in achievement for our students, families, teachers, and
administrators. And ongoing improvements in achievement are the
evidence that we are indeed on the path to becoming a premier school
district in the United States of America.


Sincerely,


Eric S. Gordon
Chief Executive Officer
Cleveland Metropolitan School District


What is in this report?
This report presents the district's results on the four scales of
the Conditions For Learning survey, by grade level. Pages 2-3 of
this report present the district's results on the safe and respectful
climate scale, pages 4-5 present results on the challenge scale,
pages 6-7 present results on the student support scale, and pages
8-9 present the results on the social and emotional scale.


Results are shown as the percentage of students whose responses
fall into the excellent, adequate, and needs-improvement
categories. Results are also shown for subgroups of students.


Pages 10-14 of this report present
results for individual survey
questions; these results should
be interpreted with caution
because individual items are not as
trustworthy as scale scores.


As you work with your district community to make plans for district
improvement, remember to focus on all students, even if the
majority of students rated the district positively.


What role can principals and school teams play?


When principals work together with staff, students, and parents
on the conditions for learning in a school, powerful instructional
communities are built. Principals can personally model the process
of using data to make decisions about how to improve schoolwide
and classroom practices.


Response Rates:


Elementary School 94%
Middle School 92%
High School 68%


Percentage of students whose responses indicate that the
district is performing adequately or better:


Elementary Middle High
Safe & Respectful Climate 63% 67% 83%
Challenge 78% 94% 93%
Student Support 76% 91% 85%
Social & Emotional Learning 87% 74% 37%







Safe and Respectful Climate
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What These Results Mean
The Safe and Respectful Climate scale measures two things: how physically safe
students feel and how emotionally safe students feel. Students who attend safe schools
are more likely to be academically engaged and are less likely to exhibit problem
behaviors such as drug use or violence. Students are less likely to drop out of safe
schools. Schools must provide a safe and secure environment for all students.


EXCELLENT ADEQUATE NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
Students feel physically safe
in their classes, in hallways
and bathrooms, and outside
around the school. They feel
emotionally safe because
students treat each other
with respect, get along well
together, and look out for
each other.


Students feel physically safe
most of the time , but there
may be occasional fights,
thefts, or vandalism. They
usually feel emotionally safe
but may occasionally be
teased. bullied, harassed, or
put down by other students.


Students do not feel
physically safe because there
are regular problems with
fights, thefts, or vandalism.
They do not feel emotionally
safe because they are often
teased, picked on, or bullied.
They do not feel safe at
school.


Results by Groups of Students - Elementary School
Some groups of elementary school students feel less safe than others. These groups include Black students and Females. Some groups
of elementary school students feel safer than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic students, Multiracial
students, Native American students, White students, English language learners, Students with disabilities and Males.
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Safe and Respectful Climate


Results by Groups of Students - Middle School
Some groups of middle school students feel less safe than others. These groups include Black students, Females, 6th Graders and 7th
Graders. Some groups of middle school students feel safer than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic
students, Multiracial students, Native American students, White students, English language learners, Students with disabilities, Males and
8th Graders.
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Results by Groups of Students - High School
Some groups of high school students feel less safe than others. These groups include Hispanic students, Native American students, White
students, Students with disabilities, Females, Sophomores and Juniors. Some groups of high school students feel safer than others. These
groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Multiracial students, Males, Freshmen and Seniors.
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Challenge
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What These Results Mean
The Challenge scale measures how much students perceive that teachers and other
adults in the school encourage them to think, work hard, do their best, and connect what
they are learning in school to life outside of school. A challenging curriculum, presented
in a way that is relevant to students, will promote student achievement.


EXCELLENT ADEQUATE NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
Students think that their
teachers and other adults
in the school expect all
students to put in a high level
of effort and be engaged in
their course work. Students
think that most classes are
interesting, challenging, and
relevant.


Students think that their
teachers and other adults
in the school expect most
students to put in a high level
of effort and be engaged
in their course work. They
think that some classes are
interesting, challenging, and
relevant, but other classes
are routine and boring.


Students think that their
teachers and other adults
in the school expect few
students to perform at a high
level. Students think that
classes are often boring and
are disconnected from their
lives outside the classroom.
Students think that teachers
do not expect them to work
hard or attend every class.


Results by Groups of Students - Elementary School
Some groups of elementary school students feel less challenged than others. These groups include White students, Males and 2nd
Graders. Some groups of elementary school students feel more challenged than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander
students, Hispanic students, Multiracial students, Native American students, English language learners, Females and 3rd Graders.
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Challenge


Results by Groups of Students - Middle School
Some groups of middle school students feel more challenged than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic
students, Multiracial students, Native American students, English language learners, Students with disabilities and 5th Graders.
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Results by Groups of Students - High School
Some groups of high school students feel less challenged than others. These groups include White students, Students with disabilities and
Sophomores. Some groups of high school students feel more challenged than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students,
Native American students, English language learners and Seniors.
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What These Results Mean
The Student Support scale measures how much students feel listened to, cared about,
and helped by teachers and other adults in the school. Strong relationships between
teachers and students lead to higher academic achievement, even for students who have
previously done poorly in school or come from disadvantaged backgrounds.


EXCELLENT ADEQUATE NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
Students think that most
of their teachers and other
adults in the school listen to
them, care about them, and
treat them fairly. Students
report that teachers notice
when they are having trouble
and readily provide extra help
when it is needed.


Students think that their
teachers and other adults
in the school sometimes
listen to them, care about
them, and treat them fairly.
Students report that teachers
sometimes provide extra help
when it is needed.


Students think that most
teachers and other adults in
the school do not listen to
them, care about them, or
treat them fairly. Students
report that it is hard to get
extra help when needed.


Results by Groups of Students - Elementary School
Some groups of elementary school students feel less supported than others. These groups include Black students, Males and 4th Graders.
Some groups of elementary school students feel more supported than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students,
Hispanic students, Multiracial students, Native American students, White students, English language learners, Students with disabilities,
Females and 3rd Graders.
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Student Support


Results by Groups of Students - Middle School
Some groups of middle school students feel less supported than others. These groups include Black students, 7th Graders and 8th Graders.
Some groups of middle school students feel more supported than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic
students, Multiracial students, Native American students, English language learners, Students with disabilities and 5th Graders.
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Results by Groups of Students - High School
Some groups of high school students feel less supported than others. These groups include Hispanic students, White students, Females,
Freshmen and Sophomores. Some groups of high school students feel more supported than others. These groups include Asian/Pacific
Islander students, Black students, Native American students, English language learners, Students with disabilities, Males, Juniors and
Seniors.
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Social and Emotional Learning
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What These Results Mean
The Social and Emotional Learning scale measures students' perception of their peers'
social and problem-solving skills, Developing students' social and emotional learning
skills improves their grades, attendance, behavior, and attitudes toward school. Students
with good social and emotional skills are less likely to drop out of school.


EXCELLENT ADEQUATE NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
Students report that most
students in the school have
good social skills, want to
do well in school, and work
well in teams. These students
resolve conflicts peacefully,
solve problems creatively,
and think cheating is wrong.
They do their best, even
when their school work is
difficult.


Students report that some
students in the school have
good social skills, want
to do well in school, and
work well in teams. These
students sometimes resolve
conflicts peacefully and
solve problems creatively.
They may give up when their
school work is difficult.


Students do not rate their
peers as socially skilled. They
report that other students do
not care about doing well in
school. Students have trouble
resolving conflicts and solving
problems. They think it is OK
to cheat. They often give up
when their school work is
difficult.


Results by Groups of Students - Elementary School
Some groups of elementary school students have more negative perceptions of other students' social and emotional skills. These groups
include Black students, 3rd Graders and 4th Graders. Some groups of elementary school students have more positive perceptions of other
students' social and emotional skills. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic students, Multiracial students, Native
American students, White students, English language learners, Students with disabilities and 2nd Graders.
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Social and Emotional Learning


Results by Groups of Students - Middle School
Some groups of middle school students have more negative perceptions of other students' social and emotional skills. These groups include
Black students, Females, 7th Graders and 8th Graders. Some groups of middle school students have more positive perceptions of other
students' social and emotional skills. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Hispanic students, Native American students,
English language learners, Students with disabilities, Males and 5th Graders.
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Results by Groups of Students - High School
Some groups of high school students have more negative perceptions of other students' social and emotional skills. These groups include
Hispanic students, White students, Females and Sophomores. Some groups of high school students have more positive perceptions of
other students' social and emotional skills. These groups include Asian/Pacific Islander students, Black students, Multiracial students, Native
American students, English language learners, Students with disabilities, Males and Seniors.
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Performance on Individual Questions
These tables show the percentage of students who provided each response to each question on the survey.


The most frequent response is indicated in bold. Note: These questions should be reviewed along with the results on each scale.


Elementary School


Physical Safety
How safe do you feel: No Sometimes Yes


1. I feel safe outside around the school. 24 26 49


2. I feel safe in the hallways and bathrooms of the school. 15 24 61


3. I feel safe in my classroom. 4 11 85


4. Students at my school are bullied. 21 50 29


Emotional Safety
No Sometimes Yes


5. Most students in my school treat each other with respect. 25 40 35


6. Students at my school are teased, picked on, made fun of, or called names. 20 41 39


No Sometimes Yes


7. I am bored in school. 43 42 15


8. My teachers want us to talk with others about things we are studying. 8 23 70


9. My teachers ask me to explain my answers. 4 21 75


10. The homework I get from my teachers helps me learn. 4 12 83


11. My teachers give me work that is interesting. 9 39 52


No Sometimes Yes


12. Teachers and other staff in this school are fair to all students. 8 34 58


13. Teachers and other staff in this school are willing to give students help. 3 25 73


14. I wish I went to a different school. 54 30 16


15. My teachers really care about me. 6 11 83


16. My teachers treat some students better than others. 58 22 20


17. My teachers notice if I have trouble learning something. 8 28 64


18. My teachers help me do better on my school work. 4 16 80


No Sometimes Yes


19. Most students in my school stop and think before they get too angry. 32 45 23


20. Most of the students in my school do their part when we work together on a group project. 7 38 55


21. Most students in my school do their best, even when their school work is hard. 7 37 56


22. Most students in my school get mad when they disagree with people. 26 45 29


23. Most students in my school try to talk to other students if they are having a problem with
them. 21 38 41







Performance on Individual Questions


Middle School


How safe do you feel: NOT SAFE
SOMEWHAT


SAFE MOSTLY SAFE VERY SAFE


1. Outside around the school? 11 29 35 25


2. In the hallways and bathrooms of the school? 6 16 34 44


3. In your classes? 3 11 29 58


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. I worry about crime and violence in school. 26 43 21 10


5. I feel safe when security is present. 9 16 46 30


6. I sometimes stay home because I don't feel safe at school. 53 35 7 4


7. Students at this school are often bullied. 13 34 37 17


8. Students at this school are often threatened. 15 36 34 15


9. Students at this school are often bullied because of certain characteristics (for example, their race,
religion, or weight). 16 30 34 20


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


10. Don't really care about each other. 18 42 29 12


11. Like to put others down. 17 36 32 15


12. Don't get along together very well. 13 35 37 16


13. Just look out for themselves. 15 40 32 14


14. Treat each other with respect. 13 30 42 15


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


15. Students at this school are often teased or picked on. 10 27 43 21


My teachers: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Often connect what I am learning to life outside the classroom. 7 16 51 26


2. Encourage students to share their ideas about things we are studying in class. 5 10 51 34


3. Often require me to explain my answers. 3 7 44 46


4. Often assign homework that helps me learn. 5 9 47 40


5. Think all students can do challenging school work. 6 18 45 31


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


6. When students in this school already know the material that is being taught, the teacher gives them
more-advanced assignments. 8 22 45 25


7. Students at this school are expected to learn challenging math material to get them ready for high
school. 4 12 49 36


How much do you agree with the following statements about this class: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


8. The topics we are studying are interesting and challenging. 7 15 55 23


9. This class really makes me think. 7 14 50 29


10. I am usually bored in this class. 21 34 26 19


This school year, how often have your teachers given you an assignment to: NEVER 1 OR 2 TIMES 3 OR 4 TIMES
5 OR MORE


TIMES


11. Write a research paper of 2 or more pages. 17 40 26 16


12. Write a paper in which you defended your own point of view or ideas. 16 42 26 16


13. Make a formal presentation to a class about something you read or researched. 17 41 25 16







Performance on Individual Questions


Middle School Continued
My teachers: STRONGLY


DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE
STRONGLY


AGREE


1. Really care about me. 8 11 42 38


2. Help me make up work after an excused absence. 8 15 45 32


3. Give me feedback on my assignments that helps me improve my work. 5 10 48 37


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. Adults in this school are often too busy to give students extra help. 22 45 22 11


5. Adults in this school apply the same rules to all students equally. 12 19 40 29


6. I wish I went to a different school. 30 35 17 18


7. I can get extra help at school outside of my regular classes. 8 18 48 26


8. An adult at this school has helped me plan for life after high school. 12 22 39 27


9. Adults in this school are usually willing to make the time to give students extra help. 6 14 51 30


The teacher for this class: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


10. Notices if I have trouble learning something. 8 14 52 26


11. Will help me improve my work if I do poorly on an assignment. 7 12 50 31


12. Treats some students better than others. 30 32 22 17


This school year, how often have you: NEVER 1 OR 2 TIMES 3 OR 4 TIMES
5 OR MORE


TIMES


13. Talked to a teacher about a problem you were having in class. 30 36 17 18


14. Talked to an adult at school about something that was bothering you. 37 34 15 14


15. Talked to an adult at school about something outside of school that is important to you. 45 29 14 12


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Stop and think before doing anything when they get angry. 25 38 27 10


2. Get into arguments when they disagree with people. 9 24 45 22


3. Think it's OK to cheat if other students are cheating. 24 38 25 13


4. Try to work out their disagreements with other students by talking to them. 17 32 38 13


5. Do their share of the work when we have group projects. 7 18 55 20


6. Do all their homework. 16 36 35 13


7. Give up when they can't solve a problem easily. 17 44 28 11


8. Try to do a good job on school work even when it is not interesting. 7 18 53 23


9. Think it's OK to fight if someone insults them. 15 28 32 25


10. Say mean things to other students when they think the other students deserve it. 12 30 38 20


11. Do their best, even when their school work is difficult. 7 19 50 24







Performance on Individual Questions


High School


How safe do you feel: NOT SAFE
SOMEWHAT


SAFE MOSTLY SAFE VERY SAFE


1. Outside around the school? 10 36 38 15


2. In the hallways and bathrooms of the school? 5 21 43 31


3. In your classes? 4 16 40 40


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. I worry about crime and violence in school. 22 49 22 7


5. I feel safe when security is present. 9 24 51 15


6. I sometimes stay home because I don't feel safe at school. 46 41 8 4


7. Students at this school are often bullied. 13 46 31 10


8. Students at this school are often threatened. 14 45 31 11


9. Students at this school are often bullied because of certain characteristics (for example, their race,
religion, weight or sexual orientation). 15 41 31 12


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


10. Don't really care about each other. 11 44 32 12


11. Like to put others down. 11 45 32 12


12. Don't get along together very well. 11 46 32 11


13. Just look out for themselves. 9 40 37 14


14. Treat each other with respect. 10 34 46 10


How much do you agree with the following statements about your school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


15. Students at this school are often teased or picked on. 11 39 38 13


My teachers: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Often connect what I am learning to life outside the classroom. 8 25 51 16


2. Encourage students to share their ideas about things we are studying in class. 5 17 56 21


3. Often require me to explain my answers. 4 11 56 29


4. Often assign homework that helps me learn. 7 20 53 20


5. Think all students can do challenging school work. 5 18 51 26


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


6. When students in this school already know the material that is being taught, the teacher gives them
more-advanced assignments. 8 32 45 16


7. In my classes, we often discuss different interpretations of things we read. 5 17 59 19


8. Students in this school are expected to take four years of math. 4 11 56 29


9. Students in this school are expected to take four years of science. 5 21 50 24


10. Students in this school are expected to take more than two years of a foreign language. 5 25 49 20


11. Students in this school are encouraged to take advanced classes, such as honors, Advanced
Placement (AP), or International Baccalaureate (IB), or classes that lead to professional certification. 6 20 51 23


How much do you agree with the following statements about this class: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


12. The topics we are studying are interesting and challenging. 9 21 54 16


13. This class really makes me think. 8 18 53 22


14. I am usually bored in this class. 14 35 30 21


This school year, how often have your teachers given you an assignment to: NEVER 1 OR 2 TIMES 3 OR 4 TIMES
5 OR MORE


TIMES


15. Write a research paper of 5 or more pages using multiple sources of information. 19 36 31 14


16. Write a paper in which you defended your own point of view or ideas. 12 39 32 17


17. Make a formal presentation to a class about something you read or researched. 12 38 31 19







Performance on Individual Questions


High School Continued


My teachers: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Really care about me. 9 19 50 23


2. Help me make up work after an excused absence. 9 20 49 21


3. Give me feedback on my assignments that helps me improve my work. 6 17 54 24


How much do you agree with the following: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


4. Adults in this school are often too busy to give students extra help. 12 49 27 12


5. Adults in this school apply the same rules to all students equally. 13 26 44 17


6. I wish I went to a different school. 21 39 22 19


7. I can get extra help at school outside of my regular classes. 6 19 55 20


8. An adult at this school has helped me plan for life after high school. 9 24 46 22


9. Notices if I have trouble learning something. 11 20 51 18


10. Will help me improve my work if I do poorly on an assignment. 10 17 51 23


11. Talked to a teacher about a problem you were having in class. 29 36 21 14


12. Talked to an adult at school about something that was bothering you. 40 31 17 12


13. Talked to an adult at school about something outside of school that is important to you. 39 31 17 12


14. Talked to a counselor at school in depth about planning for college. 38 30 18 14


Most students in my school: STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE


STRONGLY
AGREE


1. Stop and think before doing anything when they get angry. 19 44 29 8


2. Get into arguments when they disagree with people. 5 25 50 20


3. Think it's OK to cheat if other students are cheating. 11 39 36 15


4. Try to work out their disagreements with other students by talking to them. 13 38 39 9


5. Do their share of the work when we have group projects. 8 27 53 12


6. Do all their homework. 15 42 34 9


7. Give up when they can't solve a problem easily. 8 43 37 12


8. Try to do a good job on school work even when it is not interesting. 8 26 53 14


9. Think it's OK to fight if someone insults them. 8 30 39 23


10. Say mean things to other students when they think the other students deserve it. 7 31 45 17


11. Do their best, even when their school work is difficult. 7 28 51 14







Moving Forward on Improving
Conditions for Learning
Safe and Respectful Climate
Moving Forward
Employ a comprehensive, three-level approach to discipline designed to protect
teachers and students from issues and influences that detract from teaching and
learning.
1. Incorporate positive behavioral approaches with Tier 1 interventions like


Student Support Teams, District Support Staff, and the District’s social
behavior program.


2. Offer early intervention with support from Tier 2 interventions like Student
Support Teams, District Support Staff and Neighborhood Agencies.


3. Provide strengths-based individualized supports for students with greater
levels of need with Tier 3 interventions like Student Support Teams, School
based Mental Health Services (County Mental Health Board), Department
of Children and Family Services, Tapestry, Mobile Crisis Team and Juvenile
Court.
Provide focused professional development on adolescent development,
culturally responsive ways to interact with students in a calm and respectful
manner, classroom behavior management, de-escalation techniques, and
conflict resolution.


Resources
• Keep Schools Safe (www.keepschoolssafe.org)
• SaferSanerSchools (www.safersanerschools.org)
• Committee for Children (www.cfchildren.org)
• National PTA (www.pta.org)
• U.S. Department of Education parents section (www2.ed.gov/parents)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/safety))


Challenge
Moving Forward
Employ action steps to address school and classroom level practices and student
characteristics.
1. Guaranteed and viable curriculum: Identify essential content for all


students. Ensure that the essential content includes the following: adequate
instructional time, sequence learning logistically, monitor teaching and protect
the instructional time.


2. Instructional strategies: Provide teachers with a framework for using research-
based strategies.


3. Classroom curriculum design: Have teachers identify types of knowledge
related to content being taught in a variety of ways and emphasize the most
critical aspects of the content.


4. Learned intelligence and background knowledge: Engage students in hands-
on activities that increase students’ life experiences, emphasize vocabulary
development and provide direct instruction for the vocabulary that is essential
for understanding the content.


Resources
• Intervention Central (www.interventioncentral.org)
• American Association of School Administrators (www.aasa.org)
• What Works Clearinghouse (www.whatworks.ed.gov)
• Ohio Department of Education (www.ode.state.oh.us)
• CMSD Student Support Team (SST) Manual
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/engagement))


Student Support
Moving Forward
1. Coordinate in-school support and align it with community social and health


services.
2. Involve students in the interpretation of the Conditions For Learning survey


results and in the school’s development of strategies to positively impact the
results.


3. Provide focused professional development to all staff in disciplines that
build on existing connections between and among students, faculty, staff,
administration, and families.


4. Provide professional development in ways to connect with and demonstrate
care to students.


5. Use advisories effectively to connect with students individually and
collectively.


Resources
• National Association of School Psychologists (www.nasponline.org)
• School Social Work Association of America (www.sswaa.org)
• National Association of School Nurses (www.nasn.org)
• New York City Department of Education (schools.nyc.gov/


studentsupport)
• American Counseling Association (www.counseling.org)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/search?keywords=innovation
%20spotlights))


Social and Emotional Learning
Moving Forward
Focus on the student’s strengths. Follow up with consequences for misbehavior.
Ask students how they feel. Find ways to stay calm when angry. Avoid
humiliating or mocking the student. Give students choices and respect their
wishes. Ask questions that help students solve problems on their own. Teachers
and parents can use these strategies both at school and at home to encourage
cooperative and service learning. Match student needs with resources in the
school or community. Teach school staff to also promote the application of these
skills throughout the school day.


Resources
• CASEL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional


Learning (www.casel.org)
• Edutopia (www.edutopia.org/social-emotional-learning)
• National School Climate Center (www.schoolclimate.org)
• Promoting Alternative THinking Strategies Program


(www.channing-bete.com/prevention-programs/paths/paths.html)
• The National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments


(http://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/search?keywords=social and
emotional learning))
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May 6, 2015 


Annette Morfin 
Purchasing Officer 
State of Nevada, Purchasing Division 
515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300 
Carson City, NV 89701 


RE:  RFP No. 3179 


Dear Ms. Morfin: 


American Institutes for Research (AIR) is pleased to submit its proposal, School Climate/SEL 
Survey, to the State of Nevada. 


Founded in 1946, AIR is one of the largest not-for-profit behavioral and social science research 
and evaluation organizations in the world. With more than 1,600 global employees, AIR has a 
strong foundation in education research and the application of those findings in the field. We 
currently stand as a national leader in teaching and learning improvement, providing the research, 
assessment, evaluation, and technical assistance to ensure that all students—particularly those 
facing historical disadvantages—have access to a high-quality, effective education. 


In this proposal, we present the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) with a solution to its 
school climate measurement needs that aligns with the efforts of multiple federal agencies to 
address the White House’s Now Is The Time initiative. Our solution is tailored to the needs of 
NDE, is cost effective and sustainable for long-term measurement, and provides NDE and its 
schools and school districts with the ability to directly compare their school climate scores with 
national benchmarks beginning in 2016.  


We have enclosed one master, six copies, and two CD-ROMs of the proposal as requested. 
Please direct contractual questions about this proposal to Nilva da Silva, contracts officer, at 202-
403-5086 or ndasilva@air.org. For technical questions, please contact Samantha Neiman at 312-
588-7345 or sneiman@air.org. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 
 
 
 


Lawrence B. Friedman, Ph.D. 
Vice President 
Education Program 


1000 Thomas Jefferson Street NW, Washington, DC 20007-3835  |  202.403.5000  |  TTY 877.334.3499  |  www.air.org 
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Cost Proposal 
Vendor’s response for the cost proposal must be included in this tab. 


5.1 Proposing vendors must submit a per-pupil cost for administration of the assessment. 


5.2 For aggregate cost associated with an entire class/year of students, the projected student 
population of 35,000 students per grade should be used and noted  in the Cost Schedule 
(refer to  Attachment H, Cost Schedule). 


5.3 Any support costs for products or services not included in the per-pupil cost of the 
assessment should be listed on a fee schedule with the following information: 


5.3.1 Listing of each product or service; 


5.3.2 Original project proposed price; 


5.3.3 Annual licensing fee, if applicable; and 


5.3.4 Annual maintenance fee. 


5.4  Clearly specify the nature of all expenses anticipated (refer to Attachment H, Cost 
Schedule). 
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ATTACHMENT H – COST SCHEDULE 
 
Vendor: American Institutes for Research 
 


Description Price per Each 


 
Cost for School Reports 


 
$_____25________ per each 
 


 
Cost for Set Up 


 
$ _____642,000_____ 
 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey 


To keep NDE costs low, AIR’s per-pupil cost structure 
uses a sliding scale based on the number of students being 
surveyed annually, as follows: 


Number of students 
(per year) 


Cost  


Fewer than 140,000 $ ____1.95________ per each 
140,001 – 195,000 $ ____1.35________ per each 
195,001 – 250,000 $ ____1.00________ per each 
More than 250,000 $ ____0.80________ per each 


 


Table 1 outlines the percentage distribution of setup costs. Tables 2, 3, and 4 outline the 
assumptions that inform the costing provided in Attachment H for setup activities, per-student 
survey completion, and reporting, respectively. Please note that the costs covered in this 
proposal do not include surveying or standard setting for respondent groups other than 
students. American Institutes for Research (AIR) can assist the Nevada Department of 
Education (NDE) in administering and reporting staff and parent surveys and can provide 
costing information for these options upon request.  
 
Table 1. Percentage Allocation of Setup Activities 


Activity Percentage Cost 
Allocation 


Web-Based Platform Development 28% 
Standard Setting 38% 
Reporting Template Development and Automation (school and district; 
English and Spanish) 14% 


Development of Administration Procedures and Instruction Manuals; 
Technical Assistance to 18 School Districts 7% 


Pilot Administration (flat fee, no additional per-student fees apply) 6% 
Detailed Data Documentation 6% 
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Table 2. Cost Assumptions for Setup Activities 


Activity Assumptions 
Web-Based Platform 
Modification 


Cost covers only features proposed in Part I. 


Student Survey 
Standard Setting 


Cost assumes that four expert panels will be formed (one for each domain) 
with nine panel members each. Each panel will meet for one full day (eight 
hours) at AIR headquarters in Washington, D.C., and AIR will provide the 
meeting accommodations and food. Further, we assume that a maximum 
of eight content experts external to AIR will be required as consultants, a 
maximum of $1,000 compensation will be offered to consultants for 
meeting participation, and a maximum of 12 out-of-town trips will be 
required (including NDE, AIR, and external panel members). 


Reporting Template 
Setup and Automation 


Cost assumes the development of two reporting templates: a school-level 
template and a district-level template. Approximately six page layouts will 
be used for the reports, and a maximum of 16 pages per report is assumed. 
Reports will be delivered in PDF format. Costing includes English and 
Spanish versions of each report.  


Development of 
Administration 
Procedures and 
Instruction Manuals 


Cost assumes customized administration procedures and instruction 
manuals will be developed for district- and school-level survey 
coordinators and administrators.  


Pilot Administration Cost assumes a maximum of 5,000 students in the pilot administration. 
 
Table 3. Cost Assumptions for Per-Student Pricing 


Activity Assumptions 
District-Level 
Outreach and 
Technical Assistance 


Cost assumes approximately 700 hours of survey assistance will be needed 
by Nevada’s school districts, collectively, over the four full-scale survey 
administrations.  


Survey Help Desk Cost assumes that a survey Help Desk will be staffed for four months each 
year and for an additional two months during the pilot administration.  


Web-Based Platform 
Maintenance and 
Hosting 


Cost assumes that no change to the Web-based platform will be requested 
after the first full-scale administration. Cost includes hosting and 
maintenance fees.  


Meetings, Trainings, 
and Presentations 


Cost assumes that AIR will participate in three events per year including 
an annual planning meeting but exclusive of regular meetings with the 
NDE project team, for a total of 12 events across the four contract years, 
for which six of the 12 events will require out-of-state travel for a 
maximum of one AIR staff member each. 


Technical Reporting Cost assumes that a detailed data documentation manual will be developed 
after the initial full-scale administration, and technical reporting at the end 
of each contract year will be delivered as an update memorandum of 
approximately five pages.  
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Table 4. Cost Assumptions for Per-Report Pricing 
Activity Assumptions 
School and District 
Survey Results 
Reporting 


Per-report pricing includes English and Spanish versions, and reports will 
be delivered electronically in PDF. School reports and district reports will 
be ordered and priced separately. We assume that no customization will 
occur at the school or district level after the reporting templates and 
automation are approved by NDE.  
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Attachment I, Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance 
With Terms and Conditions of RFP 
 
A.  Attachment I with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the 


organization must be included in this tab. 
 
B.  In order for any cost exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered, vendors must 


provide the specific language that is being proposed in Attachment I.   
 
C.  Only cost exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on Attachment I.   
 
D.  Do not restate the technical exceptions and/or assumptions on this form.   
 
E.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the 


proposal submission deadline.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or 
assumptions in detail at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any 
additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations. 
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3. Scope of Work 
Executive Summary 
Cambridge Education is the most trusted name in the delivery of high quality, research based 
surveys in K-12 in the USA. For more than eight years we have been working with states and 
districts and the nation’s leading researchers to create and implement surveys that are 
grounded in best practice and developed through a collaborative process.  


Our team manages millions of surveys every year, reaching the students of around one hundred 
thousand teachers. We are uniquely placed to support survey administrations, large and small, 
by focusing on a comprehensive approach.  


We bring together the best researchers and survey experts to build and test the highest quality 
surveys that are designed to meet your specific needs. Our team can answer questions and 
support the state as they consider how best to measure the concepts NDE care most about.  


Rather than proposing the use of an existing survey instrument, we propose the adaptation and 
customization of existing scales through a consultative process. We propose this approach 
because we believe that no single instrument exists today that meets all of the state’s needs, 
and through embarking on this process NDE can be certain that the survey used is grounded in 
best practice and is aligned to the distinct needs of this assignment.  


Cambridge Education provides high quality data collection processes (both online and paper) 
that ensure surveys can be administered quickly, easily, and affordably. We are also flexible 
enough to support a range of administration options, but experienced enough to build in 
research-based approaches to data collection that ensure high response rates and accurate 
data.  Our programs scale effectively to support the largest school districts in the nation and 
large state-wide engagements.  


We understand how important it is to support schools and districts in the administration of 
surveys. Cambridge Education provides a dedicated Help Desk, and we design quality training 
and communication materials to support administration. Communication and training is vital to 
the success of any survey program, and we have materials and channels that allow us to do this 
quickly and easily.  


Project Overview 
Following contract award, Cambridge Education will convene a project initiation meeting with 
key representatives from NDE to confirm elements of the scope, agree specific details of 
timeline and deliverables, and agree an approach for recruiting and engaging pilot districts.  


From this initial meeting Cambridge Education will issue a project charter, and detailed timeline 
of events.  


We propose the following process in Year One of the project: 


• Meet with NDE staff to: 
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o Define the goals of the survey 
o Identify domains of interest 
o Review the proposed scales 
o Collect any additional background information 
o Identify potential pilot sites for testing 


• CE will then convene an expert panel to collect items and scales to form an initial 
item pool. 


• Based on this item pool, the items will be reviewed and refined, new items will be 
developed as required, and a draft survey instrument will be issued. 


• This draft survey will be submitted to NDE for review and approval. 
• Following approval, Cambridge Education will carry out around 20 cognitive 


interviews to refine the items and the survey instrument to issue a revised survey 
draft. 


• Cambridge Education will then work with the identified pilot districts to administer 
the pilot survey. 


• Based on the data collected, Cambridge Education will carry out a robust data 
analysis, refine the items, and issue a revised draft survey to NDE for review and 
approval. 


• Following input from NDE, Cambridge Education will issue the final survey, 
technical manual, and all of the required guidance for teachers, parents, and 
other stakeholders.  
 


Alongside the instrument design phase, Cambridge Education’s logistics team will work with 
NDE to identify pilot sites and plan the rollout of the survey.  


Cambridge Education’s team will work with NDE and the participating districts to design and 
implement data collection processes that allow for the collection of high quality data, while being 
sensitive to local requirements, such as timeliness of the issuing of materials and reports, ease 
of administration, the ability to meet ELL and Special education needs, and cost requirements.  


Our team will also develop communications and training materials to support the districts, and 
will provide access to our planning and tracking tools to monitor the survey process.  


Outputs form this process, which will include an annual technical report and presentation from 
Cambridge Education regarding findings from each administration. An example technical report 
delivered by the team proposed for this project is attached at Appendix C – Sample Technical 
Report. 


Cambridge Education will also provide response data to allow NDE to carry out its own 
additional research into the data collected, and can work with the Department to provide 
additional analyses, aggregations, or other requests. In addition, Cambridge Education can 
provide reporting to the school level, allowing school leaders to access our reporting dashboard 
to access survey response data. Using this platform, principals and other administrators will be 
able to interrogate the data to identify trends and gain insights into the student experience. 
Examples of reporting views are attached at Appendix D – Sample Reporting Views. 
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Following successful survey design in Year One, Cambridge Education will work with NDE to 
plan for rollout of the survey to additional sites across the state, and work to carry out additional 
data analyses and refinements in each of the following years. Technical manuals and updated 
guidance documentation will be issued each year.  


Part of the consulting process will be to understand how each scale and each construct fits with 
the specific questions that NDE has. The Cambridge Education team will analyze survey data to 
explore relationships in the data, changes over time, and descriptive information. Following the 
technical report, we will provide recommendations for how to best use the information to 
improve mental health and school improvement practices. Evaluators will measure changes 
over time from years 1 – 4 to determine if there are any changes to school climate as a result of 
school initiatives.   


Cambridge Education’s focus is not just on collecting high quality data, but also on ensuring that 
this data can be used to inform improvement activities. In addition to the technical report, 
evaluators will conduct exploratory analyses of subgroup outcomes as appropriate. Subgroup 
analyses may include grade, gender, ethnicity, race, and free and reduced priced lunch. 
Cambridge Education will work with NDE to provide recommendations and guidance for data-
based decision-making regarding subgroup analyses.   


Project Timeline 
Year One of this project will focus on the development and finalization of the survey instrument 
itself, with the summer and fall 2015 being set aside for that purpose. Year One will also include 
survey administration, and the first data collection phase of the school climate survey process.  


 


Indicative Timeline for Survey Development 


Activity Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar 
Meeting with NDE staff •          
Draft survey scales  •         
Final survey scales    •       
Draft cognitive interview protocols  •         
Final cognitive interview protocols     •       
Conduct cognitive interviews    •       
Cognitive interview summary      •      
Conduct pilot test      •     
Pilot test report       •    
Draft survey instrument (including 
meeting minutes, comments, and 
response memo) 


      •    


Final survey instrument          • 
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Indicative Timeline for Survey Administration 


Activity Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
Collect Roster of Participants •      
Create online survey accounts/logins  •     
Create surveys online and on paper for 
Year One survey administration  •     
Print, pack and ship paper materials  •     
Survey administration period  • • •   
Return paper survey materials, scanning    • •  
Process data, score and produce 
reports      • 


 


Project Management 
NDE Requires: Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of methods including 
e-mail, phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings. 


Cambridge Education will provide a dedicated Project Team for this project, including a 
Project Manager, Technical Lead and Project Director. The Project Manager will be 
available at all times to provide support and information. The project team will be 
available for regular check-ins, and to provide ad hoc support within the scope of the 
contract. At project initiation, the Project Team and the NDE team will decide on the 
frequency and agenda for check-ins and other communications.  


NDE Requires: An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in terms of 
services and planning needed to complete a successful Survey administration. 


Cambridge Education’s process is built on collaborative planning and proactive 
communication and support. Our success as an organization is based on the success of 
our clients, and their ability to have successful outcomes to their projects. We will work 
closely with your project team to define the work streams, acceptance criteria and norms 
for communication and support. Our approach is built on clear communication and a 
commitment to provide expert support and best practice based on our many years of 
experience to help guide your team to the best outcomes. We will work with you to 
customize existing processes and create solutions that will best meet NDE specific 
requirements.  


NDE Requires: Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and 
advice on Survey issues. 


The dedicated Technical Lead and Project Manager will be on hand to provide expert 
guidance and support. Our Technical Lead is there to guide you through the processes, 
and offer expertise in the field of survey design and testing. Our Project Manager is an 
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expert in the logistics of large-scale survey data collection progress and in the best use 
of our systems and processes. We can also create solutions that will best meet the 
specific needs of NDE. 


NDE Requires: Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-
administered surveys and ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can participate. 


Our project team will comply with all state requirements regarding surveys and 
assessments. We have administered surveys in more than 30 states nationwide, and are 
familiar with various state requirements regarding access, equity, privacy rights, and 
other factors that may be subject to local regulations.  


NDE Requires: Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review 
requirements of the United States Department of Education. 


We have proposed the use of survey items and scales that are grounded in research. 
More information on each scale, its research base and peer review process are available 
in Appendix A – Proposed Survey Instrumentation. 


In addition to this, the Cambridge Education team is made up of researchers who have 
years of experience in the development and delivery of valid, reliable survey instruments.  


NDE Requires: Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be held each 
contract year; Contracted vendor will pay for the meeting room and meals provided for the 
meeting. 


Planning meetings are vital to ensuring that all team members have bought into and 
agreed on a plan of work, a shared set of assumptions, and expectations for outcomes 
and acceptance criteria.  Face to face meetings also foster a sense of “team”, clarify 
responsibility and lines of communications. Cambridge Education will cover all 
reasonable costs related to meeting space and meals for annual meetings.  


NDE Requires: Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings. 


Our budget includes time for our project manager, and other relevant team members as 
required, to attend the relevant security and administration training sessions in each 
contract year.  


NDE Requires: Routine presentations related to program management and planning meetings. 


Our project management approach includes frequent presentations and meetings to 
discuss project and program management, technical issues and discussions, and 
planning, tracking and exceptions handling. A series of meetings and presentations 
within the scope of the contract can be agreed at project inception.  
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Functional and Technical Requirement 
Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides valid and reliable information on 
perceptions of student engagement, interpersonal relationships, school safety, the learning 
environment, and the social and emotional growth of students. 


In response to this proposal, Cambridge Education proposes the use of the existing 
survey instrumentation detailed in Appendix A – Proposed Survey Instrumentation. 


Through a consultative process with NDE, this instrumentation will be assessed to 
ensure its alignment to the State’s needs as part of this survey process and revised so 
as to improve its psychometric reliability and validity. 


Reliability is easier to assess and quantify than validity and is often, at a minimum, 
investigated using both item analyses (e.g., item-total correlations) and internal 
consistency (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). Other forms of reliability such as consistency 
over time or survey forms may be appropriate as well, but internal consistency is most 
common.  


Validity evidence can take many forms and is a more difficult issue to address. 
Traditional forms of validity evidence include content, construct, and criterion-related. 
Recently, cognitive methods such as think-alouds and cognitive debriefing have been 
used to allow the researcher insight into an often previously neglected aspect of validity, 
namely the actual response process itself (Conrad & Blair, 1996; Schwarz, 2007). Further, 
scale validation is often seen as an ongoing process as more and possibly different 
groups of respondents take the survey (Conrad & Blair, 1996; Presser & Blair, 1994). 


We will modify the survey using a variety of methods, including validation by content 
experts, cognitive interviews, and pilot testing. We have outlined a four-step plan for the 
development of the survey, details of which are included at Appendix B – Four Step 
Survey Development Plan. 


Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all students, including those with a 
disability, access to the survey, including but not limited to printing vision-impaired survey 
booklets based on order amounts from school districts and the ability to create Braille survey 
booklets based on order amounts from school districts if the survey is delivered in a 
paper/pencil format. 


We propose the use of both paper and online surveys, through which we are able to cater 
to a range of student needs in multiple ways. We will work with NDE to provide the 
solutions that will enable maximum involvement. Cambridge Education has significant 
experience in the provision of Braille survey booklets. Our online surveys are also 
compatible with the majority of screen reading software. In addition to accommodating 
students with particular needs, Cambridge is also experienced in catering to a range of 
language needs for ELL students, across both online and paper surveys. We provide 
support and advice on accessibility for all student populations. 
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Test Administration, Logistics, and Data Processing 
Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/Help Desk two (2) weeks prior to, during, 
and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s). 


Cambridge Education will provide a live Help Desk operating during business hours 
throughout this project. We also provide access to a range of documentation to support 
schools and districts in the implementation of surveys.  


Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools two (2) 
weeks before the testing window. 


In the case of paper surveys, materials will be shipped to schools in advance of the 
survey window.  


Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment to 
minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school scores to NDE 
in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines. 


Our scanning facilities can handle high volumes of survey returns, processing more than 
100,000 completed surveys per day. Scale is rarely an issue in planning timelines for data 
processing. Similarly, our online survey platform can scale to collect large volumes of 
data without impacting performance or timelines. All of this means we can be flexible and 
accommodating to schools and districts (and to the state) in the scheduling and return of 
surveys.  


NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a timeframe to be 
negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the answer 
documents if the assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


Reporting timelines are contingent on data availability, and reporting/scoring types. If 
NDE requires scoring that will be normed within a state-wide sample, for example, all 
data must be collected before such analysis and scoring can be collected. If there are to 
be differing survey windows by districts, or by administration method (paper/online) this 
may impact reporting timelines, if this scoring type is required.  


Cambridge Education can process online data, scores, and reports within days of the 
survey window closing. This timeline allows for the processing of the data, quality 
assurance of scoring calculations, and quality assurance of reporting outputs.  


Paper survey data can be processed within a four week timescale (from receipt of the last 
box of completed surveys). This includes shipping, scanning, data processing, scoring, 
and the quality assurance steps mentioned above.  


We understand the importance of the timely issue of data, and we have built our systems 
and processes to meet schools’ timeline requirements.  
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Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules 
consistent with existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting. 


We currently use research-driven business decision rules in our processes for sampling, 
data collection, cleaning and scoring activities. We are flexible and happy to work with 
the research team and NDE to collaborate and agree best practice activities that will 
enhance the quality and usability of the data collected.  


 


Scoring, Data Analysis, and Reporting 
Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and reporting. 


A technical report detailing the results of the pilot test, including a copy of the final 
survey instrument will be one of the core outputs of this project. The report will cover the 
purpose and objectives of the survey instruments developed and the specific research 
goals the instrument was designed to achieve. It also will report on the methodology 
used to assess how well the instruments worked (e.g., examination of item frequency 
distributions), including how pilot samples were selected. The report will discuss the 
pilot’s findings regarding which items did and did not work, scale reliabilities, and 
recommendations for modifying the pilot survey instruments based on the findings.  


Technical reports for years 1-4 will include all item-level scoring, data analysis and 
reporting. George Johanson, Survey methodologist and Psychometrician will provide 
support and assistance with the design and reporting of the technical report.  


Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure 
data transfer to and from NDE and to and from the school districts. 


Cambridge Education can intake data from and share data using a range of sources. We 
have an SFTP and other secure data transfer protocols and products in place. We 
understand the importance of data security and take it very seriously. All of our systems 
are FERPA compliant and have built-in layers of security to protect against data falling 
into the wrong hands.  


Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include the following: 


• Upcoming assessment schedule; 
• Reporting; 
• Principal certifications; 
• Administration manuals; 
• Additional materials order; and 
• Assessment materials pickup. 


 


Cambridge Education can provide a range of online tools to collect information from, and 
provide information to participating teachers, parents, schools and students. We are able 
to configure interfaces and data request forms to meet the specific needs of NDE. 
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Further details of NDE requirements and Cambridge Education provision will be agreed 
at project kick off.  


Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each contract year. The 
format and content for this technical report must meet industry standards. 


The Cambridge Education team includes researchers with significant experience in the 
development and delivery of technical reports.  For an example technical report delivered 
by the researchers on the team see Appendix C – Sample Technical Report. 


Technical reports will be produced each year following the collection and analysis of 
data.  


Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school score reporting to 
teachers and parents in both English and Spanish. 


Interpretation guides will be produced in both English and Spanish. 


 


Technical Assumptions and Dependencies 
Each school will have a survey coordinator who will act as liaison with the state and with 
Cambridge Education. 


ROSTERING 


1. CE will provide written guidance and a standard MS EXCEL template required for the 
rostering process. 


2. The State will work with schools to ensure communication and participation. 


3. The State will interface with all participating sites to populate roster template with all 
participating teachers: 


a. Roster file must reflect specific schools where the survey will be 
administered. 


b. Every school will be designated to complete Early Elementary, Upper 
Elementary and/or Secondary version of the survey. 


c. Survey levels will be defined by school type rather than grade spans - e.g. 6th 
grade in elementary schools will take the elementary version of the survey 
whereas 6th graders in a middle school will take secondary level survey. 


d. Paper-based surveys will only be delivered in English. Spanish surveys can 
be provided on paper for an extra fee. 


e. Online surveys can be taken in any number of languages. Proper timelines 
and fees will be put in place if additional languages are requested.  
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f. If appropriate surveys were not ordered, a protocol for handling this without 
shipping additional surveys will be required. 


SURVEY MATERIALS and COMMUNICATIONS 


1. CE will supply all administration protocols, guidance documents, and scripts. These 
will be included in class packs and distributed in advance to district and school 
coordinators. 


SURVEY FULLFILLMENT and SURVEY WINDOWS 


1. Survey window will be common across all participating sites. 


2. Survey window will be no more than 3 weeks in length. 


3. The State will ensure schools return completed surveys promptly. 


4. Surveys will be scanned within 10 business days of receipt at scanning facility.  


DATA PROCESSING 


1. All data will be processed simultaneously.  


2. Surveys received after the deadline will not be processed. 


3. Processing data simultaneously will allow for computation of district level, normal 
curve equivalent (NCE) scores as well as other agreed metrics. (NCE scores are 
provided to any engagement where >120 teachers are participating.) 


4. CE will supply teacher level scores for the following: 


a. Tripod 7Cs and composite 7Cs score 


b. Tripod Student Engagement Scores (social and academic engagement 
measures) 


c. If shorter version of survey is utilized only 7Cs will be calculated. 


REPORTING 


1. An Excel file will be provided to the state reporting the survey results. 


2. State of Nevada is responsible for communicating to stakeholders the reporting 
schedule and ensuring that emails and URLS are whitelisted across all school 
districts. 


TIMELINES 


1. State of Nevada is responsible for communicating timelines to all stakeholders and 
parties responsible for deliverables.  







Tab VII – Section 4 – Company Background 
and References
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4. COMPANY BACKGROUND AND REFERENCES 
 


4.1 VENDOR INFORMATION 
 


4.1.1 Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format below. 
 


Question Response 
Company name: Cambridge Education LLC 
Ownership (sole proprietor, partnership, etc.): LLC 
State of incorporation: Delaware 
Date of incorporation: June 9 2005 
# of years in business: 7 Years 
List of top officers: Majid Haquani, Trevor Yates 
Location of company headquarters: 400 Blue Hill Drive, Westwood, MA 
Location(s) of the company offices: See above 
Location(s) of the office that will provide the 
services described in this RFP: 


See above 


Number of employees locally with the 
expertise to support the requirements identified 
in this RFP: 


14 


Number of employees nationally with the 
expertise to support the requirements in this 
RFP: 


37 


Location(s) from which employees will be 
assigned for this project: 


n/a 


 
4.1.2 Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation organized pursuant to the 


laws of another state must register with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s 
Office as a foreign corporation before a contract can be executed between the State 
of Nevada and the awarded vendor, unless specifically exempted by NRS 80.015. 


 
4.1.3 The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of Nevada, must be 


appropriately licensed by the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office pursuant 
to NRS76.  Information regarding the Nevada Business License can be located at 
http://sos.state.nv.us.  


 
Question Response 


Nevada Business License Number:  
Legal Entity Name:  


 
Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing business as? 


 
Yes x No  


 
If “No”, provide explanation. 


 
4.1.4 Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing requirement(s).  


Vendors shall be proactive in verification of these requirements prior to proposal 



http://sos.state.nv.us/
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submittal.  Proposals that do not contain the requisite licensure may be deemed non-
responsive. 


 
4.1.5 Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of Nevada agency?   


 
Yes  No x 


 
If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for whom the work 
was performed.  Table can be duplicated for each contract being identified. 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency:  
State agency contact name:  
Dates when services were 
performed: 


 


Type of duties performed:  
Total dollar value of the contract:  


 
4.1.6 Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an employee of the State 


of Nevada, or any of its agencies, departments, or divisions? 
 


Yes  No x 
 


If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render services, while 
on annual leave, compensatory time, or on their own time? 
 
If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an agency of the State 
of Nevada, or (b) any person who has been an employee of an agency of the State 
of Nevada within the past two (2) years, and if such person will be performing or 
producing the services which you will be contracted to provide under this 
contract, you must disclose the identity of each such person in your response to 
this RFP, and specify the services that each person will be expected to perform. 


 
4.1.7 Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract breaches, 


civil or criminal litigation in which the vendor has been alleged to be liable or held 
liable in a matter involving a contract with the State of Nevada or any other 
governmental entity.  Any pending claim or litigation occurring within the past six 
(6) years which may adversely affect the vendor’s ability to perform or fulfill its 
obligations if a contract is awarded as a result of this RFP must also be disclosed.  
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Does any of the above apply to your company? 
 


Yes  No x 
 


If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be duplicated for 
each issue being identified. 


 
Question Response 


Date of alleged contract failure or 
breach: 


 


Parties involved:  
Description of the contract 
failure, contract breach, or 
litigation, including the products 
or services involved: 


 


Amount in controversy:  
Resolution or current status of the 
dispute: 


 


If the matter has resulted in a 
court case: 


Court Case Number 
  


Status of the litigation:  
 


4.1.8 Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in Attachment E, 
Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your organization currently have or will 
your organization be able to provide the insurance requirements as specified in 
Attachment E. 


 
Yes x No  


 
Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance requirements must be 
identified on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance 
with Terms and Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be 
taken into consideration as part of the evaluation process; however, vendors must 
be specific.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or assumptions at time 
of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions 
and/or assumptions during negotiations.  
 
Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the Certificate of 
Insurance identifying the coverages as specified in Attachment E, Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 3179. 


 
4.1.9 Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the services 


described in this RFP.  Limit response to no more than five (5) pages. 
 


4.1.10 Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP to the 
public and/or private sector.  Please provide a brief description. 
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4.1.11 Financial information and documentation to be included in Part III, Confidential 
Financial Information of vendor’s response in accordance with Section 9.5, Part III 
– Confidential Financial Information.  


 
4.1.11.1 Dun and Bradstreet Number  


 
 


4.1.11.2 Federal Tax Identification Number - 800034169 
 


4.2 SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION 
 


4.2.1 Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors? 
 


Yes  No x 
 
 


4.3 BUSINESS REFERENCES 
 
 


Reference #: 1 
Company 
Name: Hawaii Department of Education 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


x VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project 
Name: 


Student Survey Delivery 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Lori Nagakura 
Street Address: Systems Accountability Office (SAO) 


System Planning and Improvement Section 
(SPIS) 


City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code: (808) 735-8250 
Facsimile, including area code: (808) 735-8260 
Email address: Lori_Nagakura/SPIS/HIDOE@notes.k12.hi.us 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  


 
Project Information 


Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 


Cambridge Education supported the 
state of Hawaii in the piloting and roll 
out of statewide surveys starting in June 
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technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


2012. Cambridge Education provided 
project managements, communications 
and training, data collection, scoring and 
reporting services to the state as well as 
addition consulting support on data use 
and analytics.  


Original Project/Contract Start Date: June 2012 
Original Project/Contract End Date: Ongoing 
Original Project/Contract Value: $85,000 
Final Project/Contract Date: $450,000 
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
Reference #: 2 
Company Name: Pittsburgh Public Schools 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


x VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Student Survey Delivery 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Mary Wolfson 
Street Address: 341 South Bellefield Avenue,  
City, State, Zip: Pittsburgh, PA 15213 
Phone, including area code:  412-622-3924 
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address: mwolfson1@pghboe.net 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  
 


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


Cambridge Education supported the 
district in the piloting and roll out of 
system-wide  surveys starting in June 
2011. Cambridge Education provided 
project managements, communications 
and training, data collection, scoring and 
reporting services to the state as well as 
addition consulting support on data use 







School Climate/SEL Survey RFP 3179 Page 6 of 7 


and analytics.  
Original Project/Contract Start Date: Feb 2011 
Original Project/Contract End Date: Ongoing 
Original Project/Contract Value: $45,000 
Final Project/Contract Date: $260,000 
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
Reference #: 3 
Company Name: Shelby County Schools 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


x VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Student Survey Delivery 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Rorie Harris 
Street Address: Shelby County Schools 


2485 Union Avenue 
City, State, Zip: Memphis, TN 38112 
Phone, including area code:   
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address: harrisrn@scsk12.org 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  


 
Project Information 


Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


Cambridge Education supported the 
district in the piloting and roll out of 
system-wide  surveys starting in June 
2011. Cambridge Education provided 
project managements, communications 
and training, data collection, scoring and 
reporting services to the state as well as 
addition consulting support on data use 
and analytics.  


Original Project/Contract Start Date: Jan 2011 
Original Project/Contract End Date: Ongoing 
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Original Project/Contract Value: $80,000 
Final Project/Contract Date: $360,000 
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
 
 


4.4 VENDOR STAFF RESUMES  
 
SEE ATTACHED RESUMES at Tab 8 Attachment G 
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4. Company Background and References 
 


(4.1.9) 


Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the services described in 
this RFP.  Limit response to no more than five (5) pages. 


Cambridge Education was established in Cambridge, England and has more than 25 
years of experience working in the UK, the U.S. and across the developing world.  
Cambridge Education began working in the U.S. in 2002 and was established in 
2004.  Cambridge Education partners with school districts, national and regional 
foundations, state departments of education and other reform support providers.  The 
range of offerings includes diagnostic and evaluative studies at the school, district and 
state level, school turnaround strategies, leadership development for principals, lead 
teachers and central office personnel, specialty audits (such as ELL or Special 
Education) and scaling of best practices.  


Cambridge Education is a wholly owned subsidiary of the Mott MacDonald Group, a 
global independent multi-sector consulting company.  The Group’s diversity and $1.6 
billion in annual revenues make it a unique employee-owned firm, with values centered 
on a commitment to serving the public interest. These factors have also enabled the Mott 
MacDonald Group to remain fiscally stable and in sound financial health during the past 
two years of worldwide recession. 


 


 


In the U.S., Cambridge Education has provided survey services to schools, districts and 
states since 2007. Cambridge Education worked in partnership with Ron Ferguson of 
Harvard University to deliver the Tripod Project, brining surveys to over 5million 
students across the US, Canada and China.  
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Cambridge Education was also a partner in the Measures of Effective Teaching Project, 
the large scale study in the use of student surveys, and has worked with more than 100 
districts to design and implement high quality survey programs.  


No other provider has managed the range of projects Cambridge Education has; from 
large scale implementation projects surveying more than two million students in New 
York City, to multi-year consulting engagements state-wide in Hawaii and in large 
districts like Shelby County and Pittsburgh Public Schools.  


We prioritize collecting high quality data using systems that are flexible enough to meet 
your needs. We work at scale and so can offer some of the most affordable solutions. We 
have the most experienced and expert staff that makes collecting and using survey data 
simple, secure and fast.  


 


(4.1.10) 


Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP to the public and/or 
private sector.  Please provide a brief description. 


Cambridge Education has been providing school and student survey services to districts 
in the US since 2007. In that time we have engaged with hundreds of school districts and 
dozens of states to design and deliver high quality survey programs.  


Our work has been mainly focused on the delivery of Tripod surveys, and we have 
enjoyed a close working relationship with Dr. Ron Ferguson of Harvard University as he 
has worked to refine and improve his survey instruments. Indeed, Cambridge Education 
was a key partner in the Gates Foundation’s Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) 
Project. This large-scale study that showed that well designed classroom-level surveys 
are stable, reliable instruments that are highly correlated with student achievement gains 
and teacher observation ratings.  


Since these findings more and more states and districts have been exploring options for 
including survey data as either formal or informal elements in their efforts to improve 
teaching effectiveness. Cambridge Education has worked with districts in over 30 states 
to design and implement survey administrations, and to produce outputs that help them 
meet their particular strategic needs. We are experts in the delivery of large scale, formal 
survey programs, working with some of the largest districts in the country, and working 
at the state level across dozens of districts in places like Tennessee, Maine and Hawaii.  


Understanding that surveys are highly valuable tools to help organizations understand 
more about their stakeholders, and can help identify areas for improvement, Cambridge 
Education has expanded its range of survey supports, including survey design, testing 
and validation studies, and has entered into partnerships with some of the most 
respected individuals and organizations to provide greater options to schools, districts 
and states who are interested in using survey data to grow.  
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Our commitment is to the schools, districts and states we serve, and to the communities 
they serve. We are focused solely on surveys in the K-12 space, and this is what our 
team has been built on, what we focus our research on, and what our products and 
systems are built to support.  
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Cambridge Education, LLC 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: x Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Jibril Solomon Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Program Director Equity and Access in Education 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 2 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Dr. Jibril Solomon has over ten years of professional experiences in education. His work includes 
secondary and postsecondary education administration, management, supervising, grant project 
management, research and publication, teaching, professional development training, and working with 
federal and state education grants. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
December 2013 to Present - Wheelock College - Aspire Institute, Program Director Equity and Access in 
Education 
Fall 2014-Present - Wheelock College: Graduate School of Social Work 
Fall 2010 to Present - Bunker Hill Community College, Charlestown, MA, Part Time Faculty: Behavioral 
Science & Mathematics Department 
Fall 2005 to Spring 2009 - Boston Public Schools, Adult Central High School, Roxbury, MA, Social 
Studies: U.S. and World History 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Ph.D. 
Education Studies: The disconnection from policy to practice, 2013 
Dissertation: focused on the preparedness for high school students to succeed in college and 
documented the need for high schools and higher education staff to reconsider the purpose and 
effectiveness of measures of academic readiness aimed at preparing students for success in 
postsecondary education. 
Lesley University, Cambridge, MA 
MSW 
Administration: Education and Human Services, 2006 
University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH 
B.A. 
Applied and Natural Biological Sciences, 2002 
University of Southern Maine, Portland, MA 
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CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received. 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Dr. Caroline Heller, Ed.D. 
Faculty & Ph.D. Program Director 
Graduate School of Education 
Lesley University, Cambridge, MA 
Phone: 857-225-2203 
Email: cheller@lesley.edu 
carolineheller2@gmail.com 
  
  
Dr. William Dandridge. Ed. D. 
Former Dean & Graduate Advisor 
Lesley University, Cambridge, MA 
State Education Advisor 
Phone: 781-389-2971 
Email: wdandrid@earthlink.com 
  
  
Dr. Claudia Rinaldi, Ph.D. 
Chair, Education Department 
Associate Professor of Education 
Lasell College 
1844 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton, MA  02466 
crinaldi@Lasell.edu 
617-243-2191 
 



mailto:cheller@lesley.edu

mailto:carolineheller2@gmail.com

mailto:wdandrid@earthlink.com

mailto:crinaldi@Lasell.edu

tel:617-243-2191
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Cambridge Education, LLC 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Billie-Jo Grant Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Senior Researcher and Evaluator 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 2 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Dr. Grant has expertise in the design, administration and analyses of randomized controlled trials and 
mixed-methods research. She has managed qualitative and quantitative studies of science, reading, and 
math curricula, and studied educators’ use of data in program implementation. Dr. Grant has experience 
evaluating higher education programs, including a school-family engagement program and a teacher 
support program at Wheelock College. She has served as an evaluator for multiple quasi-experimental 
and longitudinal efficacy studies funded by the U.S. Department of Education; Pearson, Inc.; 
Renaissance Learning; Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, Inc.; and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. She 
has substantial experience in program and policy evaluation, instrument construction, and large dataset 
management; and has taught classes on survey design and measurement theory at Lesley College. Dr. 
Grant holds a doctorate in Educational Research Statistics and Evaluation from the University of Virginia. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
2014 – present Senior Researcher and Evaluator, Magnolia Consulting, LLC 


Charlottesville, Virginia 
2011 – present Adjunct Faculty, Lesley University, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
2010 – 2014 Researcher and Evaluator, Magnolia Consulting, LLC, Charlottesville, Virginia 
2009 – 2011 Independent Evaluation Consultant, Somerville, Massachusetts 
2008 – 2009 Teaching and Research Assistant, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 
2007 – 2009 Volunteer and Intern, Just Children, Charlottesville, Virginia 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Ph.D.   Educational Research, Statistics, and Evaluation, the University of Virginia, Charlottesville, 2011 
M.Ed.  Social Foundations of Education, the University of Virginia, Charlottesville, 2008 
B.A.     Economics, the University of Virginia, Charlottesville, 2006 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 
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Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received. 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Jacob Murray 
Executive Director 
Wheelock College 
617-879-2445 
jmurray@wheelock.edu  
 
Ben Clark 
Executive Director 
Cambridge Community Services 
617-876-5214 
BClark@cambridgecommunity.org 
 
Gretchen E. Fougere, Ph.D. 
Associate Dean of Outreach and Diversity 
College of Engineering 
Boston University 
48 Cummington Street, Rm 204 
Boston, MA 02215 
(617)353-5664  
gfougere@bu.edu 
 



mailto:jmurray@wheelock.edu

mailto:BClark@cambridgecommunity.org

mailto:gfougere@bu.edu
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Cambridge Education, LLC 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: x Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Renee Chandonnet Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Director, Survey Services 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 8 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Worked in the K-12 education sector for more than 20 years. Teacher of elementary school with the 
Teach for America corps in inner-city settings in public schools of Los Angeles and Houston. Contributor 
to district-wide curriculum development activities and provider of professional development and training. 
Designer of out-of-school time initiatives providing technical customer support. Manage and direct a team 
of fourteen. Manage and grow national services, provide general consultancy and support services to all 
the Regions. Manage all national projects and programs. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
2007 – present: CAMBRIDGE EDUCATION (member firm Mott MacDonald) 
Hawaii Department of Education: State-wide Survey Administration: 2013-present 
Tennessee Department of Education (SCORE): State-wide Survey Administration 2011-present 
State of Maine – TIF Grant for Educator Evaluation 2011-current 
State of Ohio – Resident Educator Summative Assessment (RESA) Student Surveys 2012-current 
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction: State-wide Pilot 2011-2012 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
BA (Hons) Architecture and American Studies, Wellesley College, 1991 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received. 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
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Shelby County Schools: Student Perception Survey Program 
Project Dates: August 2013- Present 
Project Contact: Rorie Harris Ph.D. Director of Performance Management 
Strategy & Innovation 
Shelby County Schools 
2485 Union Avenue 
Memphis, TN 38112 
harrisrn@scsk12.org 
 
Pittsburgh Public Schools: District-wide Student Survey Administration 
Project Dates: June 2012 to present 
Project Contact: Mary Wolfson 
Director of Accountability 
[P] 412-622-3924 
mwolfson1@pghboe.net 
Pittsburgh Public Schools 
341 South Bellefield Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA 15213 
 
Hawaii Department of Education: Statewide Student Perceptions Survey program 
Project Dates: June 2012 to present 
Project Contact: Lori Nagakura 
Systems Accountability Office (SAO) 
System Planning and Improvement Section (SPIS) 
Office: (808) 735-8250 
Fax: (808) 735-8260 
Lori_Nagakura/SPIS/HIDOE@notes.k12.hi.us 
 



mailto:harrisrn@scsk12.org

mailto:mwolfson1@pghboe.net

mailto:Lori_Nagakura/SPIS/HIDOE@notes.k12.hi.us
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Cambridge Education, LLC 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: x Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Joe McEvoy Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Practice Lead 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 7 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
An accomplished consultant and project manager, with experience to deliver a wide range of complex 
projects to clients in both the UK and US. Specific focus on student survey projects that focus on collecting 
high quality data, and creating meaningful outputs. Experience includes a number of high profile and 
innovative projects with clients including State and Local Education Authorities, as well as research 
organizations and other coalitions. Expertise includes educational survey data collection processes, data 
use and has an in-depth knowledge of US education policy at local, state and federal levels. Skilled in 
helping organizations to define their requirements and design solutions that meet their objectives. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
2008 – present  MOTT MACDONALD GROUP 
2013 – present Practice Lead – Survey Services, Cambridge Education LLC 
2011 – 2013  Program Manager – Survey Services, Cambridge Education LLC  
2008 – 2011   Consultant – Business and Professional Improvement, Mott MacDonald 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Master of Arts: Economic and Social History, University of Glasgow, Glasgow, UK - 2007 
Postgraduate Certificate in Educational Policy, University of Massachusetts, Dartmouth, MA – expected 2015 
 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received. 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Mary Wolfson, PhD 
Director of Accountability 
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Pittsburgh Public Schools 
412-529-3924 
412-894-2338 
mwolfson1@pghboe.net 
 
Douglas Stewart Torres-Edwards 
Curriculum Specialist, Innovative Curriculum and Instruction Department 
HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
713-449-8699 
713-566-6898 
dtorrese@HoustonISD.org 
 
Rorie N. Harris, Ph.D. 
Director of Performance Management 
Shelby County Schools 
(901) 416-5668 
harrisrn@scsk12.org 
 



mailto:mwolfson1@pghboe.net

mailto:dtorrese@HoustonISD.org

mailto:harrisrn@scsk12.org
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Appendix A: Proposed Survey Instrumentation







Possible Instrumentation 


 


Key factors identified by Nevada Department of Education: engagement, 
relationships, school safety, learning environment, social and emotional learning, 
mental health. 


School climate factors, according to the U.S. Department of Education (2010), involve: 
Availability of physical and mental health supports and services; fairness and adequacy of 
disciplinary actions; health and safety of the school setting i.e. the presence and use of 
alcohol and illegal drugs, bullying, harassment, and violence. This framework and Nevada’s 
key identified factors: engagement, relationships, school safety, learning environment, social 
and emotional learning, mental health, have been used to conceptualize the instrumentation 
model for this proposal. The instrumental model proposed groups these constructs into the 
following potential of themes: Academic; Intrapersonal and Emotional; Interpersonal and 
Social.  


1. Academic Factors 


Motivation and Engagement 


- Motivation and Engagement Scale (self-ratings; 44 items – or 4 items per subscale) 
- Commercial instrument 


o Positive Motivation: self-efficacy, valuing school, learning focus 
o Positive Engagement: planning behavior, task management, persistence 
o Negative Motivation: anxiety, failure avoidance, uncertain control 
o Negative Engagement: self-sabotage, disengagement 
o Reference: Martin, A.J. (2015). Motivation and Engagement Scale. Sydney: 


Lifelong Achievement Group (www.lifelongachievement.com)  
- Motivation and Engagement Scale – Climate version (Short MES previously used for 


climate) 
o Positive Motivation: self-efficacy, valuing school, learning focus 
o Positive Engagement: planning behavior, task management, persistence 
o Negative Motivation: anxiety, failure avoidance, uncertain control 
o Negative Engagement: self-sabotage, disengagement 
o Reference: Martin, A.J. (2015). Motivation and Engagement Scale. Sydney: 


Lifelong Achievement Group (www.lifelongachievement.com)  


Academic Buoyancy 


- Academic Buoyancy Scale (self-ratings; 4 items) 
o Capacity to bounce back from academic setback and challenge 
o Reference: Martin, A. J., & Marsh, H. W. (2008). Academic buoyancy: 


Towards an understanding of students’ everyday academic resilience. Journal 
of School Psychology, 46, 53-83. 


- Academic Buoyancy Scale – Climate version (Short ABS previously used for climate) 
o Capacity to bounce back from academic setback and challenge 
o Reference: Martin, A. J., & Marsh, H. W. (2008). Academic buoyancy: 


Towards an understanding of students’ everyday academic resilience. Journal 
of School Psychology, 46, 53-83. 
 


2. Intrapersonal and Emotional Factors 


Adaptability 


- Adaptability Scale (9 items – or 3 item short scale) 
o Capacity to effectively respond to uncertainty, change, novelty, and transition 



http://www.lifelongachievement.com/

http://www.lifelongachievement.com/





o Martin, A.J., Nejad, H.G., Colmar, S., & Liem, G.A.D. (2013). Adaptability: 
How students responses to uncertainty and novelty predict their academic 
and nonacademic outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105, 728-
746. 


Broad Mental Health 


- Emotional Stability subscale (4-6 items) 
o From Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ) 
o See Marsh, H.W. (2007). Self-concept theory, measurement and research 


into practice: The role of self-concept in educational psychology. Leicester, 
UK: British Psychological Society. 


Honesty 


- Honesty subscale (4-6 items) 
o From Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ) 
o See Marsh, H.W. (2007). Self-concept theory, measurement and research 


into practice: The role of self-concept in educational psychology. Leicester, 
UK: British Psychological Society. 


Self-esteem 


- Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (10 or so items) 
o Reference: Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. 


Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 


Grit 


- Grit Scale (9 or so items) 
o Reference: Duckworth, A.L., Peterson, C., Matthews, M.D., & Kelly, D.R. 


(2007). "Grit: Perseverance and passion for long-term goals". Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 92 (6), p. 1087. 


Coping 


- Adolescent Coping Scales (60 items long form and 20 items short form) 
o Commercial instrument 
o Frydenberg, E., & Lewis, R. (2011). Adolescent Coping Scale. Melbourne: 


ACER 


Depression and Anxiety 


- Kutcher Adolescent Depression Scale (11 items) 
o Reference: SJ Brooks, SP Krulewicz, S Kutcher. The Kutcher Adolescent 


Depression Scale: Assessment of its Evaluative Properties over the Course of 
an 8-Week Pediatric Pharmacotherapy Trial. 13(3): J Child Adolesc 
Psychopharmacol 337-349. 2003. 


- Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents (20 items) 
o Reference: North Carolina Neuropsychiatry Attention and Memory Center: 


Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescent.  
http://www.ncneuropsych.com/Forms/Social_Anxiety_Scale_for_Children_an
d_Adolscents.pdf 


 
- Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire (ATQ) – (30 items) 


o The ATQ is a 30-item questionnaire developed to identify and assess the 
frequency of automatic negative self-statements which are linked to 
depression. Each item is a negative thought and the respondent is to rate 



http://www.sas.upenn.edu/~duckwort/images/Grit%20JPSP.pdf

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14642022

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14642022

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14642022

http://www.ncneuropsych.com/Forms/Social_Anxiety_Scale_for_Children_and_Adolscents.pdf

http://www.ncneuropsych.com/Forms/Social_Anxiety_Scale_for_Children_and_Adolscents.pdf





how often the thought has surfaced in the past week on a scale from 1 (not at 
all) to 5 (all the time). 


o Reference: Hollon, S.D., Kendall, P.C. (1980), Cognitive self-statements in 
depression: development of an automatic thoughts questionnaire. Cognit Ther 
Res 4:383-395 


 


3. Interpersonal and Social 


Teacher-student Relationships 


- Teacher-student Relationship Scale (4 items) 
o Martin, A.J., Marsh, H.W., McInerney, D.M., Green, J., & Dowson, M. (2007). 


Getting along with teachers and parents: The yields of good relationships for 
students’ achievement motivation and self-esteem. Australian Journal of 
Guidance and Counselling, 17, 109-125. 


o Teaching and Learning: social, emotional, ethical and civic learning; support 
for learning; professional relationships 


Peer relationships 


- Peer relationships Scale (4 items) 
o Martin, A.J., Nejad, H.G., Colmar, S., & Liem, G.A.D. (2013). Adaptability: 


How students responses to uncertainty and novelty predict their academic 
and nonacademic outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105, 728-
746. 


School Safety 


- Oregon School Safety Survey – (30 item; 10 minutes to administer) 
o The Oregon School Safety Survey (OSSS) is designed to assess risk factors 


and response plans for school safety and violence. This information is useful 
in determining training and support needs related to school safety and 
violence prevention. 


o Reference: Sprague, J., Colvin, G., & Irvin, L. (1995). The Oregon school 
safety survey. Eugene: University of Oregon Institute on Violence and 
Destructive Behavior. 
http://measures.earlyadolescence.org/media/upload/SchoolSafetySurvey_771
1318.pdf 


 
- Acceptance and Action Questionnaire (AAQ) – (9 items) 


o The AAQ is a 9-item measure of experiential avoidance. This construct refers 
to the negative perception or evasion of personal thoughts and events. Such 
behavior has been associated with a range of clinical disorders from 
substance abuse to suicide. Each item in the scale depicts either an example 
of experiential avoidance or the lack there of (scores are reversed in the case 
of the latter). Respondents are to rate the frequency of each item on a 7-point 
Liker-type scale ranging from "never" to "always" true. Higher scores 
represent a greater degree of experiential avoidance. 


o Reference: Hayes, S. C., Strosahl, K., Wilson, K. G., Bissett, R. T., Pistorello, 
J., Toarmino, D., et al. (2004). Measuring experiential avoidance: A  
preliminary test of a working model. The Psychological Record, 54, 553–578. 


 
- Safety: rules and norms; physical safety; social-emotional safety 



http://measures.earlyadolescence.org/media/upload/SchoolSafetySurvey_7711318.pdf

http://measures.earlyadolescence.org/media/upload/SchoolSafetySurvey_7711318.pdf





o Reference: Cohen, J. & Geier, V. K. (2010). How school climate is associated 
with and/ or promotes safety, healthy relationships, engaged learning and 
teaching and school improvement 


 


Cooperation and Collaboration 


- Cooperative Learning subscale 
o From OECD PISA – for review, see Marsh, H.W., Hau, K.-T., Artelt, C., 


Baumert, J., & Peschar, J.L. (2006). OECD’s brief self-report measure of 
educational psychology’s most useful affective constructs: cross-cultural, 
psychometric comparisons across 25 countries. International Journal of 
Testing, 6, 311–360. 


Communication Skills 


- Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS: Gresham & Elliot, 2008)  
o Rating Scales enables targeted assessment of individuals and small groups 


to help evaluate social skills, problem behaviors, and academic competence.  
o Select items to measure student social skills and communication.  
o Commercial Assessment, The SSIS can be purchased from Pearson 


Education at www.pearsonassessments.com 


Respect for Diversity 


- Appreciating similarities and valuing differences: The Miville-Guzman Universality-
Diversity Scale – (45 items) 


o The Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (M-GUDS) theoretically 
predicted ways with measures of racial identity, empathy, healthy narcissism, 
feminism, androgyny, homophobia, and dogmatism. 


o Reference: Miville, Marie L.; Gelso, Charles J.; Pannu, Raji; Liu, Will; 
Touradji, Pegah; Holloway, Pauline; Fuertes, Jairo Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, Vol 46(3), Jul 1999, 291-307. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0167.46.3.291 


 


 


 



http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0167.46.3.291

http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0167.46.3.291





Appendix B: Four Step Survey Development 
Plan







Four-step research design for survey development 


We have developed a four-step plan for developing the survey (figure 1). The following 
sections describe each step in detail. 


Step 1: Preliminary survey revisions  
Cambridge Education will hold preliminary meetings with key Nevada State Department 
of Education personnel. During these meetings we will discuss the schedule for data 
collection activities and goals of the surveys. We will use this information to (a) 
determine a study timeline that accounts for the school calendar, (b) identify the 
appropriate target audiences for the surveys, (c) assess the kind of survey information 
that would be useful to district staff, and (d) inform revisions of the Climate Survey to 
ensure its relevance to the Nevada State Department of Education. 
 
Following the preliminary meeting, Cambridge Education will review and recommend 
scale and item modifications. As national content experts in the field of data use (in 
addition, one member is a survey methodologist and psychometrician), we have 
developed the conceptual framework shown in figure 1 to guide the survey content 
validation process. Our staff will ensure that scale and item revisions aligned with the 
conceptual framework and its supporting research. We will make recommendations for 
scale and item revisions, deletions, and additions to cover any domains not previously 
addressed by previously validated surveys.  
 
In order to meet the goals of the RFP, the resulting climate survey will represent a 
modification of several existing scales already grounded in the research, as proposed 
above.  


Step 2: Cognitive interviews 
The survey revision process will generate questions to address during the interviews 
with key pilot districts and students. The interviews will occur after initial approval of this 
proposal and the draft survey. The interviews are intended to help our team further 
understand how respondents might interpret survey items and to discern their overall 
reactions to the instrument.  
 
Students will be interviewed about their experience taking the survey and comfort with 
the survey items. Each interview is expected to last approximately thirty minutes. The 
interview protocols will be tailored to the survey. It is important to note that the total 
sample size (n = 20) should be large enough to uncover representative participant 
perceptions, but not so large that the data become repetitive. When the collection of new 
qualitative data does not reveal new insight, researchers reach a “point of saturation”  
 
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Qualitative researchers agree that saturation is reached with a 
relatively small sample of 20 to 30 interviewees (Griffin & Hauser, 1993; Guest, Bunce, & 
Johnson, 2006; Romney, Weller, & Batchelder, 1986). 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Figure 1. Four-step development process for a survey  
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For the cognitive interviews, we will work with administrators at the pilot district to 
purposefully select (recruit) representatives from the student population whose 
characteristics parallel those of the larger group (Willis, 2005). Interviewers will ask 
participants to think aloud as they respond to its items. Interviewers also will probe for 
more specific information, elaboration, or clarification for an item, a term, or instruction 
(appendix B). Both think-alouds and probes will help to determine respondents’ 
understanding of the questions and the response categories, as well as to ascertain their 
ability to provide an adequate response (Conrad & Blair, 1996; DeMaio & Landreth, 
2004; Forsyth & Lessler, 1991; Miller, 2011; Presser & Blair, 1994; Willis, 2005). 
Cognitive interviews also will reveal whether the terminology used in survey items is 
familiar to respondents.  
 
Two researchers will divide the sample and conduct the interviews. Each interview will 
begin with the participant’s completion of a consent form, a provision of which allows the 
project team to make an audio record of the session for later transcription. The 
interviewer will take notes during each session, as well; but if the notes are incomplete 
or unclear, the interviewer will be able to refer back to its transcript. 
 
Verbatim transcripts from the cognitive interviews will be analyzed by the project team 
using a variant of the questionnaire coding system developed by DeMaio and Landreth 
(2004). This coding scheme covers interviewer difficulties and problems that 
respondents have in the areas of comprehension, information retrieval, judgments about 
the information, and response selection. 
 
Results from the cognitive interview transcript analysis will guide the revision of the 
survey in preparation for pilot testing. Cambridge Education will review results from the 
cognitive interviews and provide input on any necessary scale and item revisions. 
Changes to the surveys may include, but are not limited to, modifying item wording and 
response categories and discarding items. 


Step 3: Pilot testing 
Cambridge Education will be responsible for administering the pilot surveys. The pilot 
effort will survey a small sample of respondents, to both test the survey operation (e.g., 
respondents’ ability to access the web-based instrument) and, more importantly, to 
identify any problems with the general survey content prior to full-scale administration. 
The pilot test sample will be small so as to limit prior survey exposure, which could 
influence the results when Cambridge Education ultimately administers the final survey 
statewide.  
 
Cambridge Education will present a completed draft survey (for each stakeholder group) 
and a plan for administration and will conduct the pilot test. The Cambridge Education 
team will discuss ways administrators might promote high response rates in their district, 
as well as possible additional strategies (if not already in use) such as multiple follow-up 
reminders and providing incentives. Cambridge Education will include a section at the 
end of the surveys where respondents can identify any items they did not understand or 
had difficulty answering. The project team also will solicit informal feedback regarding 
the survey implementation from pilot district administration staff on our administration 
directions. 
 







Cambridge Education will randomly sample 30 students from the pilot district to 
complete the pilot survey. The project team will use random sampling to select pilot 
participants from the sample pool. If necessary, we will block by school or grade level.  
 
Johanson & Brooks (2010) specifically address sample size for internal consistency and 
item analyses in pilot studies: 


Pilot study sample size will depend on the particular purpose of the pilot study. 
What should be the sample size recommendation for pilot studies for initial scale 
development given a criterion of maximum information with minimum cost? 
Because the precision of our parameter estimates increases as sample size 
increases, all else being equal, larger samples are always better. The rate of 
increase in precision, however, is nonlinear, and we recommend that this 
information be used to help with this decision. If pressed for a single point 
estimate, we would suggest that 30 representative participants from the 
population of interest is a reasonable minimum recommendation for a pilot study 
where the purpose is preliminary survey or scale development. Both the existing 
literature and our current investigation of confidence intervals converge nicely to 
this recommendation, and the redundancy in our plots serves to emphasize this 
consistency (p. 399-400). 


 


Step 4: Analyses of pilot data  
Given that the pilot surveys will be web-based and administered online, Cambridge 
Education will begin by examining the comments in the section at the end of the surveys, 
to identify those questions/items that seem to be problematic for the respondents.  
 
The next step will be to review the response frequency distributions for all close-ended 
items, to assess whether variances and the ranges of responses seem reasonable. The 
surveys will require responses to all items except demographic ones, so nonresponse 
analyses are not required. The distribution of responses will also be examined, to assess 
item variance and appropriateness of response categories offered.  
 
An item whose responses do not vary provides little information on the phenomenon 
under study. Lack of variation, however, is not a reason for excluding an item from the 
surveys. It is possible, and also informative, when all respondents face the same 
obstacles to accessing data. High item nonresponse is a signal that respondents had 
difficulty understanding what the item was asking.  
 
Survey responses to items comprising scales will be analyzed to examine item 
discrimination and contribution to internal consistency. Pearson correlation coefficients 
will be used for measuring item discrimination for scale items. We would expect the 
correlations between individual items in a scale and the total scale score to be positive 
and relatively high, above 0.30. The pattern of correlations also can be examined to 
determine whether any individual items are outliers that may not fit in the scale. Although 
correlations between the items can be used to measure overall internal consistency, 
where an internally consistent scale has an average correlation that is fairly high and 
positive with an alpha value testing that it is different from 0 and considerably above 
0.10, Cronbach’s alpha (1951) is usually the preferred measure of internal consistency 
(Johanson & Brooks, 2010). An internally consistent scale should have a value of 0.70 or 
higher. In addition, some limited amount of cross-tabulation will be conducted, to assess 
the relationships among key variables only to determine if they seem reasonable.  







 
The final survey instrument will be reviewed, any final changes will be made, and the 
survey instrument will be delivered to Nevada Department of Education for final review 
and approval.   
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Executive summary 


Since the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and its adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) requirements, the nation’s education systems have increased their focus on 
school improvement interventions that build school and teacher capacity to increase student 
achievement in reading and mathematics. Despite the intensified focus on school improvement, 
only 70 percent of schools made AYP in reading and mathematics in 2008 (U.S. Department of 
Education 2008a). Failing to make AYP in reading or mathematics has important implications 
for schools, such as risk of closure or restructuring. The challenges preventing low-performing 
schools from making AYP are rarely singular or simple and call for proven systemic and 
sustainable interventions (Kutash, Nico, Gorin, Rahmatullah, and Tallant 2010). 


Systemic interventions aim to improve school and teacher capacity and increase student 
achievement by focusing on various parts of an education system, such as professional 
development, student assessment, curriculum and instruction, and school leadership and support 
(Clune 1998; Supovitz and Taylor 2005). Because these parts of an education system are 
interrelated, creating and sustaining change in one part of the system often catalyze or require 
changes throughout the rest of the system. When implemented effectively, systemic change can 
lead to positive gains in student reading achievement (Wolf 2007) and mathematics achievement 
(Clune 1998; Kim and Crasco 2003; Wolf 2007). As systemic interventions build schools’ and 
teachers’ capacities to increase student achievement, the likelihood of schools improving their 
performance to make AYP also increases (Hallinger and Heck 2010).  


Sensing a need for systemic improvement interventions, state departments of education in the 
Central Region (Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming) began to request research-based information and technical assistance on systemic 
change to address the increasing number of schools failing to make AYP. In addition, Mid-
continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL), which provides research and technical 
assistance to the Central Region, identified the need for a systemic approach to address schools’ 
varying needs by strengthening teacher quality, using research-based classroom practices, 
preparing students adequately for the workforce or postsecondary education, using technology to 
enhance instruction, and recruiting and retaining teachers. McREL responded to the needs of 
both state departments of education and schools by developing Success in Sight, a systemic 
school improvement intervention. Since 2000, McREL has implemented Success in Sight in 
schools across the country. 


To provide rigorous evidence of the effectiveness of Success in Sight, McREL contracted with 
independent researchers under its regional educational laboratory (REL) contract with the 
Institute of Education Sciences (IES) to conduct the first cluster randomized trial of the 
intervention. The study took place during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years in 52 schools in 
two states. 


Success in Sight overview 


Success in Sight focuses on the interrelated parts of an education system. This systemic school 
improvement intervention is designed to address schools’ specific needs while building their 
capacities to plan, implement, and evaluate school improvement practices. It is intended to help 
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schools, leadership teams, and teachers systematically and systemically engage in continuous 
school improvement practices to advance the learning of all students (Cicchinelli et al. 2006). 
Success in Sight facilitators work directly with school leadership teams, which comprise five to 
seven members, including the principal, teachers, and other staff. As leadership teams increase 
their capacities for implementing school improvement practices, they expand their efforts to 
include more teachers. As teachers collaborate with leadership team members in planning and 
implementing Success in Sight school improvement practices, it is expected that they will also 
increase their capacities for carrying out school improvement practices, thus increasing 
schoolwide capacity. 


The program is based on school improvement research (Marzano 2000; Marzano, Waters, and 
McNulty 2005) and targets five main school capacity-building areas: 


•	 Data-based decisionmaking—collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and using data to inform 
decisions and to establish and monitor goals for improvement at the individual student and 
school levels. 


•	 Purposeful community—forming and sustaining a community that identifies with and works 
collectively toward important outcomes, uses all available resources effectively, operates 
from a set of agreed-upon processes that guide actions and decisions in the school, and shares 
a collective belief that the community can accomplish its goals (collective efficacy).  


•	 Shared leadership—participating in a process of mutual influence, responsibility, and 
accountability for achieving collective, organizational goals for school improvement. 


•	 Research-based practices—adopting practices that directly address factors shown to be 
associated with improved student achievement and that are based on scientific evidence of 
effectiveness.  


•	 Continuous improvement process—employing a five-stage process to improve student 
performance by taking stock of the current situation, focusing on the right solution, taking 
collective action, monitoring progress and adjusting efforts, and maintaining momentum for 
improvement efforts. 


McREL facilitators deliver Success in Sight capacity-building content to school leadership teams 
through four components: six large-group professional development sessions with consortia of 
schools, 10 onsite mentoring sessions with leadership teams, distance learning and support, and 
fractal improvement experiences (projects that build team capacity while addressing specific 
school needs). 


The Success in Sight large-group professional development component is delivered by McREL 
facilitators over two days, three times a year. During each of the six sessions, which occur with  
a consortium of leadership teams in the same geographic area, McREL facilitators intend to 
increase the knowledge and skills of school leadership teams in the five capacity-building areas 
described above. 


The Success in Sight onsite mentoring and support component occurs between the large-group 
professional development sessions. Specifically, McREL facilitators conduct 10 onsite visits to 
support leadership teams as leadership team members apply lessons from the professional 
development sessions. Each onsite meeting is tailored to each school’s needs and priorities. 
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The Success in Sight distance support component occurs with leadership teams between large-
group development sessions. McREL facilitators provide leadership teams with ongoing support 
through phone conferences and email exchanges as the teams implement the continuous 
improvement process.  


The final component of Success in Sight is fractal improvement experiences. Fractal 
improvement experiences are change initiatives related to student achievement that are 
identified, planned, and implemented by leadership team members using what they learn during 
the large-group professional development sessions. Fractal improvement experiences can address 
a variety of focus areas based on a school’s specific needs, such as school culture, parent 
involvement, and student engagement, but most often they focus on reading and mathematics 
content areas. Initial fractal improvement experiences are small, intended to result in quick 
successes in order to build leadership team members’ sense of collective efficacy (that is, a belief 
that by working together they can make a difference in student achievement). The onsite 
mentoring and distance support provided by facilitators are intended to expand leadership team 
members’ capacities to increase the scope of the fractal improvement experiences and involve 
increasing numbers of teacher participants. As teachers become involved in fractal improvement 
experiences, it is expected that they develop their capacity for data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based strategies, and the continuous 
improvement process. The fractal improvement experiences, in turn, are intended to result in an 
increased schoolwide capacity to enact school improvement initiatives using the five Success in 
Sight areas. Ultimately, the intended result is higher student achievement schoolwide.  


Schools have used Success in Sight over the past 11 years to facilitate school improvement 
efforts. However, there have been no cluster randomized trials to provide causal evidence 
regarding its effectiveness in improving student and teacher outcomes. Therefore, the main 
purpose of this study was to provide unbiased estimates of the impact of Success in Sight on 
student academic achievement in reading or mathematics. The achievement outcome areas of 
reading and mathematics were chosen for this study based on the NCLB mandate that all 
students should be proficient in reading and mathematics by 2014. Additionally, all states assess 
reading and mathematics achievement in grades 3–5, which are the focus of this study. The study 
also sought to provide an unbiased estimate of the effects of Success in Sight on teacher capacity 
for school improvement practices related to data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, 
and shared leadership.  


Research questions 


The primary research questions focus separately on reading and mathematics student 
achievement outcomes: 


1.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on student achievement in 
reading? 


2.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on student achievement in 
mathematics? 
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Answers to these primary research questions will be the basis for conclusions about the 
effectiveness of Success in Sight and are based on study findings related to student achievement 
outcomes in reading or mathematics. 


The secondary research questions focus separately on teacher capacity related to data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership:  


1.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher capacity for 
data-based decisionmaking? 


2.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher capacity for 
purposeful community practices?  


3.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher  
capacity for shared leadership? 


Finally, the study included exploratory research questions to examine the empirical relationship 
between teacher capacity and student achievement outcomes. The exploratory research questions 
focus separately on reading and mathematics student achievement outcomes as they each relate 
to data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership: 


1.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking and student 
achievement in reading? 


2.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking and student 
achievement in mathematics? 


3.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for purposeful community practices and 
student achievement in reading? 


4.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for purposeful community practices and 
student achievement in mathematics? 


5.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for shared leadership and student 
achievement in reading? 


6.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for shared leadership and student 
achievement in mathematics? 


Study timeline 


The activities for this study occurred from September 2007 to June 2010. School recruitment 
occurred from September 2007 until July 2008. Implementation of Success in Sight occurred 
during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years. Baseline data collection occurred from March 
2008 through August 2008, and posttest data collection occurred from March 2010 through June 
2010. 


Study sample 


This study’s target population was low- to moderate-performing elementary schools located in 
states served by McREL under its Regional Educational Laboratory  (REL) contract from the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES) and Comprehensive 
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Center grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and Secondary 
Education. Low- to moderate-performing schools were defined as schools that did not make 
AYP for any of the three school years prior to the 2008/09 school year or were at risk of not 
making AYP as reported by school personnel. Among the states served by McREL’s regional 
programs, Minnesota, Colorado, Missouri, and Kansas had the most schools that did not make 
AYP in 2004/05. From this set of four states, recruitment efforts for this study focused on 
Minnesota and Missouri. 


School recruitment efforts yielded 52 participating schools (26 treatment schools and 26 control 
schools) in eight districts. Researchers assigned participating schools to matched pairs based on 
their 2006 mean school reading scores and the percentage of students qualifying for free or 
reduced-price lunch. Within each matched pair, one school was randomly assigned to participate 
in the Success in Sight intervention (as a treatment school), and the other school was assigned to 
conduct business as usual (as a control school). Within participating schools at baseline, there 
were 8,467 students with reading achievement scores, 8,331 students with mathematics 
achievement scores, and 1,374 teacher participants. At posttest, there were 8,182 students with 
reading achievement scores, 8,213 students with mathematics achievement scores, and 1,516 
teacher participants. These sample sizes yielded enough statistical power (that is, greater than 
0.80) to detect an effect size of 0.20 for the benchmark impact estimates regarding the primary 
student achievement outcomes and an effect size of 0.30 for the benchmark impact estimates 
regarding secondary outcomes related to teacher capacity for school improvement practices.  


Researchers conducted preliminary analyses to examine the baseline equivalence of treatment 
and control groups on reading and mathematics tests, student demographic characteristics, mean 
baseline teacher capacity for school improvement practice scores, teacher demographic 
characteristics, and general school characteristics (such as school size). These analyses revealed 
no statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups.  


For this study, student participants included students in grades 3–5 with available baseline or 
posttest achievement data on reading and/or mathematics state assessments. Including students in 
these grades enabled the use of existing data from state-administered reading and mathematics 
assessments, which reduced the data collection burdens for participating schools. Student 
baseline reading and mathematics scores were used to compute mean school-level baseline 
achievement covariates, and student posttest reading and mathematics scores served as outcome 
data. The student sample for the benchmark impact estimate of primary outcomes included 
students who were in grades 3–5 at posttest with available outcome data. The teacher survey 
participants included leadership team members, classroom teachers, and specialists with 
appointments of 0.50 full-time equivalent or greater at their schools. These teachers were 
included because they were in a position to participate in and implement school improvement 
practices directly with students. Available teacher baseline school improvement practice scores 
were used to compute mean school-level baseline capacity for school improvement covariates, 
and available teacher posttest school improvement practice scores served as outcome data.  


Implementation 


Eight criteria were developed to gauge fidelity of Success in Sight delivery and participation 
across 26 treatment schools for the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years. Four criteria focus on 
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McREL facilitators’ fidelity to delivering Success in Sight as intended by conducting six large-
group professional development sessions, implementing a minimum of 80 percent of a content 
module at each session, conducting 10 onsite mentoring and distance support sessions with 
leadership teams, and providing 10 onsite mentoring sessions with principals. Four criteria focus 
on school participation requirements: forming leadership teams with a minimum of five members 
representing different student support and instructional areas, attending the six large-group 
professional development sessions, attending 10 onsite mentoring sessions, and completing at 
least two fractal experiences involving participants not on leadership teams. Success in Sight 
facilitators’ program records and electronic logs provided the data used to assess adequate 
program delivery and participation. 


Success in Sight facilitators and all 26 treatment schools met the eight implementation fidelity 
indicators for this study. All treatment schools formed leadership teams with at least five 
members, including the principal and staff representing two or more grades and services for 
student subgroups. Of the required 130 leadership team members (five per team), 97.69 percent 
of them attended all six large-group professional development sessions at which Success in Sight 
facilitators delivered a minimum of 80 percent of each program module (one module per session, 
six modules total). Success in Sight facilitators provided 10 of 10 onsite mentoring sessions to 
the 26 schools in which 100 percent of leadership team members and 96 percent of principals 
attended. All principals in each treatment school received at least 9 of 10 one-on-one mentoring 
sessions with a Success in Sight facilitator during these site visits. All treatment schools 
completed a minimum of two fractal improvement experiences that involved participants not on 
leadership teams. 


As part of the Success in Sight fractal improvement experiences, leadership team members and 
school staff applied lessons from the large-group professional development sessions regarding 
data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based practices, 
and the continuous improvement process. Twenty-six treatment schools completed three to eight 
fractal improvement experiences across schools (mean = 5.46, standard deviation = 1.48) 
focusing on salient local issues that included a range of 7–115 participants across schools (mean 
= 29, standard deviation = 15.26). Of the 142 fractal improvement experiences completed across 
26 schools, 39 focused specifically on reading (27.46 percent), and 26 focused specifically on 
mathematics (18.31 percent). The other 77 (54.23 percent) focused on broader areas of student 
achievement, such as teacher professional development, school culture, data-based 
decisionmaking, student behavior and engagement, and parent involvement. Of the 26 treatment 
schools, 10 focused 50 percent or more of their fractal improvement experiences on reading 
exclusively or mathematics exclusively with the majority focused on reading, 10 focused 50 
percent or more of their fractal improvement experiences on both reading and mathematics, and 
6 focused 50 percent or more of their fractal improvement experiences on multiple areas not 
directly targeting reading or mathematics, such as student behavior, school culture, parent 
involvement, and teacher professional development.  


Treatment and control schools had leadership teams prior to the study and participated in other 
education initiatives as part of their school improvement process during the two-year study 
period. In control schools, this was considered “business as usual,” as their participation in the 
study did not require that they conduct specific or formal school improvement initiatives, but 
rather continue with current and planned efforts. In treatment schools, Success in Sight is meant 
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to supplement rather than supplant other school improvement initiatives. Through fractal 
improvement experiences, leadership teams can focus on implementing, evaluating, and 
improving other initiatives, such as those involving curriculum and assessment.  


Based on interview feedback from 155 school representatives and published time estimates from 
curriculum developers, professional development opportunities over the two study years 
involved comparable amounts of time whether schools participated in Success in Sight (26 
treatment schools; 166 hours), professional learning communities in Missouri (7 treatment and 8 
control schools; 192 hours), or leadership academies in Minnesota (three or fewer treatment and 
6 control schools; 168 hours). Of the 28 Missouri schools participating in the study, 8 treatment 
schools and 3 control schools received professional development services from the Regional 
Professional Development Centers. All treatment and control schools in Missouri implemented 
Reading First and response to intervention during the study period. In Minnesota, all 24 
treatment and control schools implemented the Mondo literacy program and the Phonological 
Awareness Literacy Screening assessment. Despite the similarity in amount of professional 
development time, no professional development programs at control schools consisted of 
systemic school improvement interventions similar to Success in Sight during the study period.  


Measures and data collection 


This study’s impact analyses of primary outcomes examined the effect of Success in Sight on 
student achievement in grades 3–5, as measured by reading and mathematics state assessments, 
the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II and the Missouri Assessment Program, in 2008 and 
2010. The study’s impact analyses of secondary outcomes examined the effects on teacher 
capacity for school improvement practices, as measured by a teacher survey administered in 
2008 and 2010. The teacher survey used in this study was derived from two existing surveys: the 
Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices (Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning 
2005) and the 12-item Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002). The intended school 
improvement practice outcomes in this study were data-based decisionmaking, purposeful 
community, and shared leadership. Two of the four Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices 
scales (professional community and leadership), one of its subscales (assessment and 
monitoring), and the Collective Efficacy Scale were used to measure the three intended 
capacities for school improvement practices outcomes. Throughout the study, researchers also 
collected program records and implementation logs from professional development facilitators to 
document Success in Sight delivery and participation in treatment schools. These records and 
logs included information about participant membership, attendance, delivery of professional 
development content, and fractal improvement experiences and focus areas. In addition, 
researchers collected interview and focus group data to provide information about the local 
contexts of the treatment and control schools.  


Data collection occurred from March 2008 through August 2010. Baseline student achievement 
data were collected from March 2008 through May 2008, and baseline teacher survey data were 
collected from June 2008 through October 2008. The extended survey administration period 
provided time to identify site coordinators and administer the survey when school was in session 
rather than during the summer. Baseline principal interviews and school focus groups were 
conducted from September 2008 through October 2008. Posttest student achievement data were 
collected from March 2010 through May 2010, posttest teacher survey data were collected from 
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March 2010 through April 2010, and posttest phone interviews were conducted from April 2010 
through June 2010. 


Analyses and results 


This study’s impact analyses examined the effect of Success in Sight on student achievement in 
reading or mathematics after two years, which was the length of the Success in Sight 
intervention. Researchers ran separate multilevel models for each student achievement outcome. 
The achievement test scores were transformed into z-scores to make the data from the two 
different state assessments more comparable. Separate transformations were conducted for each 
grade, state, and assessment content area. For each student in the study sample, researchers 
subtracted the appropriate grade-level state mean from each student’s corresponding reading or 
mathematics scale score and divided it by the relevant standard deviation. 


The rate of missing data on the outcome measures was less than 5 percent. Results indicated that 
Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant impact on student achievement in either 
reading (adjusted posttest mean difference = –0.01, standard error = 0.03, p = .75) or 
mathematics (adjusted posttest mean difference = –0.06, standard error = 0.04, p = .10). 


Researchers conducted sensitivity analyses to test the robustness of the benchmark estimates to 
the use of a baseline achievement covariate, to the way the student sample was defined, and to 
the impact analysis methods combining data across states. Omitting the baseline cluster-level 
covariate and estimating impacts separately by state and, subsequently, combining the state-level 
results meta-analytically yielded results consistent with the benchmark impact estimates. The 
sensitivity analysis that included only student stayers (that is, students enrolled in study schools 
in grade 3 at 2008 baseline data collection and grade 5 at 2010 posttest data collection who did 
not change schools over the course of the study) also were consistent with the benchmark 
estimate of impacts of Success in Sight on student reading achievement, but generated estimates 
of statistically significant, negative impacts on posttest mathematics scores. Specifically, the 
sensitivity analysis of mathematics achievement data indicated that Success in Sight had a 
statistically significant negative impact on mathematics achievement (adjusted posttest mean 
difference = –0.11, standard error = 0.04, p = .02.), with student stayers in treatment schools 
demonstrating average posttest mathematics achievement lower than that of student stayers in 
control schools. Although a sensitivity analysis with a student sample comprised of stayers and 
within-study in-movers (that is, students who were enrolled in grades 1 and 2 at baseline and 
remained in the same school throughout the study) would have been useful, researchers did not 
have access to baseline enrollment rosters of grade 1 and 2 students, which made it impossible to 
identify within-study in-movers.  


The study also included impact analyses of secondary outcomes to examine the effect of Success 
in Sight on teacher capacity for school improvement practices (that is, data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership) after two years. Researchers ran 
separate multilevel models for each secondary outcome. The outcome variables were mean 
posttest scores for teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and 
shared leadership. The teacher sample included leadership team members, classroom teachers, 
and specialists with appointments of 0.50 full-time equivalent or greater at that school who had 


xviii 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


available data. Wave nonresponse led to missing data for less than 5 percent of teachers for the 
impact analysis sample, and cases with missing outcome measures were excluded from analyses.  


Results indicated that Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant impact on teacher 
capacity for data-based decisionmaking (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.03, standard error 
= 0.02, p = .13), purposeful community (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.03, standard error 
= 0.04, p = .49), or shared leadership (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.16, standard error = 
0.07, p = .02, which is not significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg correction for 
multiple comparisons). The sensitivity analyses with no baseline covariates supported these 
findings. 


Finally, the study’s analyses included exploratory analyses to examine the hypothesized 
relationship between the study’s intermediate outcomes—teacher capacity for school 
improvement practices in data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared 
leadership—and student achievement in reading and mathematics. These results revealed a 
statistically significant negative association between teachers’ posttest ratings of their capacity 
for shared leadership and posttest student reading achievement (p = .03). Neither teacher 
capacity for data-based decisionmaking nor purposeful community was statistically significantly 
associated with posttest student reading achievement (p = .60 and p = .77, respectively). For 
mathematics achievement, there was a statistically significant negative association between 
teachers’ posttest ratings of their capacity for data-based decisionmaking and shared leadership 
and posttest student mathematics achievement (p = .04 and p < .01, respectively), indicating that 
higher ratings of teacher capacity in data-based decisionmaking was statistically significantly 
associated with lower student mathematics scores, and higher ratings of teacher capacity in 
shared leadership was statistically significantly associated with lower student mathematics 
scores. Findings also revealed a statistically significant positive association between teachers’ 
posttest ratings of their capacity for purposeful community and posttest student mathematics 
achievement (p < .01), indicating that higher ratings of teacher capacity in purposeful community 
was statistically significantly associated with higher student mathematics scores. It was not 
within the scope of these exploratory analyses to generate explanations of the associations 
between teachers’ self-reported ratings of their capacity for data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, or shared leadership and students’ reading and mathematics achievement.  


Conclusions 


This study was the first cluster randomized trial to examine the effectiveness of Success in Sight 
on primary outcomes—student achievement in reading and mathematics—and intermediate 
teacher outcomes—capacity for school improvement practices in data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, and shared leadership.  


The results of the benchmark analyses revealed that Success in Sight did not have a statistically 
significant impact on student achievement in reading or mathematics or on teacher capacity for 
school improvement practices in data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared 
leadership. 


Although this study used rigorous methodology, readers should consider findings in the context 
of its limitations. One limitation is that the study used a volunteer sample of low- to moderate-
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performing schools in Minnesota and Missouri. Therefore, the results do not generalize to 
schools that differ systematically from this specific sample of schools. In addition, because the 
study assessed only reading and mathematics at grades 3–5 using state assessments, the study’s 
findings are not generalizable to other content areas, grades, or assessments. Furthermore, the 
study findings do not generalize to schools that implement Success in Sight for more than two 
years. The study also had limitations related to how teacher capacity outcomes were measured. 
Data from the teacher practice impact analyses were based entirely on teacher self-report 
collected through an online survey. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction and study overview 


Since the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and its adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) requirements, the nation’s education systems have been increasingly focused on 
school improvement interventions that build school and teacher capacity to increase student 
achievement in reading and mathematics. Despite the intensified focus on school improvement, 
only 70 percent of schools made AYP in reading and mathematics in 2008 (U.S. Department of 
Education 2008a). Failing to make AYP in reading or mathematics has important implications 
for schools, such as risk of closure or restructuring. The challenges preventing low-performing 
schools from making AYP are rarely singular or simple and call for proven systemic and 
sustainable interventions (Kutash, Nico, Gorin, Rahmatullah, and Tallant 2010). 


Systemic interventions aim to impact school and teacher capacity and increase student 
achievement by focusing on various parts of an education system, such as professional 
development, student assessment, curriculum and instruction, and school leadership and support 
(Clune 1998; Supovitz and Taylor 2005). Because these parts of an education system are 
interrelated, creating and sustaining change in one part of the system often catalyzes or requires 
changes throughout the rest of the system. When implemented effectively, systemic change can 
lead to positive gains in student reading achievement (Wolf 2007) and mathematics achievement 
(Clune 1998; Kim and Crasco 2003; Wolf 2007). As systemic interventions build schools’ and 
teachers’ capacities to increase student achievement, the likelihood of schools improving their 
performance to make AYP also increases (Hallinger and Heck 2010).  


Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) responded to the complex 
challenges confronting low-performing schools by developing Success in Sight, a systemic 
school improvement intervention. Success in Sight is designed to address interrelated parts of an 
education system with the purpose of building schools’ and teachers’ capacities to increase 
student achievement. Since 2000, McREL has implemented the Success in Sight systemic school 
improvement intervention in schools across the country.  


In 2008, McREL contracted with independent researchers under its regional educational 
laboratory contract with the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences 
(IES) to conduct the first cluster randomized trial to assess the effectiveness of Success in Sight 
(see appendix A for firewall procedures used to ensure that objective research practices were 
followed). The study took place during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years in 52 schools in 
two states. 


This chapter discusses the study rationale, provides an overview of Success in Sight and its 
theory of change, and presents a study overview.  


Study rationale 


In 2005, 21 percent of schools across the seven states served by McREL’s regional educational 
laboratory program (Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming) did not make AYP in student achievement as required by the NCLB Act of 2001 
(American Institutes for Research 2005). Despite some improvements in the following years, the 
number of schools not making AYP continued to grow (Ehlert et al. 2009; Missouri Department 
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of Elementary and Secondary Education 2009a). These schools face complex challenges in 
improving student achievement and bringing all students to proficiency in reading and 
mathematics by 2014. Given the stakes associated with student performance and the impending 
2014 deadline, schools do not have the luxury of a trial-and-error approach to school 
improvement. To meet those challenges, schools need to improve systemically and demonstrate 
sustained academic progress (Mourshed, Chijioke, and Barber, 2010).  


Regional educator needs 


McREL identified priority needs in the region by reviewing advisory committee reports, by 
interviewing the chief state school education officers and key state education agency staff, and 
by analyzing demographic and education system data. This study responds to the expressed 
priority needs for research on strengthening teacher quality and on classroom practices.  


In addition, based on a need for systemic improvement for the increasing number of Central 
Region schools failing to make AYP, state departments of education in the region began to 
request research-based information and technical assistance around systemic change for low-
performing districts and schools. This study was developed to help meet Central Region 
information needs about the effectiveness of a systemic approach to school improvement. 


Systemic school improvement  


Systemic school improvement interventions focus on building school and teacher capacity to 
increase student achievement by addressing various interrelated and interdependent components 
of an education system (Hargreaves, Halász, and Pont 2007). Among other components, these 
may include a school’s curriculum, professional development opportunities, instructional 
practices, and assessment procedures (Clune 1998; Supovitz and Taylor 2005). Efforts to 
improve one of the system’s components will often instigate changes in other components, as 
well as changes in the system as a whole. This, in turn, can contribute to greater school and 
teacher capacities and improvements in student achievement (Hallinger and Heck 2010).  


A systemic approach to school improvement considers the local context of education systems 
and acknowledges that the specific needs, focus areas, and capacities for improvement vary from 
school to school. Therefore, rather than concentrating on a particular project or narrowly defined 
prescriptive intervention, effective systemic school improvement interventions have differential 
emphases on school structures, processes, and capacities depending on particular schools’ needs 
(Herman et al. 2008). This alignment with individual school needs is critical to facilitating 
change that will lead to sustained student academic growth (Fullan 1999; Hall and Hord 1987). 
Within a systemic approach to school improvement, districts and schools operate uniquely to 
organize and facilitate decisionmaking about creating, implementing, and sustaining fundamental 
school improvement efforts most relevant to their specific needs (Adelman and Taylor 2007). 


Implementing systemic change is rarely easy and requires multiple levels of support, as decades 
of research have shown (Fullan and Steigelbaurer 1991; Sashkin and Egermeier 1993; Massell, 
Kirst, and Hoppe 1997; Ellsworth 2000). Many school administrators do not have the skills, 
experience, or time to accomplish the daunting task of school reform. Facilitating the change 
process involves many individuals at different levels within a school system including district 
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administrators, principals, and teachers (Goertz, Floden, and O’Day 1996; Datnow, Lasky, and 
Stringfield 2005). Research suggests that internal or external change agents, or a combination of 
both, can be effective in assisting schools in building capacity for change and navigating the road 
to improvement (Hall and Hord 1987; Havelock and Zlotolow 1995; Sun, Creemers, and de Jong 
2007; Herman et al. 2008). External pressure and high expectations for student performance 
from community, state, or national representatives can help catalyze the improvement process. 
Internal motivators such as empowered school leadership and success with short-term goals can 
help educators sustain improvement efforts (Fullan 1999).  


Program selection 


McREL proposed to study the Success in Sight intervention because the program is in 
widespread use but had not been systematically tested in the field. The Success in Sight 
intervention is a systemic approach focusing on building capacities across multiple, 
interconnected areas of school improvement, de-emphasizing intervention ownership and 
emphasizing collaborative work toward desired outcomes, and providing multiple levels of 
support to participant teams. By the time it was chosen for study, Success in Sight had been 
implemented in 60 schools across four states. In development as early as 1995 and fully 
operational since 2000, the program had reached both urban and rural settings and across all 
grade levels, for a total of 28 elementary schools, 11 middle schools, 19 high schools, 1 school 
serving grades K–8, and 1 school serving grades K–12. The program had been implemented in 
two ways: with McREL acting as the external change facilitator and with McREL training 
qualified staff at participating schools to act as the change facilitator.  


During the 2002/03 school year, McREL field-tested the Success in Sight external change agent 
model in 12 schools with a one-group pre-post design including rural and urban schools. The 
percentage of schools making AYP in their focus area (reading or mathematics) was 25.00 
percent in 2001/02, 41.66 percent in 2002/03, and 83.33 percent in 2003/04 (Mid-continent 
Research for Education and Learning n.d.). Although that study was not designed to establish a 
causal relationship between the Success in Sight intervention and student achievement, its 
findings did suggest that further investigation was warranted. To this end, McREL contracted 
with independent researchers to conduct a large-scale, cluster randomized trial to study Success 
in Sight’s impact on student achievement and staff capacity for school improvement practices.  


McREL established firewall policies, structures, and procedures to ensure against bias and 
maintain a separation between the researchers and McREL developers and facilitators. McREL 
designated a research liaison as the sole point of contact between the researchers and Success in 
Sight developers and facilitators. This firewall procedure limited communication and prohibited 
researchers from sharing outcome data with Success in Sight developers and facilitators. The 
liaison provided researchers with program documentation and records. The firewall was 
approved by the Institute of Education Sciences and is described in appendix A. 


Success in Sight overview and theoretical foundations 


Success in Sight, developed by McREL, uses a capacity-building approach to help schools, 
leadership teams, and teachers systematically and systemically engage in continuous school 
improvement practices to advance the learning of all students (Cicchinelli et al. 2006). The 
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intervention focuses on building a culture of shared leadership among school staff to promote 
collective responsibility for implementing school improvement practices targeting student 
achievement. Success in Sight facilitators work directly with school leadership teams comprised 
of five to seven members including the principal, teachers, and other staff. As leadership teams 
increase their capacities for implementing school improvement practices, they expand their 
efforts to include more teachers. It is expected that as teachers collaborate with leadership team 
members in planning and implementing Success in Sight school improvement practices, they 
also will increase their capacities for carrying out school improvement practices, which are 
intended to increase schoolwide capacity. The increased capacities at the individual and school 
levels are expected to mutually support each other and contribute to improved student outcomes.  


The program is based on years of school improvement research (Marzano 2000; Marzano, 
Waters, and McNulty 2005) and aims to build the capacity of schools, leadership teams, and 
teachers to increase student achievement by targeting five main school capacity-building areas:  


•	 Data-based decisionmaking—collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and using data to inform 
decisions and to establish and monitor goals for improvement at the individual student and 
school levels. 


•	 Purposeful community—forming and sustaining a community that identifies with and works 
collectively toward important outcomes that matter to all, uses all available resources 
effectively, operates from a set of agreed-upon processes that guide actions and decisions in 
the school, and shares a collective belief that the community can accomplish its goals 
(collective efficacy). 


•	 Shared leadership—participating in a process of mutual influence, responsibility, and 
accountability for achieving collective, organizational goals for school improvement. 


•	 Research-based practices—adopting practices that directly address factors shown to be 
associated with improved student achievement and that are based on scientific evidence of 
effectiveness. 


•	 Continuous improvement process—employing a five-stage process to improve student 
performance by taking stock of the current situation, focusing on the right solution, taking 
collective action, monitoring progress and adjusting efforts, and maintaining momentum for 
improvement efforts. 


McREL facilitators deliver Success in Sight capacity-building content to school leadership teams 
consisting of principals, teachers, and other staff through four components: six large-group 
professional development sessions with consortia of schools, 10 onsite mentoring sessions with 
leadership teams, distance learning and support, and fractal improvement experiences 
(manageable projects that build team capacity while addressing specific school needs). This 
section describes each capacity building area and delivery component, along with supporting 
research, then discusses the theory of change involved.  


Success in Sight capacity-building areas  


Success in Sight aims to build the capacities of schools, leadership teams, and teachers for school 
improvement practices in five areas. Each area encompasses knowledge and skills deemed 
essential for focusing on the right problems and solutions and sustaining continuous 
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improvement, taking into account a school’s context, needs, and existing strengths. Each of these 
five areas is described below. 


Data-based decisionmaking—collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and using data to inform 
decisions and to establish and monitor goals for improvement at the individual student and 
school levels. 


Research has shown that in effective schools, educators collect, analyze, interpret, and use data 
to identify learning problems and guide improvement efforts at all levels including school, 
classroom, and individual student levels (Creemers 1994; Teddlie and Reynolds 2000). 
According to Bernhardt (2003), practitioners can collect and use four categories of data related to 
student achievement: demographics, programs, teacher perceptions, and student perceptions. 
Success in Sight facilitators introduce leadership teams to these four data types to build their 
data-based decisionmaking capacities. 


Researchers argue that data-rich information can help not only improve practice, but in some 
instances also improve student performance (Bernhardt 2003; McIntire 2005; Protheroe 2001; 
Wayman, Stringfield, and Yakimowski 2004). In a cluster randomized trial, Carlson, Borman, 
and Robinson (2010) examined the effectiveness of a districtwide data-driven reform initiative 
that helped district and school leaders implement student benchmark assessments and interpret 
and use student results to guide education reform efforts. The researchers found that the initiative 
had no statistically significant effect on reading achievement (d = .14), but did have a statistically 
significant positive effect on mathematics achievement (d = .21) after one year of 
implementation (Carlson, Borman, and Robinson 2010). Based on objective observations 
examining how 45 elementary school teachers used assessments to inform their mathematics 
instructional practices, Goertz, Olah, and Riggan (2009) found that teachers accessed and 
analyzed data for reteaching purposes but did not make fundamental changes in the way they 
taught mathematics. The researchers recommended that teachers receive more professional 
development on interpreting student assessment data and linking its use to specific instructional 
approaches and strategies. 


Success in Sight facilitators involve school leadership teams in four steps of data-based 
decisionmaking that could potentially be applied at any level of school systems (individual, 
classroom, program, school, or district). 


•	 Collect and organize data—define specific questions to investigate, determine the types and 
sources of data needed, and develop a data collection plan. This step could involve collecting 
new data or accessing extant data related to student achievement, demographics, programs, 
and teacher and student perceptions (Bernhardt 2003). 


•	 Analyze data—examine data to uncover patterns and relationships, summarize data with 
charts and graphs, and record factual observations. 


•	 Interpret data—summarize observations, generate possible explanations for data patterns, 
and identifying root causes for those patterns. 


•	 Plan to take action—develop measurable and realistic improvement goals, define specific 
research-based activities intended to accomplish those goals, and devise a plan for 
monitoring implementation and progress toward intended outcomes. 
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Successes in Sight leadership teams are introduced to these data-based decisionmaking steps in 
the second large-group professional development session during the first year of program 
implementation. With the ongoing mentoring support of Success in Sight facilitators, team 
members practice and apply these steps in their schools, focusing on their specific identified 
areas of need. In the fifth large-group professional development session that occurs during the 
second year of implementation, leadership teams review the four-step process and discuss how to 
monitor and adjust improvement efforts. During this session, facilitators present a framework for 
monitoring implementation quality, fidelity, intensity, and consistency to improve practice. 
Facilitators offer participants information about key data and assessment terms, ways that 
leadership teams can support monitoring at the school level, components for structuring 
collaborative time to pursue monitoring and improvement strategies, and ways to use formative 
data to determine effectiveness of strategies and make adjustments as needed. 


Purposeful community—forming and sustaining a community that identifies with and works 
collectively toward important outcomes that matter to all, uses all available resources effectively, 
operates from a set of agreed-upon processes that guide actions and decisions in the school, and 
shares a collective belief that the community can accomplish its goals.  


The concept of “purposeful community” is similar to the widely-used “professional learning 
community,” which refers to a community with shared values and a focus on student learning 
that engages in collaboration, deprivatized practice, and reflective dialogue (DuFour 2004; Louis 
and Marks 1998). Researchers have argued that professional learning communities in schools— 
as measured by public classroom practice, reflective dialogue, peer collaboration, proactive new 
teacher socialization, collective responsibility for school improvement, and a specific focus on 
student learning—is essential for schoolwide improvement in student achievement (Bryk et al. 
2010). Empirical qualitative studies have found that teacher participation in professional learning 
communities positively influenced student achievement (Berry, Johnson, and Montgomery 2005; 
Hollins et al. 2004; Phillips 2003; Strahan 2003; Supovitz 2002; Supovitz and Christman 2003). 
Success in Sight adapts many characteristics of professional learning communities into its 
systemic school improvement model, but its developers distinguish purposeful community from 
professional learning community because of the former’s emphasis on building collective 
efficacy. 


Collective efficacy is defined as a group’s shared perception that it can organize and execute a 
course of action that makes a difference (Goddard 2002). “The strength of families, 
communities, organizations, social institutions, and even nations lies partly in people’s sense of 
collective efficacy that they can solve problems they face and improve their lives through united 
effort” (Bandura 1997, p. 80). In their research on the impact of collective efficacy on schools, 
Hoy, Smith, and Sweetland (2002) found that schools with high levels of collective efficacy are 
more likely to accept challenging goals, demonstrate stronger efforts, and persist in efforts to 
overcome difficulties and succeed. Collective efficacy is task specific in the sense that teachers 
might experience a high level of collective efficacy in one area and a low level of collective 
efficacy in another area. During the first large-group professional development session, Success 
in Sight facilitators discuss the research-based importance of collective efficacy and purposeful 
community to school improvement, and opportunities are provided for participating school teams 
to reflect on strengthening these elements through planning, implementing, and evaluating the 
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effects of change. As leadership teams progress in their implementation of Success in Sight, they 
involve more teachers in their efforts in order to build increased schoolwide collective efficacy. 


Shared leadership—participating in a process of mutual influence, responsibility, and 
accountability for achieving collective, organizational goals for school improvement.  


Leithwood et al. (2004) concluded in their literature review on leadership that there is an 
association between increased student learning and leaders who develop and rely on leadership 
contributions from a diverse constituent base within their organizations. Success in Sight 
promotes shared leadership through an emphasis on collaboration and capacity building at the 
teacher, school, and district levels. Addressing these different levels within a school system helps 
ensure sustainability and system coherence in support of school improvement efforts (Lippitt and 
Lippitt 1986). 


Success in Sight focuses on helping schools develop a culture of shared leadership in which 
principals, teachers, and other staff accept responsibility for helping the school achieve its 
improvement goals. Facilitators work with leadership teams made up of principals, teachers, and 
other staff. Through participation on collaborative teams, team members are expected to build 
their individual capacity for leading change and improving instruction as well as increasing the 
school’s capacity as a whole. These increased school and individual capacities are mutually 
reinforcing and are believed to lead to the ultimate goal of improved student outcomes (Hallinger 
and Heck 2010). According to Printy and Marks (2006, p. 130), “Best results occur in schools 
where principals are strong leaders who also facilitate leadership by teachers; that is, principals 
are active in instructional matters in concert with teachers whom they regard as professionals and 
full partners. Where schools have the benefit of shared instructional leadership, faculty members 
offer students their best efforts and students respond in kind.”  


Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009) identify a coherent leadership team as an important 
characteristic of a shared leadership model, describing it as a team that works together on 
explicit, agreed-upon objectives for the school with a shared understanding of the tasks expected 
of them and a willingness to implement tasks. They contend that the function of a leadership 
team consists of supportive leadership, a concept that includes helping or complimenting 
teachers, questioning and debating school vision, considering the personal welfare of teachers, 
and encouraging teachers to seek out practices based on teacher interests, for example. Rhoton 
(2001, p. 20) refers to supportive leadership as using “a variety of behaviors to show acceptance 
of and concern for subordinates’ needs and feelings” and notes that “supportive leadership 
increases the satisfaction and productivity of the people involved.”  


The Success in Sight shared leadership component incorporates both the coherent leadership 
team characteristic and the supportive leadership function. During large-group professional 
development sessions and the onsite mentoring sessions, Success in Sight facilitators work with 
leadership teams to clarify their role, responsibilities, and decisionmaking processes and methods 
for supporting school improvement efforts related to student achievement. As part of the shared 
leadership component, Success in Sight facilitators aim to increase leadership teams’ capacities 
for supportive leadership by helping them identify the level of trust in the school, address 
mistrust, improve communication, and involve other teachers in sharing and participating in 
improvement efforts.  
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Research-based practices—adopting practices that directly address factors shown to be 
associated with improved student achievement and are based on scientific evidence of 
effectiveness.  


Success in Sight emphasizes scientific inquiry as a primary source of guidance for school 
improvement. The program provides leadership teams with resources and strategies for accessing 
and understanding research literature, and facilitates the use of the research to identify solutions 
to problems associated with improving student achievement in their particular context. For 
example, the first and second large-group professional development sessions include activities 
that introduce participants to and involve participants in considering applications of meta
analytic research on factors that influence student success, including student-level factors, 
leadership-level factors, and teacher- and school-level factors (see, for example, Marzano 2003). 
During their onsite visits, Success in Sight facilitators continue to provide mentoring support to 
help schools identify appropriate research-based practices that align with their school 
improvement efforts.  


Continuous improvement process—employing a five-stage process to improve student 
performance by taking stock of the current situation, focusing on the right solution, taking 
collective action, monitoring progress and adjusting efforts, and maintaining momentum for 
improvement efforts. 


The continuous improvement process is a program of action that integrates the four capacity 
areas described above. Success in Sight developers theorize that with repeated application of a 
five-stage continuous improvement process with manageable projects, school leadership teams 
reinforce their knowledge and skills in the other capacity areas, build their collective efficacy, 
and attempt to take on larger and more complex change initiatives with confidence. Team 
members learn about the continuous improvement process through large-group professional 
development sessions, then apply the process by planning and implementing small, manageable 
improvement efforts in their schools with mentoring from Success in Sight facilitators. The five 
stages of the process are (figure 1.1): 


1.	 Taking stock—examining the structures, processes, and attitudes in place to support 
improvement, and identifying problem areas to address. Team members identify structures 
(such as information and data management systems, collaborative work groups, or meeting 
schedules) that could support school improvement. They identify processes for making data-
based decisions, communicating information, identifying research-based strategies, and 
defining school improvement strategies. They take stock of staff attitudes regarding shared 
responsibility and accountability, perceptions of student potentials, and willingness to take 
risks and work collaboratively. Leadership team members also are introduced to data-based 
decisionmaking and how to use data to assess student strengths, prioritize needs, and 
establish goals for improvement. 


2.	 Focusing on the right solution—developing appropriate improvement plans for specific 
problems. Success in Sight facilitators work with each school’s leadership team to identify 
and adopt research-based practices most likely to address problems while ensuring alignment 
with district priorities and goals. 


3.	 Taking collective action—developing and maintaining purposeful communities where 
everyone works collaboratively and effectively to improve student learning. Leadership 
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teams explore the use of professional learning communities and collaborative team meetings, 
take actions to help staff manage school change, and attend to elements of school culture that 
might influence school improvement (such as trust, communication, participation, productive 
mindsets, high expectations for students and staff, and optimism).  


4.	 Monitoring and adjusting—developing systems to formally and informally collect data and 
monitor progress in improvement strategies. Schools identify what is working and what is not 
working, and make necessary adjustments. 


5.	 Maintaining momentum—establishing structures and processes to build on successes. To 
inform ongoing initiatives, schools reflect on and document what led to success with their 
improvement efforts and what decreased the effectiveness of their efforts. 


Figure 1.1 Success in Sight’s five stages of the continuous improvement process 


Source: McREL 2008. 


Success in Sight program delivery  


Success in Sight program delivery typically takes place over two years, during which facilitators 
conduct six large-group professional development sessions with consortia of multiple school 
leadership teams, 10 onsite mentoring sessions for school leadership teams, distance support for 
school leadership teams between site visits, and fractal improvement experiences of increasing 
magnitude. (Each activity is detailed below.) The program is designed to increase the capacity of 
leadership teams and teachers to implement school improvement practices, which in turn, are 
expected to increase school capacity as a whole and improve student achievement.  


The Success in Sight delivery model is based on a blend of what Collins (1998) has described as 
two basic types of models of change: rational—emphasizing logical planning, problem solving, 
and execution—and socialized—emphasizing the process of changing and the unique context 
and culture of each situation. In the Success in Sight approach, the rational and socialized models 
are blended in opportunities and structures for collaborative problem solving and systematic 
continuous improvement. This approach asks participants to form school leadership teams, 
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introduces tools for rational problem solving, gives assignments to teams to identify and solve 
problems together, and provides opportunities for teams to reflect together and compare and 
contrast their context and culture to that of other schools.  


During the large-group professional development sessions, leadership teams are introduced to 
standardized processes and content that together serve as a “toolbox” for school improvement 
and tend to represent Collins’s rational change model. Assistance provided during onsite 
mentoring sessions and through distance support, on the other hand, is tailored to individual 
school needs and focuses on helping schools adapt content from the large-group professional 
development sessions to their individual contexts—representing the more socialized model of 
change. This assistance is intended to build schools’ capacity to solve problems in a way that 
also takes into account their existing strengths.  


Throughout this work, school leadership teams have time to reflect on their experiences and plan 
next moves during large-group professional development sessions. In this manner, Success in 
Sight is designed to implement an approach to organizational change and development that 
“provides an adaptable and real-time discipline for living systems that require information 
sharing to govern next moves and adjustments…[and] is interactive, relational, participative, and 
engaging” (Rothwell, Stavros, and Sullivan 2010, pp. 821–24). 


Delivery component 1: large-group professional development sessions. Success in Sight uses a 
consortium model to build leadership teams’ capacity to implement school improvement efforts. 
Facilitators deliver professional development to consortia of school leadership teams of five to 
seven staff members (principals, teachers, and other staff) during three two-day sessions each 
year. The meetings are designed to provide opportunities for teams from different schools to 
collaborate and learn from one another by sharing successes and challenges in their efforts to 
implement school improvements.  


The purpose of the large-group professional development sessions is to build participants’ 
capacities, knowledge, and skills in the five capacity areas: data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based practices, and continuous 
improvement. Following the introductory model, each two-day session examines one or more 
stage of the continuous improvement process in depth while also addressing the other four 
capacity-building areas through large- and small-group activities. Sessions include time for each 
team to work with two Success in Sight facilitators to plan how they will use the information 
back at their school sites. 


Success in Sight facilitators deliver six modules, approximately one module per session, during 
the large-group professional development sessions over the two-year period. Module 1 is 
delivered prior to the first school year. Modules 2 and 3 are delivered during the first school 
year. Module 4 is delivered prior to the second school year. Modules 5 and 6 are delivered 
during the second school year. Descriptions of each follow. 


Module 1. Facilitators present the overall Success in Sight approach and focus specifically on the 
five-stage continuous improvement process. Participants design a manageable change initiative 
(fractal improvement experience) that can be implemented immediately while incorporating the 
five stages of the continuous improvement process. Teams are introduced to a set of research
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based school and teacher practices, and student characteristics that improve student achievement, 
and they discuss their roles as leadership teams. This session also introduces the concept of 
purposeful community. 


Module 2. Teams explore stages 1 and 2 of the continuous improvement process—taking stock 
and focusing on the right solution. They are introduced to four types of data, gain experience 
analyzing and interpreting data, and practice setting goals for improvement. If teams have 
experience using data, facilitators modify this session to deepen participants’ capacity for in-
depth analysis and interpretation of data. Teams also learn how to identify research-based 
strategies for improvement and conduct a quality review of those strategies. This session 
includes activities aimed at improving understanding of two aspects of purposeful community: 
“outcomes that matter to all” and “collective efficacy.” 


Module 3. Teams focus on stage 3 of the continuous improvement process—taking collective 
action. They engage in activities to define and measure improvement progress and to build group 
effectiveness in improving student achievement. They work to expand their understanding of 
purposeful community by focusing on the “agreed-upon processes” and “use of all available 
assets” attributes. Facilitators also introduce teams to the concept of magnitudes of change, 
explaining that first-order changes are often an extension of past practice, are consistent with 
prevailing values and norms, are implemented with existing knowledge and skills, are 
incremental, and affirm existing paradigms (Waters and Cameron 2007). Second-order changes, 
which Success in Sight promotes, break with past practice, are complex, conflict with prevailing 
values and norms, are outside existing paradigms, and require new knowledge and skills to 
implement (Waters and Cameron 2007). During this session, Success in Sight facilitators help 
school leadership teams understand both types of change and identify specific leadership actions 
they can take to manage second-order change and ensure lasting results.  


Module 4. Leadership teams explore how to establish structures, processes, and attitudes that 
help the staff engage in stage 3 of the continuous improvement process—taking collective action. 
Facilitators present the program’s four aspects of school culture—trust, communication, 
collaboration, and participation in decisionmaking—and the role culture plays in implementing 
change initiatives. This session emphasizes how “if certain norms of school culture are strong, 
improvements in instruction will be significant, continuous, and widespread; if these norms are 
weak, improvements will be at best infrequent, random, and slow” (Saphier and King 1985, p. 
67). In addition, facilitators present information and activities related to shared leadership and 
the role of the leadership teams when improvement initiatives have second-order implications for 
the majority of staff. Participants work to deepen their understanding of ways to enhance 
collective efficacy. 


Module 5. As part of their investigation of stage 4 of the continuous improvement process— 
monitoring and adjusting—teams work to deepen their data analysis and interpretation skills and 
increase their ability to use formative and summative data to determine the effectiveness of their 
improvement strategies. Teams revisit shared leadership, learning more strategies for managing 
the transitions that accompany second-order change, and explore the use of tangible and 
intangible assets for accomplishing outcomes that matter to all. 
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Module 6. Teams address ways to sustain improvement efforts by maintaining momentum (stage 
5 of the continuous improvement process). They engage in activities designed to help them 
examine the structures and processes they have put in place to support ongoing improvement, 
and they develop sustainability plans. This session provides opportunities for teams to reflect on 
what they have learned about purposeful community, use of data, shared leadership, influences 
on student achievement, and the systematic improvement process. The session intends to deepen 
participants’ understanding of how a school’s purpose and vision can guide future improvement 
initiatives. 


Delivery component 2: onsite mentoring and support. Success in Sight facilitators meet with 
each school’s leadership team approximately once per month, for a total of 10 onsite meetings, to 
support teams as they apply what they learned during the large-group sessions in ways that are 
tailored to their specific school improvement priorities. The focus of onsite meetings varies with 
each school but might include, for instance, helping a team develop norms for working together 
and communicating with other staff, plan professional development to help other staff 
understand the systematic improvement process, refine the school’s plan for implementing the 
small change initiative they designed at the large-group session, or develop a vision for future 
success. Facilitators meet with leadership teams for four to six hours during these visits. The 
remaining time during the visit is spent meeting with administrators, facilitating and lending 
support to professional learning community groups, and meeting with individual teachers. 


Delivery component 3: distance support for school leadership teams. Leadership teams in 
treatment schools receive additional support for implementing the continuous improvement 
process by participating in phone conferences and email exchanges with Success in Sight 
facilitators. These communications occur with leadership team members on an as-needed basis to 
provide timely mentoring support. 


Delivery component 4: fractal improvement experiences. Fractal improvement experiences are 
short-term projects designed to obtain quick results while providing practice in the five stages of 
the continuous improvement process and in the five capacity areas. Fractal improvement 
experiences are expected to be mechanisms for teams to experiment and “learn by doing” over 
time (Argyris 1976; Argyris and Schol 1996; Beckhard 1969; Beckhard and Pritchard 1992; 
Dewey 1938; DiBella and Nevis 1998; Freire 1998; Fullan 2010; Senge 1990). By experiencing 
quick success through early, manageable fractal improvement experiences, teams build collective 
efficacy, or the belief that by working together they can make a difference in student 
achievement. This approach to building confidence, credibility, and momentum for further 
change is supported by several change theorists (see, for example, Adams 1997; Kouzes and 
Posner 1997; Lippitt, Watson, and Westley 1958; Warrick 2005). Through repeated applications 
of the continuous improvement process, teams are expected to increase their knowledge and 
skills in the five capacity areas and learn how to take on larger and more complex initiatives with 
confidence. Facilitators help teams design and implement fractal improvement experiences over 
the two-year intervention period, providing less guidance as teams develop their own capacity to 
accomplish improvement goals. 


During the first two professional development sessions, Success in Sight facilitators guide teams 
through a fractal improvement experience process that incorporates all five stages of the 
continuous improvement process. Based on their schools’ specific improvement needs, teams 
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identify a focus area for their fractal improvement experience, such as reading, mathematics, 
school culture, student engagement, or parent involvement. Teams design a fractal improvement 
experience in a two-hour workshop during which they look at their data and select strategies 
based on research-based or “best” practices (taking stock); they design fractal improvement 
experiences that are manageable in scope and can be accomplished in four to six weeks (focusing 
on the right solution and taking collective action); they implement their solutions and monitor 
and adjust their plan as needed (monitoring and adjusting); they document and share with 
facilitators and peers the things that helped and hindered their success, and they use this 
information to inform their next fractal improvement experience (maintaining momentum). 
Between large-group professional development sessions, facilitators help teams refine and 
implement fractal improvement experience plans through onsite mentoring and distance support.  


Following the initial guided practice, leadership teams design and implement subsequent fractal 
improvement experiences and repeat the five-stage continuous improvement process. The time it 
takes teams to complete each stage of the process is expected to vary based on the nature and 
complexity of the fractal, access to the necessary information and resources, staff time to meet 
and implement tasks, and experience with the process itself. For example, it could take several 
weeks to gather data for stage 1 (taking stock) and several more days to make decisions about the 
right solution (stage 2). As teams become more sophisticated in their use of the continuous 
improvement process and the complexity of the problems increases, teams might require more 
time for stage 2 to research and select appropriate improvement strategies for their school’s local 
context. Stages 3 and 4 together (taking collective action and monitoring and adjusting, 
respectively) might take three to five weeks for their initial fractals. Stage 5 (maintaining 
momentum) might be completed in one to two meetings for leadership team members. 
Leadership teams are expected to complete at least two fractal improvement experiences per year 
of increasing magnitude—that is, experiences requiring new knowledge and skills; departing 
from past practices, values, norms, or paradigms; and expanding to involve community 
members, parents, teachers, or school staff who do not serve on the leadership teams. For one 
year or more, depending on the needs and context of each school, Success in Sight facilitators 
guide leadership teams in focusing on school improvement practices related to a specific content 
area for student growth. 


A key factor in developing schoolwide capacity for school improvement practices is to involve 
an increasing number of teachers in fractal improvement experiences. This exposes teachers to 
the “learning by doing” approach to increase their understanding of the five-stage continuous 
improvement process as well as data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared 
leadership, and research-based strategies. Teachers then have the opportunity to apply what they 
learn from these experiences to other schoolwide improvement initiatives and classroom 
instruction. Teachers further develop their capacities in the five Success in Sight areas as they 
continue to collaborate with leadership team members in planning and implementing additional 
fractal improvement experiences. 


The following is an example of a fractal improvement experience for a leadership team that 
wanted to address low reading test scores for specific student populations in the school. 


The team began the continuous improvement process by taking stock—looking at state and 
district reading achievement data for identified student populations. This led the team to focus on 
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the right solution—in this case, building student academic vocabulary using research-based 
strategies—and then to plan collective action involving the entire staff. With guidance from 
Success in Sight facilitators, the team: 


•	 Set a six-week timeline for the initiative. 


•	 Worked with grade-level teams to choose academic vocabulary to be taught and assessed 
weekly. 


•	 Planned for pre- and posttesting as summative evaluation. 


•	 Taught vocabulary strategies to the rest of the staff. 


•	 Set specific targets for student achievement. 


Team members monitored the experience by meeting weekly to review data, and they adjusted 
their program goals and strategies when they saw that their original expectations were not being 
achieved and students were not learning as many new words as they had hoped. The team 
learned to identify key concept words and use research-based, direct instruction for those words. 
As part of the team’s effort to maintain momentum, it asked teachers to reflect on what worked 
well, what did not work well, and what could be changed to improve the vocabulary fractal 
experience. Positive feedback from teachers helped the team decide to continue vocabulary 
development. Having strengthened their own individual and collective capacities by using the 
continuous improvement process with vocabulary content, team members were then able to 
extend the fractal improvement strategy to include all core content areas. The team implemented 
these strategies on its own while Success in Sight facilitators helped it focus on other 
achievement areas for future fractal initiatives. 


In this example, the fractal improvement experience targeted a specific issue that was 
manageable in scope and duration, and it engaged participants in the continuous improvement 
process while also focusing on other capacity areas (data-based decisionmaking, fostering a 
purposeful community, building shared leadership in the school improvement process, and using 
research-based practices). It helped the leadership team develop the structures (grade-level 
teams, timeline, evaluation plan) and processes (target setting, data collection, staff training) that 
supported this particular school improvement effort. The example also depicts how the 
magnitude of the improvement efforts expanded to include all teachers and core content areas. 


Success in Sight’s theory of change 


The Success in Sight theory of change posits that through large-group professional development 
in five key capacity areas (data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, 
research-based practices, and the continuous improvement process), onsite tailored mentoring 
and distance support, and fractal improvement experiences, school leadership teams and teachers 
will over time be able to implement systemic changes that will result in improved student 
achievement. Large-group professional development is intended to result in short-term outcomes 
for leadership team members, including increased knowledge and skills in the five capacity areas 
(figure 1.2). With quick successes in fractal improvement experiences related to student 
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outcomes, the collective efficacy of leadership team members grows. Onsite mentoring and 
distance support is intended to expand leadership team members’ capacities to increase the 
magnitude of fractal improvement experiences and increase teacher participation.  


As teachers become involved in fractal improvement experiences, they participate in the same 
“learning by doing” approach that leadership team members experience during initial fractal 
improvement experiences. The fractal improvement experience takes teachers through the five-
stage continuous improvement process which incorporates elements of data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, and research-based strategies. By 
participating in fractal improvement experiences, it is intended that teachers’ capacities for data-
based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based strategies, and 
the continuous improvement process will increase. It is expected that teachers will apply what 
they learn from these experiences to school-level improvement efforts and classroom-level 
instructional practices geared toward increasing student achievement. As teachers increasingly 
join leadership team members in planning and implementing fractal improvement experiences, it 
is intended that teachers further enhance their capacities in the five areas. 
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Figure 1.2 Success in Sight theory of change 
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It is expected that the increase in leadership team members’ and teachers’ capacities in data-
based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based strategies, and 
the continuous improvement process will reflect an increased schoolwide capacity to implement 
improvement initiatives. Ultimately, the intended result of all school improvement initiatives is 
higher student achievement schoolwide. 


This theory recognizes that the timeframe for realizing student results will vary based on 
schools’ local conditions (such as level of trust among staff, how much experience the staff has 
working collaboratively, leadership capacity and support of the principal), contexts (such as 
student and teacher attrition, student demographics, budget stability, and policy changes) and 
salient issues (such as reading or mathematics achievement, teacher capacity, and school 
culture). Although leadership teams might improve schoolwide structures and processes that 
could impact instruction and learning across content areas, within the first two years of 
implementation impacts might be more detectable in the content area of primary emphasis. 
Success in Sight can extend into a third year of implementation for schools wanting to continue 
creating and implementing fractal improvement experiences. For struggling schools, a third year 
gives them more time to focus more attention and create more fractal improvement experiences 
for particularly weak areas related to student achievement (such as data use or shared  
leadership). Schools also can use a third year of implementation to sustain improvement efforts 
by increasing the magnitude of previously successful fractal improvement experiences to reach 
more school leaders, teachers, and staff, and to address other content areas. 


Success in Sight developers and facilitators report that they have observed small-scale results 
measured by classroom assessments related to fractal focus areas within the first two years of the 
program and broad-scale results measured by district and state assessments after three to four 
years in schools that sustain fidelity of program implementation (personal communication, 
Danette Parsley, McREL Senior Director, December 7, 2010). This timeframe is consistent with 
research on educational change in elementary schools that states “moderately complex change 
takes from 2 to 4 years” (Fullan, 2007, p. 68). In their meta-analysis of comprehensive school 
reform initiatives, Borman et al. (2003) found a statistically significant effect (d = 0.14) on 
student achievement after two years of implementation. However, there is no efficacy research 
on Success in Sight that shows detectable changes in student achievement as measured by state 
assessments after two years of implementation. 


Study overview 


Although educators have used Success in Sight in selected sites across the nation since 2000 to 
assist with their school improvement efforts, the intervention lacks causal evidence of its 
effectiveness in improving student and teacher outcomes. The primary focus of this study was to 
provide an unbiased estimate of the impact of Success in Sight on student academic achievement 
in reading or mathematics.2 The study also was designed to provide an unbiased estimate of the 
effects of Success in Sight on teacher capacity for school improvement practices in data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership.  


2 The achievement outcome areas of reading and mathematics were chosen for this study based on the NCLB 
mandate that all students should be proficient in reading and mathematics by 2014. As a result of this mandate, all 
states assess students’ reading and mathematics achievements in grades 3 through 5. 
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Study design 


The study used an experimental design with 52 elementary schools randomly assigned to either 
the treatment (n = 26) or control (n = 26) condition for the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years. 
The target population was low- to moderate-performing large and small elementary schools in 
rural, urban, and suburban settings. Participating schools were located in two states: Minnesota 
and Missouri. The period of implementation and data collection for the two-year intervention 
was March 2008–June 2010. 


Schools in the treatment group participated in Success in Sight’s six large-group professional 
development sessions, 10 onsite mentoring sessions, and a minimum of two fractal improvement 
experiences during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years. The large-group sessions included 
three consortia: Minnesota (12 treatment schools), Missouri Area 1 (7 treatment schools), and 
Missouri Area 2 (7 treatment schools). Missouri was divided into two areas to provide 
intervention participants a location close to their schools for the large-group professional 
development sessions. The control schools continued to use their usual school improvement 
practices. (The Success in Sight intervention is not intended to replace existing reform efforts but 
rather to engage schools in a process that incorporates existing and new improvement practices.) 
At the end of the study, control schools could elect to participate in the intervention at their own 
discretion and expense. 


All school principals, leadership team members, classroom teachers, and instructional staff in 
treatment and control schools were required to participate in the study. Treatment and control 
participants received monetary stipends for their participation in the annual teacher survey, a 
baseline focus group, and a follow-up phone interview (chapter 2 presents stipend amounts for 
participants). Student reading and mathematics state assessment data from 2009/10 were 
collected for students in grades 3–5 for the impact analysis. The sample for the impact analysis 
included 8,182 students for reading achievement, 8,213 students for mathematics achievement, 
and 1,516 teachers. 


Research questions  


This study addresses five research questions—two primary and three secondary—that fall within 
two domains: student achievement and teacher capacity for school improvement practices.  


Primary research questions: student achievement  


1.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on student achievement in 
reading? 


2.	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on student achievement in 
mathematics?  
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The primary research questions examine the effect of participation in Success in Sight on student 
achievement in reading and mathematics.3 Success in Sight does not inherently focus on any 
particular content area of learning or achievement, but rather focuses on building the overall 
functioning of a school in its capacity to implement continuous school improvement in areas of 
achievement important and relevant to them. Reading and mathematics were selected to measure 
the impacts of Success in Sight on student achievement across 52 elementary schools in two 
states. These outcomes were selected in part because the NCLB Act of 2001 holds low-
performing schools accountable for improved reading and mathematics achievement based on 
state assessments.  


Secondary research questions: teacher capacity for school improvement practices 


1.	  Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher capacity for 
engaging in data-based decisionmaking?   


2.	  Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher capacity for 
developing and maintaining a purposeful community?   


3. 	 Does implementation of Success in Sight have a significant impact on teacher capacity for 
shared leadership?4  


The broad intent of Success in Sight is to strengthen school capacities to use improvement 
practices to increase student achievement. Success in Sight aims to build school capacity by 
working with school leadership teams comprised of principals, teachers, and other staff. The 
program developers theorize that as leadership teams increase teacher participation in their 
fractal improvement experiences, teachers will increase their capacity to implement school 
improvement practices. Although the intervention addresses school capacity broadly, this study 
measured teacher capacity because teachers are those most directly responsible for applying 
improvement practices with students. The three secondary research questions examine the 
intermediate effects of the intervention on teachers’ capacity for data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, and shared leadership, which provides information supporting 
interpretation of the main impacts on student outcomes. 


3 Success in Sight developers note that because schools usually focus on one achievement area (that is, reading or 
mathematics) during the first two years of Success in Sight implementation, any impacts on achievement might be 
uneven across content areas. Treatment schools chose to focus primarily on reading or mathematics based on their 
local needs, current initiatives, and areas of improvement once implementation had begun, and therefore researchers 
did not know which schools would focus on which content area before data collection began. Therefore, the study’s 
primary research questions examine the effect of Success in Sight on either achievement in reading or achievement 
in mathematics, rather than a composite of both, after two years of implementation. 
4 The secondary research questions address three hypothesized short-term outcome areas (data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership) and omit two (research-based practices and 
continuous improvement process). Although all five areas are important components of the change process, this 
study focused only on the selected three because they represent a requisite set of knowledge and skills for the other 
two areas (selecting research-based practices that address the most pressing problems, and enacting and managing 
the continuous improvement process). Therefore, it is possible that impacts on teacher capacity for engaging in data-
based decisionmaking, developing and maintaining a purposeful community, and sharing leadership would emerge 
before impacts related to research-based practices and continuous improvement process. 
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Exploratory research questions 


For this study, interpretations regarding the effectiveness of Success in Sight are based on the 
primary research question findings. However, because Success in Sight is intended to increase 
teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership, it 
is important to directly explore the relationship between these teacher capacities and student 
achievement in reading and mathematics. The study, therefore, poses exploratory research 
questions to address the hypothesized relationship between teacher capacity and student 
achievement outcomes: 


1.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking and student 
achievement in reading? 


2.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking  and student 
achievement in mathematics? 


3.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for purposeful community practices and 
student achievement in reading? 


4.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for purposeful community practices and 
student achievement in mathematics? 


5.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for shared leadership and student 
achievement in reading? 


6.	 What is the relationship between teacher capacity for shared leadership and student 
achievement in mathematics? 


Answers to the research questions are intended to inform educators about the effectiveness of the 
Success in Sight intervention for systemic school improvement. Study results will provide 
policymakers and state and district officials the knowledge they need to determine whether to 
invest in Success in Sight for their low- to moderate-performing schools.  


Content and organization of this report 


This report presents findings from a cluster randomized trial designed to estimate the impact of 
Success in Sight on student achievement and school improvement practices. Chapter 2 presents 
the study design and methodology, including sample characteristics, data collection procedures, 
and estimation approach. Chapter 3 describes the implementation of the intervention under study. 
Chapter 4 presents findings from the impact analysis. Chapter 5 presents findings from the 
exploratory analysis. Chapter 6 concludes the report by summarizing key findings.  
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Chapter 2. Study design and methodology 


This study uses a cluster randomized trial to assess the impacts of Success in Sight on student 
achievement in reading or mathematics and teacher capacity for school improvement practices. 
Researchers determined that a cluster randomized trial with school-level random assignment was 
an appropriate design for this study because Success in Sight is a schoolwide intervention that is 
delivered at the school level rather than at the individual student or classroom level. 


As a schoolwide intervention, Success in Sight is expected to improve overall school functioning 
regardless of student and teacher mobility. The intervention’s theory of change posits that the 
effects of school functioning on student achievement should emerge in the overall student body 
regardless of how long individual students had been enrolled at a particular school at a given 
time. Likewise, the effects on teacher capacity for school improvement practices were expected 
to emerge at the school level regardless of how long individual teachers had been teaching at a 
particular school at a given time.  


Consistent with the hypothesis that Success in Sight should affect overall school functioning 
regardless of individual student and teacher mobility, data collection efforts focused on students 
and teachers present within participating schools at each data collection point rather than 
following students and teachers longitudinally. Specifically, researchers collected student 
achievement data from state reading and mathematics assessments in 2010 to assess the primary 
research questions, and researchers collected teacher capacity data from a teacher survey 
administered in 2010 to assess the secondary research questions. Although it would also have 
been informative to examine how students themselves may have changed relative to each other 
in response to the intervention, the intent of this study was to estimate the main effect of the 
schoolwide intervention, which was delivered across grades. 


For this study, implementation of Success in Sight occurred over the 2008/09 and 2009/10 
school years. During this timeframe, schools in the treatment group participated in Success in 
Sight, and schools in the control group served as the comparison for the study and continued 
their regular school improvement activities, or “business as usual,” as described in chapter 3.  


One potential limitation of this study’s design is the two-year timeframe. This study estimates 
the impact of Success in Sight on student achievement in reading or mathematics after two years 
of implementation. The Success in Sight developers assert that immediate, small-scale results 
can emerge (often on teacher-developed or curriculum-based assessments) during the technical 
assistance period. They also assert that broader scale results on district or state assessments 
should not be expected until school staff achieve and continue implementation fidelity regarding 
the Success in Sight structures and process and develop proficient knowledge and skills in all 
five program outcome areas. The timeframe for these developments to occur and continue varies. 
Therefore, it is unclear whether two years of implementation is sufficient to yield student 
achievement impacts measurable by state assessments.  


This chapter describes the study’s design and methodology, including the study timeline, study 
sample, data collection, and data analysis methods.  
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Study timeline  


The study’s main activities occurred from September 2007 to June 2010 (table 2.1). Researchers 
identified interested districts and schools beginning in September 2007 and secured district and 
school memoranda of understanding on a rolling basis until July 2008. Random assignment of 
schools within each district occurred before any data collection activities took place for each 
district. Implementation of Success in Sight occurred during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school 
years, with the first training occurring in June 2008 (for treatment schools from Minnesota), July 
2008 (for treatment schools from Missouri Area 1), and September 2008 (for treatment schools 
from Missouri Area 2). The division of Missouri into Area 1 and Area 2 was based on school 
location and proximity across seven districts.  


Table 2.1 Success in Sight study timeline  
Timeframe Task 


September 2007–July 2008 Site recruitment and collection of memoranda of understanding 


March 2008–July 2008 Random assignment of schools to treatment and control conditions 


March 2008–May 2008 Collection of baseline student achievement data 


June 2008 First Success in Sight training for Minnesota treatment schools and start 
of baseline teacher survey data collection for Minnesota schools and 
Missouri Area 1 schools (Missouri Area 1 represents four districts close 
in proximity and similar in size) 


July 2008 First Success in Sight training for Missouri Area 1 schools 


August 2008 Start of baseline teacher survey data collection for Missouri Area 2 
schools (Missouri Area 2 represents three districts close in proximity and 
similar in size) 


September 2008 First Success in Sight training for Missouri Area 2 schools 


September 2008–October 
2008 


Baseline teacher survey data collection closed. Collection of baseline 
principal interview data and focus group data with principals, leadership 
team members, and teachers. 


March 2010–June 2010 Collection of posttest data (student achievement data, teacher survey 
data, and principal, leadership team, and staff phone interview data) 


May 2010 Final Success in Sight training, end of Success in Sight program delivery 
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Data collection occurred from March 2008 through August 2010. Baseline student achievement 
data were collected from March 2008 through May 2008 according to state testing schedules. 
Baseline teacher survey data were collected from June 2008 through October 2008.5 The 
extended survey administration period accounted for time to identify site coordinators and 
administer the survey when school was in session rather than over the summer of 2008. Eight out 
of 1,374 (0.58 percent) treatment teachers (all from Missouri) completed the baseline teacher 
survey after participating in the first Success in Sight training. Therefore, it is possible that the 
training affected their baseline survey responses.6 Baseline principal interviews and school focus 
groups were conducted from September 2008 through October 2008.7 Posttest student 
achievement data were collected from March 2010 through May 2010, posttest teacher survey 
data were collected from March 2010 through April 2010, and posttest phone interviews8 with 
the school principal, the leadership team member, and a staff member from each school were 
conducted from April 2010 through June 2010.9 


Study sample 


This section presents information about the Success in Sight study sample, including a 
description of the site recruitment and randomization process, comparisons of the study schools 
at baseline, and documentation of student and teacher mobility and attrition.  


Sample recruitment 


The study’s target population was low- to moderate-performing public elementary schools 
located in states served by McREL’s Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Central  and North 
Central Comprehensive Center (NCCC) programs (Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming). Low- to moderate-performing 
schools were defined as schools that did not make adequate yearly progress (AYP) for any of the 
three school years prior to the 2008/09 school year or that were at risk of not making AYP.10 


5 Baseline teacher survey data collection began in June 2008 for Minnesota and Missouri Area 1 schools and August 
2008 for Missouri Area 2 schools. For all schools, the baseline survey administration closed in October 2008. 
6 It is possible that the first Success in Sight training positively or negatively influenced teachers’ perceptions 
regarding teacher capacity for school improvement at their respective schools. However, baseline teacher data were 
not used as outcome variables in any impact estimates and were used only to establish baseline equivalence and to 
construct covariates used to increase the precision of the impact estimate. 
7 Although the principal interview data and baseline focus group data were collected after the first Success in Sight 
professional development session was implemented in treatment schools, these data were not included in the impact 
analyses and served only to provide information regarding contextual factors present at each school at baseline. 
8 Researchers conducted posttest phone interviews to collect information regarding contextual factors that might 
have contributed to school improvement efforts across the 2007/08 to 2009/10 school years. 
9 The participant categories overlapped in some cases, wherein the principal was also the leadership team member in 
a school. 
10 “Being at risk of not making AYP” was defined as having experienced recent changes in the composition of a 
school’s student population that might challenge the capacities of a staff to address the specific needs of new 
students, such as an influx of students learning English as a second language. Judging whether a school was “at risk” 
of not making AYP was subjective, based on school personnel reporting an influx of English language learner 
students in the current or prior year.  
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Researchers identified these target schools as potential study participants that might need more 
support than higher-performing schools to achieve NCLB objectives. 


Researchers chose public elementary schools serving grades 3–5 because that sample enabled the 
use of existing data from state-administered reading and mathematics assessments, which 
reduced the data collection burden for participating schools. The school eligibility criteria for 
selection and participation in the study were as follows: 


1.	 Public elementary school serving at least grades 3–5 (including schools serving K–5, K–6, 
and 3–6). 


2.	 Low or moderate performance as indicated by having not made AYP in any of the three years 
prior to the intervention or being at risk of not making AYP in the current or prior year.  


3.	 At least two classrooms in each of grades 3, 4, and 5, to ensure adequate sample size within 
each participating school. 


4.	 Not already implementing a comprehensive school reform intervention that includes an 
emphasis on the continuous improvement process and collective efficacy (two unique 
features of Success in Sight) and had no plans to do so for the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school 
years. 


5.	 Not slated to be closed or restructured during the study period.  
6.	 Able to adhere to all study requirements, including random assignment, forming leadership 


teams of at least five members, and completing all data collection activities.  


Among the nine target states, the four states with the highest number of elementary schools not 
making AYP in 2004/05 were Minnesota (244), Colorado (144), Missouri (129), and Kansas 
(122) (American Institutes for Research 2005). From this set of four states, recruitment efforts 
were focused on schools in Minnesota and Missouri. Within these states researchers targeted 
large and small elementary schools in rural, urban, and suburban settings.  


Recruitment efforts began at the district level, which afforded a number of advantages, including 
garnering support of district administration for the study and reducing the number of required 
school-level approvals. Researchers recruited sites through outreach at professional education 
conferences and through other professional networks, including contacts at state departments of 
education and school districts. Once researchers identified potential sites, the study team worked 
closely with districts to enlist participation from eligible elementary schools within districts. 
None of the participating districts required parent consent for student participation. In identifying 
eligible schools, the research team requested assurances from the district that potential schools 
were not slated to be closed or restructured during the study period. 


Recruitment began in September 2007 and was concluded in July 2008. In Minnesota, the study 
team contacted two districts for recruitment, but only one expressed interest in participating. 
Within the interested district, the study team contacted 44 elementary schools for recruitment. In 
Missouri, the study team contacted 53 districts and a total of 113 elementary schools across the 
districts for recruitment. Districts that declined the opportunity to participate did so for a number 
of reasons, including lack of support from key district leadership, contractual concerns about the 
time teachers would be out of the classroom for professional development, and the need to 
prioritize initiatives already in place. Schools’ reasons for declining to participate included the 
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need to focus on current initiatives and discomfort with random assignment. No schools were 
eliminated from the sample if they expressed interest in participating and met the eligibility 
criteria. The study required 50 elementary schools to ensure statistical power of .80 to detect a 
minimum standardized effect size of 0.20 for the benchmark impact estimates of primary 
outcomes. The study required 52 elementary schools to ensure statistical power of .80 to detect a 
minimum standardized effect size of 0.30 for benchmark impact estimates of secondary 
outcomes.11 Researchers recruited 52 schools. 


The 52 schools recruited for the study are located in eight districts across Minnesota, Missouri 
Area 1, and Missouri Area 2 (table 2.2). The division of Missouri into two areas was based on 
school location and proximity. The study schools represent a mix of city, town, suburb, and rural 
locales. School sizes ranged from 165 students to 726 students (mean = 392.12, standard 
deviation = 127.87). Dividing the school sample into quartiles based on number of students per 
school revealed that within the first quartile, school sizes ranged from 165.00 to 311.25 students, 
within the second quartile, school sizes ranged from 311.25–393.00 students, within the third 
quartile, school sizes ranged from 393.00–483.75 students, and within the fourth quartile school 
sizes ranged from  483.75–726.00 (table 2.3).  


Table 2.2 Number of eligible and participating schools by area  
Eligible 
schools  


Schools that  
declined 


Participating 
schools Area  


Minnesota 35 11 24 
Missouri Area 1 20 7 13 
Missouri Area 2 37 22 15 
Total 92 40 52 


Source: Study recruitment records. 


Table 2.3 School size ranges falling within each quartile of the study sample  
Number 


of schools  
School size  


range Quartile 
First quartile 13 165.00–311.25 
Second quartile 13 311.25–393.00 
Third quartile 13 393.00–483.75 
Fourth quartile 13 483.75–726.00 


Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2008. 


Comparison of study sample schools to state populations of schools 


Researchers compared baseline (2008) characteristics of the study sample schools with the larger 
populations of all Minnesota and Missouri elementary schools not making AYP in any of the 
three years prior to the study (tables 2.4–2.7). A larger population of “at-risk” schools could not 
be identified because the criteria for “at-risk” was subjective, based on school personnel reports 
regarding the influx of English language learner students in the current or prior year.  


For Minnesota, there were several statistically significant differences between all Minnesota 
schools not making AYP and Minnesota study sample schools in reading and mathematics 


11 See appendix B for power analysis estimates. 
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achievement, students per teacher, students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, and student 
population. Mean reading and mathematics achievement scores in 2008 across study sample 
schools were statistically significantly lower than the mean achievement scores across the larger 
population of all elementary schools in the state not making AYP (table 2.4). A statistically 
significantly greater percentage of students in Minnesota study sample schools qualified for free 
or reduced-price lunch, and Minnesota study sample schools had a statistically significantly 
lower number of students per teacher compared with the statewide population of elementary 
schools not making AYP. The population of all Minnesota elementary schools not making AYP 
included a statistically significantly greater percentage of White students and a statistically 
significantly lower percentage of Black and Asian students than did the Minnesota study sample 
schools. 


Table 2.4 Baseline comparison of all Minnesota elementary schools not making adequate yearly 
progress and study sample schools on achievement, size, and student characteristics 2007/08 


Total Minnesota 
elementary schools 


not making adequate 
yearly progress  


(N = 368) 


Minnesota study 
sample schools  


(n = 24) 
Standard 
deviation 


Standard 
deviation 


Test 
statistic Characteristic Mean Mean Difference p-value 


Reading achievementa 


Grade 3 3,620.85 252.13 3,493.85 275.38 –127.00 –16.77 < .01*** 
Grade 4 3,729.99 268.92 3,605.64 293.89 –124.35 –15.06 < .01*** 
Grade 5 3,817.80 265.28 3,692.23 274.90 –125.57 –16.34 < .01*** 
Mathematics achievementa 


Grade 3 3,624.16 213.73 3,511.81 227.15 –112.35 –17.70 < .01*** 
Grade 4 3,704.12 208.70 3,596.15 232.03 –107.97 –16.36 < .01*** 
Grade 5 3,808.56 207.17 3,712.99 226.36 –95.57 –14.71 < .01*** 
Students per schoolb 


Students per teacherb   
465.77 


16.13  
210.83 


4.00 
413.29 


14.15 
117.87 


1.76 
–52.48 


–1.98  
1.21 
2.40 


.23 


.02** 
Students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch (percent)b 


Student population (percent)b,c  
46.37 24.22 80.31 15.97 33.94 –6.77 < .01*** 


White 63.16 31.97 17.11 14.26 –46.05 7.00 < .01*** 
Black 15.32 21.85 35.70 20.54 20.38 –4.44 <.01*** 
Hispanic 9.89 13.83 13.97 9.68 4.08 –1.42 .16 
Asian 7.70 14.67 30.58 17.92 22.88 –7.30 < .01*** 
American Indian 3.93 14.54 2.64 6.86 –1.29 –0.43 .67 


**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01.
 
Note: Black includes African American, Hispanic includes Latino, Asian includes Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 

Islander, and American Indian includes Alaska Native.
 
Note: Schools were classified as “not making adequate yearly progress” if they did not make adequate yearly
 
progress in one or more of the three years prior to the study (2005/06, 2006/07, or 2007/08).
 
a. Analyses for reading and mathematics scale scores were one-sample t-tests with state-level mean score by grade 

as population values.
 
b. Analyses for school demographics were t-tests between group means. 

c. Values may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010a, 2010c; U.S. Department of Education, National Center 

for Education Statistics 2008.
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There also were statistically significant differences between the Minnesota study sample schools 
and the larger population of Minnesota schools not making AYP in Title I status and urbanicity 
(table 2.5). Specifically, Minnesota study sample schools had a statistically significantly higher 
proportion of schoolwide Title I schools than did the larger population of Minnesota elementary 
schools not making AYP. In addition, Minnesota study sample schools were all located in cities, 
but the statewide population of Minnesota elementary schools not making AYP included schools 
from city, suburb, town, and rural locales. There were no statistically significant differences 
between the Minnesota study sample schools and the larger population of state elementary 
schools not making AYP with regard to number of Title I–eligible schools. 


Table 2.5 Baseline comparison of all Minnesota elementary schools not making adequate yearly 
progress and study sample schools on Title I, urbanicity, and adequate yearly progress status, 
2007/08  


Total Minnesota 
elementary schools not 


making adequate yearly 
progress (N = 368) 


Minnesota study 
sample schools 


(n = 24) 
Test 


statistic  Characteristic  N Percent  n Percent p-value 
Schools receiving Title I 
Title I–eligible school 292 79.35 22 91.67 2.15 .14 
Schoolwide Title I 97 26.36 21 87.50 33.78 <.01*** 
School urbanicity 
City 95 25.82 24 100.00 
Suburb  
Town 


109  
60 


29.62 
16.30 


0 
0 


0.00 
0.00 


58.65 <.01*** 


Rural 104 28.26 0 0.00 
***significant at p = .01.
 
Note: Schools were classified as “not making adequate yearly progress” if they did not make adequate yearly
 
progress in one or more of the three years prior to the study (2005/06, 2006/07, or 2007/08).
 
Note: Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education, 2010c; U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2008.
 


For Missouri, there were no statistically significant differences between study sample schools 
and the larger population of all Missouri elementary schools not making AYP regarding reading 
achievement in grades 3–5 or regarding mathematics achievement for grades 3 and 5 in 2008. 
For grade 4 mathematics achievement the study sample schools had statistically significantly 
higher scores than the larger population of Missouri elementary schools not making AYP (table 
2.6). 


The statewide population of Missouri elementary schools not making AYP had a statistically 
significantly lower percentage of American Indian students than did the Missouri study sample 
schools. There were no statistically significant differences between the statewide population of 
elementary schools not making AYP and the Missouri study sample schools regarding 
percentage of White, Black, Asian, or Hispanic students. Missouri study sample schools had a 
statistically significantly higher mean number of students per teacher than did the larger 
population of elementary schools not making AYP across the state. There were no statistically 
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significant differences between the larger population of Missouri elementary schools not making 
AYP and Missouri study sample schools in the number of students per school or the percentage 
of students eligible for free and reduced price lunch. 


Table 2.6 Baseline comparison of all Missouri elementary schools not making adequate yearly 
progress and study sample schools on achievement, size, and student characteristics 2007/08 


Standard 
deviation 


Standard 
deviation 


Test 
statistic Characteristic Mean Mean Difference p-value 


Reading achievementa 


Grade 3 630.28 35.24 629.52 39.86 –0.76 –0.75 .45 
Grade 4 648.93 31.95 650.19 36.34 1.26 1.35 .18 
Grade 5 665.51 31.44 664.33 34.96 –1.18 –1.32 .19 
Mathematics achievementa 


Grade 3 613.64 33.00 614.67 38.17 1.03 1.07 .29 
Grade 4 636.10 30.98 638.61 35.33 2.51 2.76 < .01*** 
Grade 5 652.62 36.92 651.22 45.41 –1.41 –1.22 .23 
Students per schoolb 


Students per teacherb   
367.41 


13.00 
176.86 


2.42 
373.96 


14.95 
135.32 


2.86 
6.55
1.95 


 –0.19 
 –4.14 


.85 
< .01*** 


Students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch (percent)b 


Student population (percent)b,c  
54.60 24.62 61.62 24.55 7.02  –1.47 .14 


White 63.91 36.01 60.09 38.87 –3.82 0.55 .59 
Black 29.04 35.08 31.28 41.76 2.24  –0.33 .74 
Hispanic 4.81 9.20 5.94 11.08 1.13  –0.63 .53 
Asian 1.96 3.19 1.42 2.16 –0.54 0.90 .37 
American Indian 0.28 0.46 1.28 1.76 1.00  –8.74 .01*** 


***significant at p = .01.
 
Note: Schools were classified as “not making adequate yearly progress” if they did not make adequate yearly
 
progress in one or more of the three years prior to the study (2005/06, 2006/07, or 2007/08).
 
a. Analyses for reading and mathematics scale scores were one-sample t-tests with state-level mean score by grade 

as population values.
 
b. Analyses for school demographics were t-tests between group means.
 
c. Values may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.
 
Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2008a, 2009a, 2010a; U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics 2008.
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Compared with the larger population of Missouri elementary schools not making AYP, Missouri 
study sample schools showed no statistically significant differences with regard to Title I and 
school urbanicity (table 2.7). 


Table 2.7 Baseline comparison of Missouri elementary schools not making adequate yearly progress 
and study sample schools on Title I, urbanicity, and adequate yearly progress status, 2007/08  


Total Missouri 
elementary schools not 


making adequate 
yearly progress  


(N = 565) 


Missouri study 
sample schools  


(n = 28)  
Test 


statistic   Characteristic N Percent n Percent p-value 
Schools receiving Title I  


 Title I–eligible school  470 83.19 20  71.43  2.57 .11 
 Schoolwide Title I  233 41.24 15  53.57  1.67 .20 


School urbanicity  
 City  167 29.56 10  35.71 


 Suburb  161 28.50 11  39.29 
 Town  52 9.20 
 Rural  185 32.74  7a 25.00a  4.48 .21 


Note: Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages.  Schools were classified as “not  making adequate yearly  
progress” if they did not make adequate yearly progress in  one or more of the three years prior to the study  
(2005/06, 2006/07,  or 2007/08).  
a.  All categories were analyzed separately, but for the Missouri study sample schools the categories of town and
  
rural were combined to preserve anonymity.
  
Source: Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2009a;  U.S. Department of Education, 

National Center for Education Statistics 2008. 
 
 
Results from this study suggest that the low-performing schools that volunteered to participate in 
the study differed from the target population of low-performing schools in both Minnesota and 
Missouri. Thus, this study’s results may not represent how other low-performing schools in 
Minnesota and Missouri would be impacted if they chose to implement Success in Sight.  


Random assignment of schools and baseline group equivalence 


As part of the random assignment process, researchers created matched pairs of schools based on 
prior reading achievement and student eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch.12 Researchers 
did not stratify the sample by AYP status failure or risk of failure before randomization because 
they thought matching on prior reading achievement would result in comparable mixes of failing 
and at-risk schools in the treatment and control samples. The matching process began when 
interested and eligible schools returned signed memoranda of understanding to the research team  
on a rolling basis. Researchers grouped participating schools by district, then ranked schools in 
each group according to student reading scores, first, and then by the percentage of students 
eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch. Researchers then created matched pairs using the 
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12 Researchers chose eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch  as a matching variable based  on previous  research  by  
Abbott and Joireman (2001) indicating that low income explains 12–29 percent of the variance in academic 
achievement. 







 


 


 


                                                 


     
 


  


 
  


 
  


  
 


 
  


 


nearest neighbor process in which data are matched based on the proximity of their values, in 
this case reading scores and free or reduced-priced lunch percentages. After schools with similar 
values were paired, researchers used the random sample procedure in SPSS to assign one school 
in each pair to the treatment group and its match to the control group. Each school had a 50 
percent chance of assignment to the treatment or control group. Schools from Missouri Area 1 
and Missouri Area 2 were grouped together because Missouri Area 1 and Missouri Area 2 had 
odd numbers of participating schools (figure 2.1). Schools completed baseline data collection 
following random assignment.13 All schools remained in the study throughout the two-year 
intervention. 


Figure 2.1 Random assignment of schools by area and matched pairs 


Minnesota 
District 1 


Missouri Area 1 
Districts 2–5 


Missouri Area 2 
Districts 6–8 


24 participating 
schools 


13 participating schools 15 participating schools 


12 matched pairs 
• 12 treatment 
• 12 control 


6 matched pairs 
• 6 treatment 
• 6 control 


1 matched pair 
• 1 treatment (Area 1) 
• 1 control (Area 2) 


7 matched pairs 
• 7 treatment 
• 7 control 


52 participating schools 
26 matched pairs 


As mentioned above, schools eligible for the study were those that had failed to make AYP, 
based on state AYP criteria, in at least one of the three years prior to the study (2005/2006, 
2006/2007, and 2007/2008), or were at-risk of not making AYP in 2007/08 based on school 
personnel reports regarding changing student enrollment (such as an influx of English language 
learners). Researchers examined the distribution of schools according to prior AYP status by 
treatment and control condition. The difference between treatment and control schools in the 
distribution of schools based on their AYP category (at risk of not making AYP, not making 
AYP for one of three years, not making AYP for two of three years, or not making AYP for three 
years) was statistically significant (p = .01), indicating that the distribution of schools across 
these categories by treatment or control condition was not equal. Some 92 percent of treatment 
schools and 77 percent of control schools failed to make AYP in at least one of the three years 
prior to the study. Although the analytic models did not account for differences in AYP status 
(which could fluctuate within individual schools over the three years prior to pretest), each 


13 Because teachers completed the baseline teacher survey after random assignment had taken place, it is possible 
that their knowledge of group assignment impacted their responses. However, baseline teacher data were not used as 
outcome variables in any impact estimates. They were used to establish baseline equivalence and to construct 
school-level covariates used to increase the precision of the impact estimate. 
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benchmark impact estimate model included a cluster-level pretest covariate corresponding to the 
outcome of interest. 


Although researchers randomly assigned schools to treatment and control conditions, it was 
possible that the two groups would differ on relevant characteristics at baseline. To test this, 
researchers compared baseline group data on school size, student free or reduced-price lunch 
eligibility, student ethnicity, and student reading and mathematics achievement scores (tables 2.8 
and 2.9). Researchers also examined group equivalence for the three secondary outcomes related 
to teacher capacity for school improvement: data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, 
and shared leadership (table 2.10). Comparisons were made at the school level because this was 
the level of random assignment and the level at which groups were expected to be equal 
regarding both measured and unmeasured characteristics. Researchers converted scale scores 
from the two states to z-scores to make cross-state comparisons.14 


For the baseline comparisons between treatment and control groups, multilevel modeling 
analyses revealed no statistically significant differences between groups on mean student 
achievement z-scores, and t-tests comparing group means revealed no statistically significant 
differences between groups on school demographics (see table 2.8). Specifically, for school 
demographics, there were no statistically significant baseline differences between groups based 
on student ethnicity, percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, number of 
students per school, or number of students per teacher. 


14 z-scores are standardized scores expressed in standard deviation units. The data analysis section in this chapter 
describes the process for converting scale scores to z-scores.  
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Table 2.8 Baseline comparison of treatment and control schools on achievement, size, and student characteristics 2007/2008  


Treatment 
(schools = 26) 


Control  
(schools = 26)  Total 


Standard 
deviation 


Standard 
deviation  


Standard 
deviation 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value  Characteristic Mean Mean Mean Difference 


Mean reading achievement (z-score) a 


Grade 3 –0.39 1.02 –0.44 1.10 –0.40 1.05 –0.05  0.46 .65 
Grade 4 –0.32 1.10 –0.43 1.09 –0.37 1.09 –0.11  0.92 .36 
Grade 5 –0.39 1.00 –0.37 1.10 –0.38 1.04  0.02 –0.13 .90 
Total –0.37 1.03 –0.41 1.10 –0.41 1.06 –0.04  0.38 .71 
Mean mathematics achievement (z-score) a 


Grade 3 –0.39 1.03 –0.41 1.04 –0.40 1.04 –0.02  0.17 .87 
Grade 4 –0.35 1.06 –0.41 1.13 –0.38 1.06 –0.06  0.45 .65 
Grade 5 –0.37 1.09 –0.37 1.11 –0.37 1.09  0.00 –0.00 .99 
Total –0.37 1.06 –0.39 1.07 –0.39 1.07 –0.02  0.16 .87 


Number of students per school (mean) b 410.88 121.29 373.35 133.84 392.12 127.87 37.53 1.06 .29 


Number of students per teacher (mean) b 14.59 1.99 14.58 2.84 14.59 2.43 0.01  0.02 .98 
Students eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunchb (percent) 
Student population (percent) b, c 


69.89 22.95 70.63 23.23 70.26 22.86 –0.74 –0.12 .91 


White 37.53 35.11 42.98 39.10 40.25 36.87 –5.45 –0.53 .60 
Black 33.87 34.43 32.76 33.09 33.32 33.44  1.11  0.12 .91 
Hispanic 10.54 12.90 8.76 9.18 9.65 11.11  1.78  0.57 .57 
Asian 15.68 20.70 14.07 17.61 14.88 19.05  1.61  0.30 .76 
American Indian 2.38 6.68 1.43 1.58 1.91 4.83  1.66  0.70 .49 


Note: Black includes African American, Hispanic includes Latino, Asian includes Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and American Indian includes 
Alaska Native. 
a. Test statistics and p-values accounted for clustering of students within schools. 

b. Analyses for school demographics were t-tests between group means. 

c. Values may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2008a; U.S. Department of Education,
 
National Center for Education Statistics 2008.
 







 


    


  
 


 
       


   
        


 
    


   
  


 
  


 


 


    
    
   


  
 


Chi-square tests between group percentages revealed no statistically significant differences 
between treatment and control groups regarding mean percentages for Title I eligibility, 
schoolwide Title I, or school urbanicity at baseline (table 2.9).   


Table 2.9 Baseline comparison of treatment and control schools on Title I, urbanicity, and AYP status, 
2007/08  


Treatment 
(schools = 26) 


Control 
(schools = 26) Total 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value Characteristic n Percent n Percent N Percent Difference 


Schools receiving Title I 
Title I–eligible school  
Schoolwide Title I 


21  
18 


80.77 
69.23 


21 
18 


80.77 
69.23 


42 
36 


80.77 
69.23 


0  
0 


0.00 
0.00 


1.00 
1.00 


School urbanicity 
City  
Suburb 


16  
7 


61.54 
26.92 


18 
4 


69.23 
15.38 


34 
11 


65.38 
21.15 


–7.69 
11.54 2.60 .46 


Rural/Towna 3 11.54 4 15.38 7 13.46 –3.84 
Note: Values may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages. 
a. All categories were analyzed separately, but the categories of town and rural were collapsed to prevent disclosure. 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics 2008. 


To assess potential baseline differences between treatment and control schools on teacher 
demographics, researchers conducted t-tests and multilevel modeling analyses (table 2.10). There 
were no statistically significant differences between groups on the percentage of teachers with a 
master’s degree or on total years teaching. Additionally, there were no statistically significant 
differences between treatment and control school teacher groups on baseline scores for the 
school improvement practice measures in this study: data-based decisionmaking, purposeful 
community, or shared leadership. These measures were derived from two surveys: the Teacher 
Survey of Policies and Practices (Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning 2005) and 
the Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002). They are described fully in the Data Collection 
section of this report. 


Table 2.10 Baseline comparison of treatment and control schools on teacher demographics, 2008 
Treatment 


(schools = 26, 
teachers = 819) 


Control 
(schools = 26, 


teachers = 755) 
Standard 
deviation 


Standard 
deviation 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value  Characteristic Mean Mean  Difference 


aPercent with a master’s degree or higher  
Total years teaching overallb  
Data-based decisionmaking scoreb,c 
Purposeful community scoreb,c 
Shared leadership scoreb,c 


 64.93 
14.58 
 4.43 
 3.32 
 3.81 


15.24 
9.46 
0.53
0.65
0.83


65.64 
14.45 
 4.45 
 3.34 
 3.90 


15.24 
9.26
0.54
0.62 
0.83


 –0.01 
 0.13 


  0.02 
-0.02  


  0.09 


–0.17 
 0.18 
–0.28 
–0.32 
–0.65 


.87 


.86 


.78 


.75 


.52 
a. Test statistics and p-values were from t-tests between group means. 
b. Test statistics and p-values accounted for clustering of teachers within schools. 
c. Scores based on the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices (Mid-continent Research for Education and 

Learning 2005) and the 12-item Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002).
 
Source: 2008 teacher survey.
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Student sample for impact analyses of primary outcomes 


The impact analyses of primary outcomes examined the impact of Success in Sight on student 
reading or mathematics achievement in grades 3–5 after two years of implementation.15 As 
described in chapter 1, Success in Sight is a systemic program aimed at improving school-level 
capacities, structures, processes, and attitudes that increase student reading and mathematics 
achievement. Although student movement into and out of schools occurs naturally, Success in 
Sight purports that school-level achievement is impacted regardless of student mobility. In other 
words, Success in Sight asserts that the program effects should emerge at the school level, 
regardless of how long individual students have been enrolled at any given time. Although 
individual students from treatment schools might be exposed to Success in Sight for varying 
durations (because some students move into and out of different grade levels or change schools 
over the study period), student mobility is not expected to undermine the overall school-level 
impacts of the program. 


The impact analyses focused on school-level means of student achievement on 2009/10 state 
reading and mathematics assessments. The impact analyses did not track individual student 
performance from the 2007/08 school year to the 2009/10 school year, but instead included all 
students in grades 3–5 with available reading or mathematics achievement scores on the 2010 
state reading and mathematics assessments. Available student 2008 baseline reading or 
mathematics achievement scores for grades 3–5 were used to create baseline covariates to 
increase the precision of the impact estimates.16 Because impacts could have emerged for 
students enrolled in the same study schools throughout the study period before they emerged for 
the larger study sample (which includes students who have moved into the study sample or 
changed schools over the study period), researchers also estimated the impacts of Success in 
Sight on a subsample of students who did not change schools over the study period and who 
participated in baseline and posttest data collection.17 


In keeping with Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials recommendations for describing the 
flow of study participants from baseline to posttest (Campbell, Elbourne, and Altman 2004), this 
study describes how researchers established the impact analysis sample with regard to the 2008 
baseline assessment, student mobility and missing data, and available 2010 posttest assessment 
data (figure 2.2). Students were nested in 52 participating schools, which were randomly 
assigned to treatment and control groups. All 26 treatment schools and all 26 control schools 
remained in the study from 2008 baseline assessment to 2010 posttest assessment. At the 2008 


15 Success in Sight developers note that because schools usually focus on one achievement area (that is, reading or 
mathematics) during the first two years of Success in Sight implementation, any impacts on achievement might be 
uneven across content areas. Therefore, the study’s primary research questions examine the effect of Success in 
Sight on student achievement in either reading or mathematics, rather than both, after two years of implementation. 
One limitation of this study is that it did not examine the impact on reading achievement only in schools that 
selected reading as an area for improvement, and it did not examine the impact on mathematics achievement only in 
schools that selected mathematics as an area for improvement. 
16 The data analysis methods section of this chapter provides additional detail about the impact analyses, including 
the construction of the baseline achievement covariate. 
17 Appendix B presents results from a power analysis for estimating the impact for this subsample of students, and 
the data analysis methods section presented later in this chapter presents details about these analyses. 
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baseline assessment administration, 4,665 students in the 26 treatment group schools (99.15 
percent of enrolled students) participated in the reading assessment, and 4,519 students (99.17 
percent of enrolled students) participated in the mathematics assessment. And 3,802 students in 
the 26 control group schools (97.39 percent of enrolled students) participated in the baseline 
reading assessment, while 3,812 students (98.22 percent of enrolled students) participated in the 
baseline mathematics assessment. At the 2010 posttest assessment administration, 4,403 students 
in the 26 treatment group schools (98.44 percent of enrolled students) participated in the reading 
assessment, and 4,413 students (98.77 percent of enrolled students) participated in the 
mathematics assessment. And 3,779 students in the 26 control group schools (97.72 percent of 
enrolled students) participated in the 2010 posttest reading assessment, and 3,800 students (98.42 
percent of enrolled students) participated in the posttest mathematics assessment (see figure 2.2).  


The final student impact analysis sample for reading achievement includes 4,403 students in 
treatment schools and 3,779 students in control schools. The final student impact analysis sample 
for mathematics achievement includes 4,413 students in treatment schools and 3,800 students in 
control schools. 
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Figure 2.2 Student sample flow from  baseline to posttest, 2007/08 to 2009/10  
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 Random assignment of schools 
52 schools 


Only 2008 scores available 
Reading: 3,646 students 
Math: 3,539 students 


2010 posttest scores available 
26 schools 


Reading: 4,403 students (98.44 percent of 4,473 enrolled students in 2010) 
• 3,309 in-moversd (75.15 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 960 stayersb (21.80 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 134 within-study moversc (3.04 percent of impact analysis sample) 


Math: 4,413 students (98.77 percent of 4,468 enrolled students in 2010) 
• 3,321 in-moversd (75.25 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 958 stayersb (21.71 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 134 within-study moversc (3.04 percent of impact analysis sample)


2008 baseline scores available 
26 schools 


Reading: 3,802 students (97.39 percent of 3,904 enrolled students in 2008) 
• 2,894 out-moversa (76.12 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 780 stayersb (20.52 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 128 within-study moversc (3.37 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 


Math: 3,812 students (98.22 percent of 3,881 enrolled students in 2008) 
• 2,903 out-moversa (76.15 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 782 stayersb (20.51 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 127 within-study moversc (3.33 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 


Only 2008 scores available  
Reading: 2,969 students 
Math: 2,978 students 


2010 posttest scores available 
26 schools 


Reading: 3,779 students (97.72 percent of 3,867 enrolled students in 2010) 
• 2,875 in-moversd (76.08 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 785 stayersb (20.77 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 119 within-study moversc (3.15 percent of impact analysis sample) 


Math: 3,800 students (98.42 percent of 3,861 enrolled students in 2010) 
• 2,895 in-moversd (76.18 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 786 stayersb (20.68 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 119 within-study moversc (3.13 percent of impact analysis sample) 


2008 baseline scores available 
26 schools 


Reading: 4,665 students (99.15 percent of 4,705 enrolled students in 2008) 
• 3,579 out-moversa (76.72 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 962 stayersb (20.62 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 124 within-study moversc (2.66 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 


Math: 4,519 students (99.17 percent of 4,557 enrolled students in 2008) 
• 3,471 out-moversa (76.81 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 924 stayersb (20.45 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 
• 124 within-study moversc (2.74 percent of 2008 baseline available scores) 


Impact analysis sample 
26 schools 


 Reading: 4,403 students 
Math: 4,413 students 


Impact analysis sample 
26 schools 


 Reading: 3,779 students 
Math: 3,800 students 


Only 2010 scores available  
Reading: 3,384 students  
Math: 3,433 students 


Only 2010 scores available  
Reading: 2,946 students 
Math: 2,966 students 


Treatment Control 


Note: Students with missing baseline or posttest scores were not included in analyses. 
a. Out-movers were students who  were in grades 3–5 within a study school at 2008 baseline, but moved  out  of the 

study  by the 2010 posttest, by  either moving  out  of the school or moving  out of the eligible grade range. 
 
b.  Stayers were students who were enrolled in  grades 3–5 in a study school at 2008  baseline and 2010 posttest, who
  
did not  change study  schools between 2008 and  2010. 
 
c. Within-study movers were  students who  were enrolled in  grades 3–5 in a study school at 2008  baseline and 2010 

posttest, who changed study schools between 2008 and 2010.
   
d. In-movers were students  not in grades 3–5 within a study school at 2008 baseline,  but  moved into a study school 
 
or into grades 3–5  prior to the 2010  posttest.
  
Source:  Adapted from the Consolidated Standards on Reporting Trials flow  diagram (www.consort-statement.org). 
 







 


                                                 
    


 
 


   
  


   
 


   
 


Researchers created four categories to describe student movement during the study period: “out
movers,” “in-movers,” “within-study movers,” or “stayers.” Out-movers were students who were 
enrolled in grades 3–5 at a study school during the 2008 baseline data collection but moved out 
of the study before the 2010 posttest data collection, either because they were no longer in grades 
3–5 or because they moved to a new school outside of the study. Thus, out-movers included 
students who moved out of the grade 3–5 study target range during the study period. For students 
whose scores contributed to the baseline reading covariate, out-movers accounted for 76.72 
percent of the treatment group and 76.12 percent of the control group. For students whose scores 
contributed to the baseline mathematics covariate, out-movers accounted for 76.81 percent of the 
treatment group and 76.15 percent of the control group (table 2.11). 


The impact analysis sample included in-movers, within-study movers, and stayers (see table 
2.11). In-movers were students who were not enrolled in grades 3–5 at a study school during the 
2008 baseline data collection, but moved into the study in 2009 or 2010 as students in grades 3–5 
and therefore were eligible for the 2010 posttest assessments.18 Thus, in-movers included 
students who moved into the grade 3–5 study target range during the study period. In-movers 
accounted for 75.15 percent of the treatment reading impact analysis sample, 76.08 percent of 
the control reading impact analysis sample, 75.25 percent of the treatment mathematics impact 
analysis sample, and 76.18 percent of the control mathematics impact analysis sample. Within-
study movers were students in grade 3 at baseline and grade 5 at posttest who changed study 
schools during the study. Within-study movers accounted for 3.04 percent of the treatment 
reading impact analysis sample, 3.15 percent of the control reading impact analysis sample, 3.04 
percent of the treatment mathematics impact analysis sample, and 3.13 percent of the control 
mathematics impact analysis sample. Stayers were students enrolled in study schools in grade 3 
at 2008 baseline data collection and grade 5 at 2010 posttest data collection and who did not 
change schools over the course of the study. Stayers made up 21.80 percent of the treatment 
reading impact analysis sample, 20.77 percent of the control reading impact analysis sample, 
21.71 percent of the treatment mathematics impact analysis sample, and 20.68 percent of the 
control mathematics impact analysis sample. A total of 99.06 percent of within-study movers and 
stayers were in grade 3 in 2008 and grade 5 in 2010.19 There were no statistically significant 
differences between study conditions regarding the degree to which the impact analysis sample 
consisted of stayers, in-movers, or within-study movers (see table 2.11). Students moved into 
and out of grade levels each year. As a result, 66 percent of the reading and mathematics baseline 
student samples advanced grades and did not have posttest data because they were in grades 4 or 
5 at pretest and grades 6 or 7 at posttest (out-movers). Likewise, 67 percent of the reading and 
mathematics posttest study samples were new students who did not have pretest data because 


18 In-movers included both within-study in-movers (students who were enrolled in study schools at baseline but not 
yet in eligible grades and therefore were exposed to the intervention for the entire study period if they were in the 
treatment group), as well as students who moved into study schools between baseline and posttest. Because 
researchers did not collect class rosters for students who were in grades 1 and 2 at baseline, it is not possible to 
distinguish in-movers who moved into eligible grades between 2008 baseline and 2010 posttest from in-movers who 
moved into study schools between 2008 baseline and 2010 posttest. 
19 A total of 17 stayers and two within-study movers moved by only one grade level between 2007/08 and 2009/10. 
The 17 stayers who moved by one grade level comprised 0.84 percent of all stayers and within study movers. The 
two within-study movers who moved by one grade level comprised 0.10 percent of all stayers and within-study 
movers. 
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they were in grades 1 or 2 at pretest and moved into grades 3 or 4 at posttest (in-movers). These 
samples reflect the natural fluctuation in sample populations because of student mobility into and 
out of grade levels, a common occurrence in most schools. Although the student sample 
fluctuated over the study period as students moved into and out of the grade 3–5 study target 
range, all classroom teachers in treatment schools were included in the Success in Sight 
intervention, regardless of the grade they taught. 


Table 2.11 Student sample categories by study condition, 2007/08 and 2009/10 


 
 Student category 


Treatment Control  Total Test 
statistic 


p-
value  n Percent n Percent n  Percent 


 Reading 


Out-movera  
 Yes 


No  
 3,579 


1,086  
76.72 
23.28 


2,894 
908 


76.12 
23.88 


6,473 
1,994 


 76.45 
23.55  


 0.39  .53


 In-moverb,c 


 Yes  3,309 75.15 2,875 76.08 6,184  75.58  0.89  .35 
 No  1,094 24.85 904 23.92 1,998  24.42 


 Within-study moverc,d 


 Yes  134 3.04 119 3.15 253 3.09   0.05  .83 
No   4,269 96.96 3,660 96.85 7,929  96.91 


 Stayerc,e 


 Yes  960 21.80 785 20.77 1,745  21.33  1.23  .27 
 No  3,443 78.20 2,994 79.23 6,437  78.67 


Mathematics 


Out-movera 


Yes 
No  
In-moverb,c 


3,471 
1,048  


76.81 
23.19 


2,903 
909 


76.15 
23.85 


6,374 
1,957 


76.51 
23.49  


0.46 .50 


Yes 
No  
Within-study moverc,d 


3,321 
1,092  


75.25 
24.75 


2,895 
905 


76.18 
23.82 


6,216 
1,997 


75.68 
24.32  


0.91 .34 


Yes 


No  
Stayerc,e 


134 


4,279  
3.04 


96.96 


119 


3,681 


3.13 


96.87 


253 


7,960 


3.08 


96.92  
0.03 .85 


Yes 


No  
958 


3,455  
21.71 


78.29 


786 


3,014 


20.68 


79.32 


1,744 


6,469 


21.23 


78.77  
1.22 .27 


Note: Researchers calculated the percentages of student sample categories by classifying each student in the 
database as belonging to a mutually exclusive category based on their school enrollment during 2008 and 2010. 
Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages. 
a. The out-movers consist of students enrolled in grades 3–5 at baseline who either left their schools or moved out of 
grades 3–5 prior to the posttest. These between-group comparisons refer to the 2008 baseline groups contributing to 
the baseline covariate. 
b. The in-movers consist of students who were not enrolled in grades 3–5 within study schools at baseline. These 
students moved into grades 3–5 or moved into a study school after the baseline and were only eligible for the 
posttest assessments. 
c. These between-group comparisons refer to the 2010 posttest impact analysis sample. 
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d. The within-study movers consist  of students who were enrolled students in  grade 3 at  baseline and in grade 5 at
  
posttest and changed  study schools during the study. 
 
e. The stayers consist of students who were  enrolled students in grade 3 at baseline and in grade 5 at posttest and did 

not change schools over the course of the study. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary 
 
Education 2008a, 2010b.
  
 
To determine whether student mobility between study schools was related to original study 
condition, researchers examined the mobility patterns of within-study movers in the student 
analytical sample. For the impact estimates on reading and mathematics achievement, students 
moving to the same study condition before the posttest made up 46.27 percent of the within-
study movers in the treatment group and 47.06 percent of the within-study movers in the control 
group. Students moving to a different study condition before the posttest made up 53.73 percent 
of the within-study movers in the treatment group and 52.94 percent of the within-study movers 
in the control group. The total number of within-study movers who completed posttest 
assessments did not differ by assessment type. There were no statistically significant differences 
between study conditions regarding the mobility patterns of within-study movers (table 2.12).  


Table 2.12 Within-study student mobility patterns by study condition, 2009/10  
 


 Within-study mover 
Treatment Control  Total Test 


statistic 
p-


value  n Percent n Percent n  Percent 
 Reading 


Moved to same study  
condition at posttest   62 46.27 56 47.06 118  46.64 


Moved to different study  
condition at posttest  


 0.00  1.00 
 72 53.73 63 52.94 135  53.36 


 Total  134 100.00 119 100.00 253  100.00 
 Mathematics 


Moved to same study  
condition at posttest   62 46.27 56 47.06 118  46.64 


Moved to different study  
condition at posttest  


 0.00  1.00 
 72 53.73 63 52.94 135  53.36 


 Total  134 100.00 119 100.00 253  100.00 
Note: Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages.  The within-study movers consist of students who were 

enrolled students at baseline and at posttest and changed study schools during the study. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary 
 
Education 2008a, 2010b.
  
 
The Success in Sight  schoolwide approach is designed to support student achievement 
irrespective of the natural inflow and outflow of students.20 Researchers examined the mobility 
patterns of within-study movers to determine the number of students moving from a treatment 
school to a different treatment school, from a control school to a different control school, from a 
treatment school to a control school, or from a control school to a treatment school. There were 
253 within-study movers, accounting for 3.09 percent of the reading student impact analysis 


                                                 
20 As indicated  previously, Success in  Sight purports  that school-level impacts should emerge even though  
individual students might be exposed to the program for different timeframes because of student mobility. 
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sample and 3.08 percent of the mathematics student impact analysis sample (table 2.13).  Within-
study movers who changed study conditions between pretest and posttest account for 1.65 
percent of the student reading impact analysis sample and 1.65 percent of the mathematics 
student impact analysis sample (n = 135). 


Table 2.13 Contribution of within-study student mobility to student impact analysis sample, 
2009/2010  


Reading assessment Mathematics assessment 
Percentage of  


sample  
(N = 8,182) 


Percentage of  
sample  


(N = 8,213) 
Number of 


students 
Number of 


students  Within-study mobility pattern 
 Treatment to treatment 62 0.76 62 0.75 


 Control to control 56 0.68 56 0.68 
 Treatment to control 63 0.77 63 0.77 
 Control to treatment 72 0.88 72 0.88 


 Total within-study mobility 253 3.09 253 3.08 
Note: The student impact analysis sample is comprised  of stayers, in-movers and within-study movers.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary  
Education 2008a, 2010b.  


Teacher sample for impact analyses of secondary outcomes 


The impact analyses of secondary outcomes examined the impact of Success in Sight on teacher 
capacity for three school improvement practices—data-based decisionmaking, purposeful 
community, and shared leadership—after two years of implementation. Success in Sight aims to 
affect schoolwide teacher capacity regardless of naturally-occurring individual teacher mobility. 
This study focused on school-level teacher capacity as measured by a teacher survey in 2010. 
The impact analyses did not track changes in individual teacher capacity from the 2007/08 
school year to the 2009/10 school year, but instead included all eligible teachers with available 
2010 survey data. Teachers were considered eligible to participate in the 2010 posttest survey if 
they were members of the leadership team, classroom teachers, or specialists, and had 
appointments of 0.50 full-time equivalent or greater at the school at the 2010 posttest. Available 
teacher 2008 baseline survey scores were used to create baseline covariates to increase the 
precision of the impact estimates.21   


The Consolidated Standards on Reporting Trials statement (Campbell, Elbourne, and Altman 
2004) describes the flow of teachers in the study from baseline to posttest and documents how 
researchers established the teacher impact analysis sample with regard to the 2008 baseline 
survey, teacher mobility and missing data, and available 2010 posttest survey data (figure 2.3). In 
this study, teachers were nested in 52 participating schools, which the research team randomly 
assigned to treatment and control groups. As indicated previously, all 26 treatment schools and 
all 26 control schools remained in the study from 2008 baseline assessment to 2010 posttest 
assessment. At the 2008 baseline survey administration, 750 teachers in the 26 treatment group 
schools (91.58 percent of eligible teachers) participated in the survey. In the control group, 624 
teachers in the 26 control group schools (82.65 percent of eligible teachers) participated in the 


                                                 
21 The data analysis methods section  of this chapter provides additional detail about the impact analyses, including  
the construction of the baseline teacher capacity for school improvement practices covariates. 
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baseline survey. At the 2010 posttest survey administration, 815 teachers in the 26 treatment 
group schools (98.79 percent of eligible teachers) participated in the survey. In the control group, 
701 teachers in the 26 control group schools (95.12 percent of eligible teachers) participated in 
the 2010 posttest survey (see figure 2.3). The final impact analysis sample of 815 teachers from 
treatment schools and 701 teachers from control schools resulted from natural teacher mobility 
characteristic of all schools regardless of programming strategies. 
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Figure 2.3 Teacher sample flow from  baseline to posttest, 2008 and 2010  
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 Random assignment of schools 
52 schools 


Only 2008 surveys available 
158 teachers 


2010 posttest surveys available 
26 schools 


Total: 815 teachers (98.79 percent of 825 eligible teachers in 2010) 
• 143 in-moversd (17.55 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 645 stayersb (79.14 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 27 within-study moversc (3.31 percent of impact analysis sample) 


2008 baseline surveys available 
26 schools 


Total: 624 teachers (82.65 percent of 755 eligible teachers in 2008) 
• 133 out-moversa (21.31 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 
• 427 stayersb (68.43 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 
• 23 within-study moversc (3.69 percent of 2008 baseline available 


surveys) 
• 41 unidentifiedd (6.57 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 


Only 2008 surveys available  
152 teachers 


2010 posttest surveys available 
26 schools 


Total: 701 teachers (95.12 percent of 737 eligible teachers in 2010) 
• 134 in-moversd (19.12 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 539 stayersb (76.89 percent of impact analysis sample) 
• 28 within-study moversc (3.99 percent of impact analysis sample) 


2008 baseline surveys available 
26 schools 


Total: 750 teachers (91.58 percent of 819 eligible teachers in 2008) 
• 154 out-moversa (20.53 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 
• 547 stayersb (72.93 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 
• 20 within-study moversc (2.67 percent of 2008 baseline available 


surveys) 
• 29 unidentifiedd (3.87 percent of 2008 baseline available surveys) 


Impact analysis sample 
26 schools 


815 teachers 


Impact analysis sample 
26 schools 


701 teachers 


Only 2010 surveys available  
257 teachers 


Only 2010 surveys available  
275 teachers 


Treatment Control 


Note: Teachers with missing baseline or posttest surveys were not included in analyses.  
a. Out-movers were teachers who were in a study school at the 2008 baseline but moved out of the study by the 2010 

posttest. 
 
b. Stayers were teachers who were in a study school at the 2008 baseline a nd 2010 posttest, and who did not change 

study  schools between 2008 and  2010. 
 
c. Within-study movers were teachers who were in a study school at the 2008 baseline and 2010 posttest, and who 

changed study schools between 2008  and  2010.
   
d. Researchers  did not track teacher responses at the baseline survey. Upon survey completion,  researchers
  
compared baseline survey timestamps and  demographic information to identify baseline respondent matches 

between the eligible teacher roster and received surveys. A total of 1,304 baseline surveys were matched with 

individual names and  70 surveys could  not be uniquely identified  beyond  the school  name. As a result, researchers 

could not accurately break out  missing survey data by  group  for the 2008  baseline survey. 
 
e. In-movers were teachers who were not in a study school at the 2008 baseline, but moved into  a study school prior 

to  the 2010 posttest.
  
Source:  Adapted from the Consolidated Standards on Reporting Trials flow  diagram (www.consort-statement.org). 
 







 


 


 


 
 


  
 


 
  


  


Researchers classified teachers, like students, into four categories: “out-movers,” “in-movers,” 
“within-study movers,” and “stayers.” Out-movers were teachers who were eligible at the 2008 
baseline survey administration but moved out of the study before the 2010 posttest survey 
administration. In-movers were teachers who were not in a study school at baseline but moved 
into a study school by the 2010 posttest and were eligible to take the survey. Within-study 
movers were teachers who were eligible to participate at baseline and posttest but changed study 
schools over the course of the study. Stayers were eligible teachers at baseline and posttest who 
did not change schools over the course of the study.  


The impact analysis sample for secondary outcomes included all four categories (table 2.14). 
Out-movers were only eligible for the baseline survey and accounted for 20.53 percent of the 
treatment group and 21.31 percent of the control group at baseline. In-movers were only eligible 
for the posttest survey and accounted for 17.55 percent of the treatment sample and 19.12 
percent of the control sample at posttest. Within-study movers were eligible for the baseline and 
posttest surveys but changed study schools between surveys. At posttest, a total of 3.31 percent 
of the treatment sample and 3.99 percent of the control sample were categorized as within-study 
movers. The stayer sample was eligible for the baseline and posttest teacher surveys and 
represented 79.14 percent of the treatment sample and 76.89 percent of the control sample at 
posttest. There were no statistically significant differences between study conditions in the 
percentages of teachers representing out-movers, stayers, in-movers, or within-study movers. 
Additionally, there were no statistically significant differences between study conditions on 
patterns of teacher mobility (see tables 2.14 and 2.15). 


Table 2.14 Teacher sample categories by study condition, 2008 and 2010 


 
 Teacher category 


Treatment Control Total Test 
statistic 


p-
value  n Percent n Percent n  Percent 


Out-movera  
 Yes  154 20.53 133 21.31 287  20.89  0.08  .77 


 No  596 79.47 491 78.69 1,087  79.11 


 In-moverb,c 


 Yes  143 17.55 134 19.12 277  18.27  0.52  .47 
 No  672 82.45 567 80.88 1,239  81.73 


 Within-study moverc,d 


 Yes  27 3.31 28 3.99 55  3.63  0.33  .57 
 No  788 96.69 673 96.01 1,461  96.37 


 Stayerc,e 


 Yes  645 79.14 539 76.89 1,184  78.10  0.99  .32 
 No  170 20.86 162 23.11 332  21.90 


Note: Researchers calculated the percentages of teacher sample categories by classifying each teacher as belonging 
to a mutually exclusive category on the basis of available teacher survey identifiers in 2008 and 2010. Analyses 
were chi-square tests between percentages. 
a. The out-movers consist of teachers who were eligible at baseline but moved away before the posttest survey and 
were no longer eligible for the posttest. These between-group comparisons refer to the 2008 baseline groups 
contributing to the baseline covariate. 
b. The in-movers consist of teachers who were not eligible at baseline. These teachers moved into one of the study 
schools after the baseline and were only eligible for the posttest survey. 
c. These between-group comparisons refer to the 2010 posttest sample. 
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d. The within-study movers consist  of teachers who changed study schools over the course of study, but were 

eligible for the baseline and  posttest surveys. 
 
e. The stayers consist of teachers who were  eligible at baseline and  were also eligible at posttest, and  did not change 
 
schools over the course of the study. 
 
Source: 2008  baseline and  2010 posttest teacher surveys.
  


To examine whether teacher movement between study schools was related to original study 
condition, researchers examined the mobility patterns of within-study movers in the impact 
analysis sample for secondary outcomes. Teachers moving to the same study condition before 
the posttest made up 48.15 percent of the within-study movers in the treatment group and 53.57 
percent of the within-study movers in the control group. Teachers moving to a different study 
condition before the posttest made up 51.85 percent of the within-study movers in the treatment 
group and 46.43 percent of the within study movers in the control group. There were no 
statistically significant differences between study conditions in the mobility patterns of within-
study movers (table 2.15). 


Table 2.15 Within-study teacher mobility patterns by study condition, 2010  
Treatment Control Total Test 


statistic 
p-


value Sample type n Percent n Percent n Percent 
Moved to same 
study condition at 
posttest  13 48.15 15 53.57 28 50.91 
Moved to different 
study condition at 
posttest  


0.02 .90 


14 51.85 13 46.43 27 49.09 
Total 27 100.00 28 100.00 55 100.00 


Note: Analyses were chi-square tests between percentages. The within-study movers consist of teachers who 
changed study schools over the course of study, but were eligible for the baseline and posttest surveys. 
Source: 2010 teacher survey. 


Recognizing that teacher turnover occurs from year to year, the Success in Sight approach is 
designed to support systemic school improvement practices by introducing new teachers to 
improvement efforts as part of facilitators’ mentoring of the leadership team. Researchers 
considered potential crossover effects and concluded that even if a teacher moved from a 
treatment school to a control school, the teacher would not be able to single-handedly implement 
the systemic schoolwide intervention program he or she was exposed to in the treatment school. 
Likewise, teachers (as well as students) might want to move from a control school into a 
treatment school if the latter is perceived as improving. A total of 55 teachers moved from a 
treatment school to a different treatment school, from a control school to a different control 
school, from a treatment school to a control school, or from a control school to a treatment 
school (table 2.16). Overall, within-study movers from the teacher sample comprised 3.63 
percent of the teacher impact analysis sample. 
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Table 2.16 Contribution of within-study teacher mobility to impact  
analysis sample, 2010  


Percentage of teacher 
impact analysis sample  


(n = 1,516) 
Number of


teachers  Mobility pattern 
 Treatment to treatment 13 0.86 


 Control to control 15 0.99 
 Treatment to control 13 0.86 
 Control to treatment 14 0.92 


 Total 55 3.63 
Note. The teacher impact analysis sample consisted of stayers, in-movers, and within-study movers. 
Source: 2008 and 2010 teacher survey.  
 
Missing Data 


This study experienced no missing data at the level of random assignment—the school level. All 
52 participating schools provided baseline and posttest data. There was, however, student and 
teacher missing data in the study.22 Because school was the unit of analysis, researchers explored 
differences in missing data rates at the school-level.  


Student missing data occurred when students were enrolled in grades 3–5 in the study schools, 
and were therefore eligible to take the state assessments, but were missing reading or 
mathematics test scores. In this study, missing student scores for eligible students could be 
attributed to student absences on the day of testing. The overall school-level student missing data 
rate was less than 2 percent at baseline and posttest (table 2.17). At baseline, scores were missing 
from less than 1 percent of students in treatment schools and less than 3 percent of students in 
control schools. At posttest, scores were missing for less than 2 percent of students in treatment 
schools and less than 3 percent of students in control schools. (See the treatment of missing data 
section for details.) For reading and mathematics, there were no statistically significant 
differences between groups regarding student missing data rates (see table 2.17).  
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22 As indicated  previously in this chapter, this study’s data collection focused on students and teachers present 
within a school at each data collection point rather than following students and teachers longitudinally because the 
effects of Success in  Sight were intended to  emerge regardless of the natural fluctuation  of student and teacher 
populations.  







 


    


    
         


    


         
 


    
   


  
 


 


  


 


Table 2.17 Comparison of the percentage of missing student assessment scores by condition, 
2007/08 and 2009/10  


Treatment  
(schools = 26)  


Control 
(schools = 26) Total 


Characteristic Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 


Standard 
deviation Mean 


Standard 
deviation Difference 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value 


Baseline 
missing scores 
(percent)  
Reading  
Mathematics 


0.89  
0.89 


1.33  
1.31 


2.68 
2.02 


5.14 
4.92 


1.78 
1.45 


3.83 
3.61 


–1.79  
–1.13 


–1.72 
–1.13 


.10 


.26 
Posttest missing 
scores (percent)  
Reading 
Mathematics 


1.46  
1.16 


1.45  
1.18 


2.33 
1.71 


4.45 
4.31 


1.89 
1.44 


3.30 
3.31 


–0.87  
–0.55 


–0.94 
–0.63 


.35 


.53 
Note: Analyses were t-tests between school-level means for the percentage of missing scores.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
 
Education 2008a, 2010b.
 


Wave nonresponse (that is, complete missing data at baseline or posttest) caused teacher-level 
missing data when teachers were eligible to complete a survey at one time point but did not do 
so, perhaps because they were on leave during the survey completion window or did not have 
sufficient time in their schedule to complete the online survey. Wave nonresponse is different 
from item nonresponse, wherein teachers complete a survey but choose not to answer individual 
survey items (Graham, Cumsille, and Elek-Fisk 2003; Puma et al. 2009). (See the treatment of 
missing data section in this chapter for details.) 


Teacher missing data occurred when teachers were full-time staff members at a school and were 
therefore eligible for the teacher survey but did not complete it. Teacher missing data rates 
differed by measure and by time point. The overall school-level teacher missing data rates were 
13.04 percent at pretest and 3.17 percent at posttest (table 2.18). Regarding differential missing 
data rates, at baseline, completed surveys were missing from 8.15 percent of eligible teachers 
from treatment schools and 17.92 percent of eligible teachers from control schools. Missing data 
rates for teachers from control schools were statistically significantly greater than for teachers 
from treatment schools at baseline. At posttest, completed surveys were missing from 1.38 
percent of eligible teachers from treatment schools and 4.96 percent of eligible teachers from 
control schools. Missing data rates for teachers from treatment and control schools did not 
statistically significantly differ at posttest.   
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Table 2.18 Comparison of the percentage of missing teacher surveys by condition, 2008 and 2010  


    


    


    


  
   


 
 


 


 


Treatment 
(schools = 26)  


Control 
(schools = 26) Total 


Characteristic Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 


Standard 
deviation Mean 


Standard 
deviation Difference 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value 


Baseline missing 
surveys (percent) 
Posttest missing 
surveys (percent)  


8.15 


1.38  


9.27 


3.60  


17.92 


4.96 


18.49 


11.60 


13.04 


3.17 


15.30 


8.69 


-9.77 


-3.58  


-2.41 


-1.50


.02** 


.14 
** Significant at p = .05.
 
Note: Analyses were t-tests between school-level means for the percentage of missing surveys.
 
Source: 2008 and 2010 teacher survey.
 


As mentioned previously, missing data analyses examined mean school-level differences. 
Appendix C provides additional information regarding participation eligibility, nonresponses, 
and response rates by data collection instrument and administration period at the participant-
level. 


Data collection 


Data collection occurred from March 2008 until June 2010 (table 2.19). Specifically, state 
reading and mathematics assessments, administered in the spring of 2008 and 2010, were used to 
gauge student achievement in reading and mathematics at baseline and posttest. A teacher survey 
was administered in 2008 and 2010 to gauge teacher capacity for school improvement practices 
at baseline and posttest. To describe the fidelity of Success in Sight delivery and participation in 
treatment schools, researchers collected data from Success in Sight professional development 
facilitators throughout the study period. Researchers also collected interview and focus group 
data from principals, leadership team members, and teachers to provide information about the 
local contexts of the treatment and control schools. Except for fidelity measures for treatment 
schools, all data collection efforts represented staff in treatment and control schools. Appendix C 
includes response rates for each instrument and administration period. Appendix D presents data 
collection instruments used in the study. 
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Table 2.19 Data collection schedule  
 Data collection method Baseline  Intermediatea Posttest 


Treatment and control schools  
Student achievement  
State reading and mathematics  
assessments  
Teacher capacity for data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful  
community, and shared 
leadership  
Teacher survey  
Local school context  
Principal interviews  
School focus groups with 
principals, leadership team  
members and teachers from  each 
school  
Phone interviews with the 
principal, one leadership team  
member and one staff member 
from each school  


March–May 2008 


June–October 2008b 


September–October 2008 


September–October 2008 


  


March–April 2009  


March–June 2009  


March–May 2010 


March–April 2010 


April–June 2010 
Treatment schools only  


 Implementation fidelity 
Program recordsc  


 Electronic logs d 
September 2008–May 2010 
September 2008–May 2010 


a. Intermediate wave  data were collected in  2009  but were not analyzed for this study.  
b.  The extended survey administration period accounted for time to identify site coordinators and administer the 
survey while school was in session rather than  during the summer.   
c. Program records included site visit summaries and attendance records and were completed each time Success in 
Sight  facilitators visited a treatment site or conducted a large-group professional development session.  
d. Electronic logs completed by Success in Sight facilitators included data related to professional development, 
content delivery, and school  fractal experiences.  
 
To help staff understand the nature and timeline of study activities and encourage their 
participation, researchers conveyed study information verbally and through printed research 
orientation materials at the beginning of the study period. Each treatment and control school 
identified a site coordinator who was responsible for working with researchers to coordinate and 
facilitate data collection activities. Researchers conducted study orientations with each school in 
the fall of 2008 during site visits, providing principals, site coordinators (if different from the 
principal), and staff participants with a description, instructions, and timeline for the online 
teacher survey, focus groups, and principal interviews.  


In February 2010, researchers presented the posttest spring data collection activities, schedule, 
and instructions to all treatment schools during Success in Sight large-group professional 
development sessions. During these onsite visits, researchers also met with site coordinators in 
control schools that had response rates less than 70 percent on the 2008 teacher survey. The 
purpose of these face-to-face visits was to present the spring 2010 data collection schedule and 
process, stress the importance of study participation, and answer any questions. Researchers 
conducted webinars covering the same information as the onsite visits with site coordinators in 
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all other control schools in early spring. To promote participation in posttest data collection 
activities further, school district superintendents provided a letter of support to treatment and 
control schools reinforcing the district support of their participation. Researchers made this 
request of school districts because posttest data collection occurred 17 months after baseline data 
collection, and researchers wanted to make sure that study schools remained committed to 
participating in all study-related activities.  


Treatment and control staff received stipends for participating in surveys, focus groups, and 
interviews. Teacher survey participants received a $25 stipend for each survey that they 
completed, for up to a total of $75 across the three administrations. Fall 2008 focus group 
participants each received a $25 stipend. Principal interview participants received a $35 stipend 
for each interview (2008 and 2010), and other interview participants (leadership team interview 
participants and nonleadership team interview participants) received a $25 stipend for 
participating in the spring 2010 phone interviews. Site coordinators received a $75 stipend for 
their help in coordinating each of the three data collection waves (baseline 2008, intermediate 
2009, and posttest 2010). To increase survey response rates on the 2010 administration of the 
teacher survey, schools reaching a 100 percent survey completion rate received a $100 gift card 
for a school celebration. Site coordinators, who distributed the survey and tracked survey 
completion, could earn a $25 gift card for an 80 percent completion rate in their school or a $50 
gift card for a 100 percent completion rate.23 


Student achievement measures 


The study’s primary outcomes were measured by student achievement data from state reading 
and mathematics assessments for grades 3–5 from the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment 
II24 and the Missouri Assessment Program.25 Coefficient alphas for the 2008 assessment 
administration ranged from .88 to .91 across all domain-specific assessments in reading and 
mathematics on the Minnesota assessment. Coefficient alphas ranged from .91 to .92 across all 
domain-specific assessments in reading and mathematics on the Missouri assessment. Appendix 
F provides additional information about these assessments. 


Researchers used state assessments because of their established reliability and validity, because 
of their alignment to NCLB goals and to the reading and mathematics content taught across 
study schools, and because of annual testing procedures already in place. Researchers collected 
these data directly from the participating school district in Minnesota and from the Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. In addition to student achievement data for 
the 2007/08 (baseline) and 2009/10 (posttest) school years, school district data files included 


23 School districts did not provide researchers with staff email addresses, and therefore, researchers emailed the 
online survey link to site coordinators, who were responsible for distributing the survey and tracking responses. 
24 The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II Technical Manual and Yearbook (Minnesota Department of 
Education 2008b, 2008e) are available online at 
http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/Accountability_Programs/Assessment_and_Testing/Assessments/MCA/TechRep 
orts/index.html 
25 The Missouri Assessment Program Technical Reports (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 2008b, 2010c) are available online at http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/assess/tech/ 
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student demographic information such as ethnicity, English language learner status, and special 
education status. 


Researchers used vertically scaled scores by grade level and subject area from both state 
assessments to create z-scores for the primary outcome analysis (see data analysis section in this 
chapter for a full description of how researchers calculated z-scores). Upon receiving the state 
assessment data, researchers examined the means, standard deviations, and ranges of the data to 
identify potential erroneous values, outliers, ceiling effects, and floor effects. Before creating z-
scores, researchers addressed the assumptions recommended by May et al. (2009) for studies 
using rescaled scores to combine impact estimates across grades and states. Appendixes E and F 
provide an overview of these assumptions and the ways in which this study’s data addressed 
these assumptions.  


Teacher capacity for school improvement practices 


For this study, participating teachers were administered a survey to collect data on the three 
intermediate outcomes for teacher capacity for school improvement practices: data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership. The teacher survey was 
developed from the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices (Mid-continent Research for 
Education and Learning 2005) and the Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002). 
Appendix G provides detailed information about the development of the teacher survey as well 
as the psychometric properties of the scales used to measure the three intermediate outcomes. 
The teacher survey also included items for teacher background information such as years of 
teaching, education degree, and certification. 


The Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices was used as a basis for measuring the intermediate 
teacher outcomes because it was designed for use in high-need schools, includes questions 
worded appropriately for the school as the unit of analysis, demonstrated high quality with 
regard to its technical characteristics, and addressed two of the three outcomes for this study in 
their entirety. The Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002) was included because it assesses 
collective efficacy of teachers at the group level and addresses an important aspect of purposeful 
community not covered in the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices. Researchers ensured 
data quality for the teacher survey through the administration and format of the online survey. 
Researchers conveyed the eligibility criteria for survey recipients to site coordinators to ensure 
the correct staff received the survey. As mentioned previously, these criteria related to job 
position and employment status. To reduce missing critical item-level data, researchers designed 
the survey so that respondents were required to complete items identifying their district and 
school (for analysis purposes) and confirming that they work with students in an instructional 
capacity (to ensure that the participant was eligible to take the survey). Researchers divided the 
survey into multiple pages with a minimum of two and a maximum of four matrix questions per 
page so that respondents would not need to scroll down the page (potentially skipping items). 
Given the length of the survey, researchers also provided a bar at the bottom of each page 
indicating the percentage of the survey they had completed so that teacher participants could 
gauge their progress in completing the survey. This confirmed for teacher participants when they 
had completed all items and helped to avoid respondents submitting the survey without accessing 
all items. 
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Researchers administered this survey in an online format to all classroom teachers, instructional 
specialists, and leadership team members with employment status of 0.50 full-time equivalent or 
greater within each participating treatment and control school. Researchers set these criteria to 
ensure that teacher survey participants were in a position to influence student learning 
instructionally and implement school improvement practices. Starting in June 2008 (baseline) 
and March 2010 (posttest), researchers sent a link to the online survey to each site coordinator, 
along with a list of survey recipients. Site coordinators distributed the survey link to teacher 
survey participants who then completed and submitted the survey online. Researchers worked 
closely with site coordinators to monitor the completion rate of the survey and follow up with 
staff who did not respond to initial survey completion requests. Site coordinators followed up 
with respondents until they submitted a completed survey or the data collection window closed. 
At the 2010 posttest, 815 teachers from treatment schools (98.79 percent of those eligible) and 
701 teachers from control schools (95.12 percent of those eligible) completed surveys. 


Teachers responded to individual survey items using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 
somewhat disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, and 5 = strongly 
agree).26 The outcomes were all self-reports. Self-reports are limited by respondents’ accuracy in 
recalling their practices or activities. Self-report measures are also susceptible to response sets or 
response styles. The two response sets most problematic to self-reports are social desirability and 
acquiescence. Social desirability occurs when respondents choose the response that they think 
will be seen as more socially desirable or more socially favorable. For example, teachers may 
over-report their capacity for school improvement practices because they think that this capacity 
is socially desirable. Acquiescence occurs when respondents choose the positive responses to 
items regardless of content. To some degree, acquiescence can be countered though the use of 
negatively valenced items, such as those in the Goddard Collective Efficacy scale.  


The teacher survey and its administration were the same for the treatment group and the control 
group. Any limitations of the survey as a self-report likely would be relevant to both groups. 
Given that the treatment and control groups were formed via random assignment, the two groups 
can be expected to be equal in terms of the degree to which either response set—social 
desirability or acquiescence—were present. Comparisons between the two groups on these three 
self-report outcomes, therefore, were unlikely to be adversely impacted by the self-report nature 
of the survey. 


Scores used in the impact analysis for each of the three intermediate outcomes (data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership) were calculated by averaging the 
ratings for items comprising each scale. The coefficient alphas for the intermediate outcomes 
were .76 for data based decisionmaking, .89 for purposeful community, and .96 for shared 
leadership. These alpha coefficients exceed the What Works Clearinghouse standards for reliable 
outcome measures (What Works Clearinghouse 2008). Results from the confirmatory factor 
analysis showed that the three intermediate outcomes were highly related, with correlations 
between the three latent variables representing each outcome at .89 or higher. The confirmatory 
factor analysis results also suggested that the items measuring shared leadership provided a 
reliable and valid measure, but that the items for data-based decisionmaking and shared 
community may not provide reliable and valid measures of their respective constructs. Taken 


26 As described in appendix G, six of the survey items were reverse coded to adjust for negatively valenced items. 
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together, psychometric analysis results suggest that the teacher survey likely provided a measure 
sufficient for the purpose of this study, an estimation of the impact of Success in Sight on school 
level teacher capacity for school improvement practices. The limitations of the instrument, 
however, should be kept in mind when interpreting results.  


Local context measures 


To gain a better understanding of the local contexts that might influence school improvement 
practices in treatment and control schools, researchers collected baseline contextual data from 
September to October 2008 and end-of-study contextual data from April to June 2010. Baseline 
contextual data included site visit interviews with school principals and focus groups with the 
school leadership teams and a cross-section of school staff. End-of-study contextual data 
included phone interviews with the principal, a member of the leadership team, and a classroom 
teacher not on the leadership team in each treatment and control school. Response rates were 
100.00 percent for 2008 baseline principal interviews and school focus groups and 99.36 percent 
for 2010 phone interviews. See appendix C for more information about response rates for these 
data collection activities. 


The site visit interview and focus group protocols contained parallel questions designed to 
document the nature of school improvement activities, the local education context, and 
circumstances that might have helped or hindered school improvement efforts such as changing 
demographics and enrollments, or changes in state education policy. (See appendix D for 
instruments.) The focus groups that researchers conducted with a cross-section of school staff at 
treatment and control sites provided additional feedback on the extent to which school 
improvement activities and any subsequent changes had spread beyond the school leadership 
team. With the assistance of the site coordinator, researchers recruited teachers representing 
different grade levels, subject areas, and instructional duties (such as classroom teachers and 
counselors) who were not part of the school leadership team to participate in the focus groups in 
each treatment and control school. Focus groups with the school leadership teams did not include 
school principals, even though each principal was a member of the team, so that staff participants 
could share their experiences and perceptions freely without fear of jeopardizing their job or 
relationship with the principal. Instead, researchers conducted a separate interview with the 
school principal. 


Near the end of the study, in spring 2010, researchers conducted 15-minute follow-up interviews 
with key contacts in each participating school to determine whether the local conditions 
documented during the baseline site visits had stayed the same or changed, and if so, how. Key 
contacts included the principal, a member of the leadership team, and a teacher not on the 
leadership team. Researchers randomly selected the leadership team member and teacher from 
the list of focus group staff members from 2008. If the selected leadership team member or 
teacher was no longer at the school or not responsive to the interview request after three email 
invitations and two phone messages, researchers randomly selected another staff member from 
the focus group roster. The interview items aligned with questions from the 2008 focus groups 
and principal interviews. Researchers provided staff with the interview questions prior to the 
phone call, so they could prepare for the interview. 
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Delivery and participation fidelity measures 


Implementation fidelity for this study focused on the Success in Sight facilitators’ delivery of 
professional development and leadership teams’ participation in the program’s professional 
development components (see chapter 1 for a description of the professional development 
delivery components). 


Researchers developed fidelity indicators based on the Success in Sight delivery components and 
requirements for participation. Indicators of facilitators’ fidelity to delivering the program as 
intended include conduct of six large-group professional development sessions, coverage of the 
required content during those sessions, and conduct of 10 onsite mentoring sessions. School 
requirements for fidelity of participation include forming leadership teams with a minimum of 
five members, attending six large-group professional development sessions, attending 10 onsite 
mentoring sessions, and completing at least two fractal experiences. 


The purpose of the fidelity indicators was to ensure that the five key intervention activities were 
implemented: formation of a leadership team, attendance at six large-group professional 
development sessions, conduct of 10 onsite mentoring sessions with leadership team members, 
conduct of 10 onsite mentoring sessions with school principals, and implementation of a 
minimum of two fractal improvement experiences. (See table 3.1 in chapter 3 for criteria and 
indicators for adequacy of fidelity.) 


Researchers gathered data on delivery and participation fidelity from Success in Sight program 
records and electronic logs. Success in Sight facilitators maintained program records throughout 
the two-year implementation period, which included documentation of the composition of the 
school leadership team, including the number of members and their roles in the school; 
leadership team attendance records for onsite professional development sessions; and site visit 
summaries. Site visit summaries included a record of the dates, duration, participation in and 
nature of the onsite mentoring sessions with leadership teams and school leaders, as well as the 
fractal improvement experiences that each school completed.27 Because these data were self-
reported by Success in Sight facilitators, they are not considered objective data. This study did 
not examine relationships among implementation fidelity and primary or secondary outcomes, 
but the reliance upon only self-report data to document implementation fidelity is still a 
limitation of this study. 


Success in Sight facilitators completed electronic logs developed by researchers to document the 
content they delivered at each large-group professional development session and the fractal 
improvement experiences at each school. The first electronic log consisted of the Large-Group 
Professional Development Fidelity Checklist (see appendix D) to measure the extent facilitators 
delivered each professional development module (fully, partially, or not at all). The second 
electronic log tracked the topic and number of staff participants for each fractal improvement 
experience during the two-year period. 


27 As discussed in chapter 1, a fractal improvement experience is a small, manageable, and deliberate experience that 
enables participants to practice school improvement skills in areas of local need. 
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Data analysis methods 


Researchers used benchmark and sensitivity analyses to address the study’s primary and 
secondary research questions.28 The analyses included data from all participating schools as they 
were randomized at the onset of the study. Consistent with the random assignment of schools to 
either the treatment or control group, researchers estimated impact analyses at the school level 
using multilevel modeling to account for the sources of variability in the data that result from the 
nested structure of the school environment. Analyses included two-tailed t-tests (p = .05) to 
assess the significance of the impact estimates as well as procedures to correct for multiple 
comparisons across impact estimates.29 Researchers used HLM (Version 6.08) to conduct all 
multilevel modeling analyses.  


Analyses of primary outcomes: impact on student achievement 


The impact analyses of primary outcomes examined the effect of assignment to the Success in 
Sight intervention on student achievement after two years. The outcome variables were z-scores 
derived from student achievement scale scores in reading and mathematics from the spring 2010 
administration of the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II and Missouri Assessment 
Program. The student sample for the impact analyses of primary outcomes included students 
enrolled in participating schools in grades 3–5 with available achievement data from the reading 
or mathematics state assessments at posttest.  


Researchers estimated the intervention effects using two multilevel random-intercept models 
(one for each achievement domain) to account for sources of variability of students nested within 
schools. To create the student achievement z-scores used as outcomes, researchers followed May 
et al.’s (2009) guidance and transformed all achievement data into z-scores, separately for each 
grade, state, and assessment content area. The approach to transforming achievement data across 
multiple states into z-scores also was similar to procedures used by Carlson, Borman, and 
Robinson (2010).30 First, researchers obtained the 2009/10 statewide means and standard 
deviations for reading and mathematics scale scores for grades 3–5 from the Minnesota and 
Missouri state departments of education. For each student in the study sample, researchers 
subtracted the appropriate grade-level state mean from each student’s reading and mathematics 
scale score and divided it by the corresponding standard deviation to derive each student’s 
reading z-score and mathematics z-score. Researchers carried out these procedures separately for 
each grade, content area (reading and mathematics), and state. 


Each random-intercept multilevel model (that is, a model in which only the school intercept was 
allowed to vary randomly across schools) included the level 1 intercept as a random effect and 


28 The benchmark analyses are the analyses that determine whether Success in Sight has a statistically significant 
impact on the primary and secondary outcomes. Sensitivity analyses are the analyses that examine the robustness of 
the benchmark impact analyses to variations in the analytic models and samples. 
29 Before conducting analyses, researchers conducted several data cleansing and preparation procedures, including 
calculating and examining descriptive statistics, examining data ranges, and looking for outliers. 
30 In the Carlson, Borman, and Robinson (2010) study, outcome data were collected at the school level rather than at 
the student level, so they created standardized school level scores rather than standardized student level scores. This 
study uses student-level data to estimate the impact of Success in Sight. 
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the level 1 coefficients on the covariates as fixed effects. Level 1 (the student level) of each 
model included two dummy-coded indicator variables for posttest grade level (GRADE 4 or 
GRADE 5), with grade 3 as the reference group.31 These variables were grand mean–centered. 
The following equation represents each level 1 model:  


  Yij = β0j + β1j(GRADE 4)ij + β2j(GRADE 5)ij + rij 


where Yij is the posttest reading or mathematics performance of student i in a particular school j, 
β0j is the mean posttest performance of students in school j, β1j is the coefficient for the fixed 
effect for grade 4, β2j is the coefficient for the fixed effect for grade 5, and rij is the random error 
for student i in school j. 


Each level 2 (school-level) model included a dummy-coded variable to indicate assignment to 
treatment or control group (TREATMENT) to estimate the impact of the intervention on student 
achievement; researchers coded this variable as 0 for control and 1 for treatment. Each level 2 
model also included baseline school size (SIZE) as a grand-mean centered integer variable, as 
well as indicator variables for blocks (that is, matched pairs) used in random assignment 
(BLOCK). BLOCK 1 served as the reference group. The block variables were grand mean– 
centered. To account for baseline school-level differences in achievement, each level 2 model 
included a baseline achievement score (PREACHIEVE) as a grand-mean centered covariate.32 


The following equation represents each level 2 model:  


  


β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j … + γ029(BLOCK 26)j + 
γ030(PREACHIEVE)j+ u0j, 


β1j = γ10, 


β2j = γ20 


31Although the inclusion of student-level demographic variables as covariates might have improved model 
specification, researchers did not include them for two reasons. First, prior to randomization researchers matched 
schools on student reading achievement scores and free or reduced-priced lunch status to account for variability in 
these areas. Second, the power analyses revealed that the models used would have the power of .80 to detect a 
standardized effect size of .20 or larger for benchmark analyses of primary outcomes and .30 or larger for the 
benchmark analyses of secondary outcomes. Therefore, student-level demographic variables were not included in 
these models. 


32 The model examining the impact of Success in Sight on reading achievement included a baseline reading 
covariate, and the model examining the impact of Success in Sight on mathematics achievement included a baseline 
mathematics covariate. To create these achievement covariates, researchers followed May et al.’s (2009) guidance 
and transformed achievement data into z-scores, separately for each grade, state, and assessment content area. 
Specifically, for each school in the study, researchers calculated grade-level means for reading and mathematics 
from the 2007/08 state assessments. From these school-specific grade-level reading and mathematics means, 
researchers subtracted the appropriate statewide mean and divided the resulting values by the corresponding 
standard deviations, yielding an overall mathematics and reading z-score for each school, which served as the 
baseline achievement covariates. Researchers did not include a student-level baseline covariate in the primary 
impact analyses because the students contributing to the baseline covariate were in grades 3–5 in 2008, and the 
posttest student sample included students in grades 3–5 in 2010. Thus, individual-level baseline covariate data were 
only available for the students who were in grade 3 at baseline and grade 5 at posttest. 


55 




http:covariate.32

http:group.31





 


 


 


 


 


 


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest performance for average-size, average-performing 
schools in the control group, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being in 
the treatment or control group, the treatment–control difference in adjusted mean school 
performance; γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; γ03–γ029 are the regression 
coefficients for the random assignment blocks; γ030 is the regression coefficient for school mean 
baseline achievement; and u0j is the random error term for school j. 


Researchers calculated effect sizes using Glass’s d approach (Glass, McGaw, and Smith 1981). 
Appendix H provides additional information about the calculation of effect sizes. For each effect 
size resulting from the benchmark impact estimates of primary and secondary outcomes, 
researchers calculated a corresponding What Works Clearinghouse (2008) Improvement Index. 
This value characterizes the difference between the percentile ranks corresponding to the 
treatment and control-group means in the control-group distribution. It reflects the expected 
change in percentile rank for an average student in the control group if that student had 
participated in the treatment.  


Analyses of secondary outcomes: impact on teacher capacity for school improvement practices 


The impact analyses of secondary outcomes examined the impact of assignment to the Success in 
Sight intervention on teacher capacity for school improvement practices after two years. The 
outcome variables were teacher survey scores for the following three capacities for school 
improvement practices: data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared 
leadership. The teacher sample for the analyses included classroom teachers, specialists, and 
leadership team members from participating schools with employment status of 0.50 full-time 
equivalent or greater and who had available baseline or posttest survey data.  


Researchers estimated the intervention effects on teacher capacity for school improvement 
practices using three separate multilevel models (one for each capacity for school improvement 
practice outcome) to account for sources of variability of teachers nested within schools. In each 
model, level 1 represented posttest teacher-reported capacity for school improvement in a 
specific practice (that is, data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared 
leadership). Each random-intercept multilevel model included the level 1 intercept as a random 
effect. The following equation represents each level 1 model:  


  Yij = β0j + rij 


where Yij is the posttest data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership 
score of teacher i in a particular school j, β0j is the mean posttest data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, or shared leadership score of teachers in school j, and rij is the random 
error for teacher i in school j. 


Each level 2 model included a dummy-coded variable to indicate assignment to treatment or 
control group (TREATMENT) to estimate the impact of the intervention on capacity for school 
improvement practices; researchers coded this variable as 0 for control and 1 for treatment. Each 
level 2 model also included baseline school size (SIZE) as a grand-mean centered integer 
variable as well as indicator variables for blocks (i.e., matched pairs) used in random assignment 
(BLOCK). BLOCK 1 served as the reference group. The block variables were grand-mean 
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centered. To account for baseline school-level differences in teachers’ reported capacity for 
school improvement practices, the level 2 model included a baseline teacher score for data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership (PRECAPACITY) as a grand
mean-centered covariate.33 The following equation represents each level 2 model:  


 
β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ029(BLOCK 26)j + 
γ030(PRECAPACITY)j+ u0j 


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest teacher capacity score for average-size control schools 
with average teacher capacity scores, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of 
being in the treatment or control group, the treatment–control difference in adjusted mean 
teacher-reported capacity for school improvement practice (in data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, or shared leadership); γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; 
γ03–γ029 are the regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks; γ030 is the regression 
coefficient for school mean baseline capacity for school improvement practice score; and u0j is 
the random error term for school j. 


Treatment of missing data 


Although there was no school-level attrition in this study, there were missing student- and 
teacher-level data. Student-level missing data resulted from attrition when one or more 
assessment scores were not available for a student at either baseline or posttest. As indicated in 
table I1 (in appendix I), the amount of missing student-level data at any specific data point was 
less than 3 percent. Researchers used listwise deletion to address missing student data because it 
was not expected to bias the findings or result in a statistically significant loss of power, since the 
rate of missing data was less than 5 percent (Graham, Cumsille, Elek-Fisk 2003; Graham 2009). 


Teacher-level missing data resulted from item-level nonresponse and attrition (wave 
nonresponse). The item-level missing data rates ranged from 25.37 percent to 42.63 percent (see 
table I2 in appendix I). To address item-level nonresponse at the teacher level, researchers 
implemented multiple imputation procedures for missing baseline and outcome data. 
Specifically, researchers implemented multiple imputation with chained equations (Van Buuren 
and Groothuis-Oudshoorn forthcoming) because it was a flexible procedure that handled data 
with different levels of measurement. Appendix I provides a more detailed discussion of the 
specific multiple imputation procedures used.  


For wave nonresponse, attrition led to missing posttest teacher data for less than 5 percent of the 
cases. Therefore, researchers used listwise deletion to address missing posttest teacher data. At 
baseline, attrition led to missing data for 8.42 percent of treatment group cases and 17.35 percent 
of control group cases, making listwise deletion inappropriate for the baseline teacher data. 


33 The model examining the impact of Success in Sight on data-based decisionmaking included school mean 
baseline data-based decisionmaking score as a cluster-level covariate. Likewise, the model examining the impact of 
Success in Sight on purposeful community included school mean baseline purposeful community score as a cluster-
level covariate. Finally, the model examining the impact of Success in Sight on shared leadership included school 
mean baseline shared leadership score as a cluster-level covariate. Researchers constructed the school-level 
covariates by calculating the mean scores for eligible teachers within each school. These means were calculated 
using available data from all eligible teachers who participated in the baseline survey. 
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Multiple imputation was also inappropriate because teacher baseline and posttest responses were 
not linked, making it unfeasible to use available data in an imputer’s model. Furthermore, the use 
of a cluster-level, rather than individual-level, covariate precluded the use of the dummy variable 
method to address these missing data. Therefore, the impact models for secondary outcomes 
included cluster-level covariates calculated from available data. Appendix I provides more 
details about the extent of missing data and the methods used to address missing data for this 
study. 


Corrections for multiple comparisons 


This study’s benchmark analyses of primary and secondary outcomes included multiple 
hypothesis tests. Testing multiple hypotheses within a domain can lead to an inflated Type I 
error, which can contribute to inaccurate conclusions about the study’s findings (see Schochet 
2008a).34 Therefore, for this study, researchers followed Schochet’s (2008a) and the What Works 
Clearinghouse’s (2008) recommendations and made statistical corrections for multiple 
comparisons for this study’s benchmark impact analyses (see appendix J). Specifically, based on 
the What Works Clearinghouse’s protocol for addressing multiple comparisons, researchers used 
the Benjamini-Hochberg method. The Benjamini-Hochberg approach to multiple comparisons 
controls the false discovery rate, which is the probability that a statistically significant finding is 
a falsely rejected null hypothesis (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995; Schochet 2008a; What Works 
Clearinghouse 2008). Williams, Jones, and Tukey (1999) suggest that the Benjamini-Hochberg 
method is an appropriate method for addressing multiple comparisons across a wide range of 
situations. 


Sensitivity analyses 


Researchers conducted several sensitivity analyses to test the robustness of the benchmark 
estimates derived from the analyses of primary and secondary outcomes described above.35 


Researchers tested the robustness of benchmark estimates of primary and secondary outcomes to 
the use of a baseline covariate by running the analytic models for primary outcomes with no 
baseline achievement covariate and by running the analytic models for secondary outcomes with 
no baseline school improvement practice covariate.  


In addition, researchers tested the robustness of the benchmark estimate of primary outcomes to 
the student sample by estimating the analytic model for student achievement using only the 
students who remained in the same school throughout the study.36 This group of students is 
referred to as stayers. Although it would have been useful to test the sensitivity of findings to the 
inclusion of within-study in-movers (students who were enrolled in grades 1 and 2 at baseline 
and remained in the same school throughout the study), researchers did not have access to 
baseline enrollment rosters for students in grades 1 and 2, so it was not possible to identify 


34 A Type I error occurs when one incorrectly rejects a null hypothesis. 
35 For this study, the benchmark impact estimates were derived from the benchmark impact analysis models 
described previously in this chapter. The benchmark impact estimate determined whether Success in Sight was 
successful at impacting the specified outcomes for this study. 
36 Because random assignment occurred at the school level, and because each school shared unique within-school 
variance, these analyses included only students who remained in the same school throughout the study period. 
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students who were in grades 1 and 2 at baseline and remained in the same study school over the 
study period. 


Finally, analyses were conducted to test the robustness of the benchmark analysis of primary 
outcomes to the methods used to combine estimates across state samples. For the benchmark 
analysis, researchers calculated z-scores from student achievement scale scores and included data 
from both states in each model. The sensitivity analyses used student achievement scale scores 
(instead of z-scores), estimated separate models for each state, and combined the results from the 
state-specific models meta-analytically. Appendix K provides details about the meta-analytic 
methods used to combine the results from these sensitivity analyses. 
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Chapter 3. Implementation of intervention 


To supplement findings from the primary impact analyses, researchers measured fidelity to 
Success in Sight program delivery and participation criteria. Researchers also collected 
qualitative data on the local context of each participating school, including a description of 
“business as usual” school improvement efforts in control schools as compared with those in 
treatment schools during the study period. This supplemental information is intended to aid in 
interpreting impact results regarding the effects of participation in Success in Sight and to 
support discussion of whether contamination occurred between schools in the treatment and 
control groups. 


This chapter describes Success in Sight implementation and presents implementation fidelity 
criteria and findings. The chapter continues with a depiction of schools’ local contexts and 
concludes with a presentation of the cost to implement the Success in Sight intervention over two 
years. 


Success in Sight implementation  


Success in Sight is a systemic school improvement intervention intended to build the capacity of 
leadership team members, teachers, and school staff in five areas: data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based practices, and continuous 
improvement. Facilitators address these five capacity-building areas through four program 
delivery components: six large-group professional development sessions, 10 onsite mentoring 
sessions, ongoing distance support through phone or email, and fractal improvement experiences. 
In the Success in Sight approach, a pair of facilitators spends two years guiding each school 
leadership team through fractal improvement experiences using the five-stage continuous 
improvement process, which involves a “learning by doing” approach (see program overview in 
chapter 1). The early stages of capacity building focus on identifying needs and starting points, 
building relationships, learning about the context of sites, and deciding how improvement efforts 
will be organized and sequenced. Later stages involve assisting sites with development, 
implementation, and evaluation of improvement efforts, and planning for sustainability.  


Success in Sight was delivered in this study by facilitators who worked directly with sites, rather 
than through a train-the-trainer model. When interventions have a strong, unique (preordained) 
technology, direct facilitation approaches increase the chances of near-term implementation 
(Reynolds et al. 2000). Direct facilitation by Success in Sight staff was an intentional design 
feature to reliably communicate expectations and the foundational concepts and practices of the 
program’s components. This approach also follows a consortium model in which schools in the 
same geographic area come together to participate in the large-group professional development 
sessions where they can share experiences, accomplishments, and lessons learned. For this study, 
there was one consortium in Minnesota and two consortia in different geographic regions of 
Missouri. The onsite mentoring sessions, distance support, and fractal improvement experiences 
occurred in schools in between the large-group professional development sessions.  


During the study, Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) facilitators 
delivered the Success in Sight intervention to treatment schools as they typically would, with one 
exception. Typically, facilitators would work with district administrators to build their capacity 
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for systemic reform in the Success in Sight five capacity-building areas. In this study, because 
districts included both treatment and control schools, facilitators withheld district-level capacity 
building to prevent any potential for contamination across conditions. Therefore, no district 
personnel were involved in any Success in Sight professional development components. 


Program delivery and participation fidelity criteria 


Meta-analytical research on school improvement initiatives suggests that it is possible for 
systemic interventions to impact student achievement within two years if they are fully 
implemented by schools (Borman et al. 2003). Other research states that moderately complex 
educational change in elementary schools takes two to four years (Fullan 2007). A study of 
Accelerated Schools found it takes three to four years to detect measurable student achievement 
impacts (Bloom et al. 2001). Given that schools confront different challenges and vary in their 
capacity and readiness to address those challenges, it is also likely that schools will not progress 
at equal rates through any school improvement process. Accordingly, the timeframe in which 
measurable results are detectable might take longer than two years in sites with greater 
challenges to implementation. 


Researchers developed indicators of adequate fidelity based on the Success in Sight delivery 
components and requirements for participation. Indicators of facilitators’ fidelity to delivering 
the program as intended include: conduct of six large-group professional development sessions, 
and coverage of the requisite content during those sessions; and conduct of 10 onsite mentoring 
sessions (table 3.1, indicators 2–4). School requirements for fidelity of participation include: 
forming leadership teams with a minimum of five members, attending six large-group 
professional development sessions, attending 10 onsite mentoring sessions, and completing at 
least two fractal experiences (see table 3.1, indicators 1 and 5). 


To assess delivery and participation fidelity, researchers used data from the program records and 
electronic logs that Success in Sight facilitators use as part of their typical delivery and site 
management practices. These records include site visit summaries, leadership team membership 
databases, and attendance records for both professional development and onsite mentoring 
sessions. Researchers also developed electronic logs that facilitators used to document the topics 
and activities covered at the large-group professional development sessions and to track fractal 
improvement experiences and staff participants by school. 
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Table 3.1 Program delivery and participation fidelity indicators, data sources, and criteria  
 Program component and indicator Data sources  Adequacy criteria 


1. Leadership team formation. Each school 
 forms a leadership team with guidance from 


facilitators.  


2. Large-group professional development 
sessions. Facilitators deliver three two-day  
professional development sessions (for a 
total of six sessions) covering planned 
content and completing planned activities.  


3. Onsite mentoring for leadership team. 
 Facilitators conduct 10 half-day onsite 


mentoring sessions with school leadership 
teams that provide support for understanding 
the professional development content and 
process.  


4. Onsite mentoring for principals.  


Facilitators meet with the school principal 
during each of 10 half-day  onsite mentoring 
sessions to support learning and application 
of the professional development content and 
process.  


 5. Fractal improvement experiences. 
Facilitators provide support to school 
leadership teams to plan and complete at  
least two fractal improvement experiences of 


 increasing magnitude. 


Leadership 
team  


Membership 
database  


Electronic log: 
content 
coverage  


Attendance 
records  


Site visit 
 summaries 


Attendance 
 records 


Site visit 
summaries  


Attendance 
records  


Electronic log: 
fractal 
experiences  


 100 percent of treatment schools form 
 a leadership team with a minimum of 


five members at each school, 
including principal and staff 
representation across grade levels and 


 student service subgroups. 


80 percent of each module is 
delivered to treatment schools.  


80 percent of all treatment leadership 
team  members attend all six 
professional development sessions.  


80 percent of treatment leadership 
teams receive mentoring support 
from facilitators during 10 onsite 
meetings.  


80 percent of all treatment leadership 
 team members attend all 10 


 mentoring sessions with facilitator. 


80 percent of all treatment principals 
receive mentoring support from  
facilitators during 10 onsite meetings. 


80 percent of all treatment principals 
attend all 10 onsite leadership team  
meetings with facilitator.  


100 percent of treatment schools 
complete at least two fractal 
improvement experiences involving 


 staff members and leadership team 
members.  


Source: Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning  (2008); personal communication, Danette Parsley,  
McREL Senior Director, and Ceri Dean, McREL Vice President of Field Services, March 21, 2009. 
 
As mentioned in chapter 1, because McREL developed and facilitated implementation of 
Success in Sight, external researchers designed and conducted this study. McREL instituted 
firewall procedures that prohibited Success in Sight  developers and facilitators from influencing 
evaluation activities, analyses, or reporting, and prevented researchers from sharing data with 
McREL. In keeping with the firewall protocol, the data collection for delivery and participation 
fidelity required a McREL research liaison to provide researchers with the program records and 
electronic logs for the two-year study period. Despite these firewall procedures, Success in Sight 


62 








 


 


  


 


 


facilitators could have introduced bias through their self-reports of implementation activities by 
presenting the program and its implementation in as positive light as possible. Although their 
documentation of program attendance, membership, and activities reflects typical practice, 
caution is warranted when interpreting these findings. 


Program delivery and participation fidelity findings 


This section presents findings based on the five fidelity indicators and the corresponding eight 
criteria described in table 3.1. Researchers calculated descriptive statistics (counts and 
percentages) based on implementation data for each criterion supporting the five fidelity 
indicators. 


Indicator 1: leadership team formation 


As part of Success in Sight, schools form leadership teams with the following criteria to ensure a 
diverse team composition: minimum of five members at each school, including the principal, and 
staff representation across grade levels and services for student subgroups (e.g., special 
education, English language learners, and reading intervention). All 26 schools formed 
leadership teams with a minimum of five members each. (The actual composition of leadership 
teams ranged from 6 to 10 members, with a mean size of 8.) All 26 leadership teams included the 
school principal as well as members representing two or more grade levels and different student 
services. Based on the implementation criteria, Success in Sight program records indicate that 
100 percent of the 26 schools implemented the fidelity requirements regarding the formation of 
leadership teams (table 3.2). This percentage remained consistent throughout the study period. 


 Table 3.2 Percent of schools meeting fidelity criteria for leadership team composition 


Criteria  
Percent of schools meeting criteria 


(n = 26)
 
 



 Minimum of five leadership team members 100.00 


Principal a member of leadership team 100.00 


Staff representing two or more grade levels 100.00 


Staff representing different student services 100.00 
Source: Success in Sight facilitator program records. 


Indicator 2: large-group professional development sessions 


Over the course of the two-year study, facilitators delivered three two-day professional 
development sessions, for a total of six sessions, to leadership teams within the three consortia 
(Minnesota, Missouri Area 1, and Missouri Area 2). Each session focused on one of the Success 
in Sight program modules described in chapter 1. 


The program requires attendance from a minimum of five leadership team members, including 
the principal, at every session. In this study, 127 of 130 team members attended all six large-
group professional development sessions (97.69 percent). Leadership team members met and 
exceeded the attendance fidelity criterion of 80 percent for the six large-group professional 
development sessions.  
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As presented previously, the actual size of leadership teams ranged from 6 to 10 members. 
Success in Sight facilitators requested that leadership teams limit the number of attending 
members to seven to keep group sizes manageable for collaborative activities within and across 
teams.37 Based on attendance records for the actual number of team members attending sessions, 
researchers calculated attendance rates for each school and professional development session and 
then aggregated rates for each session by consortia. Because Success in Sight facilitators 
delivered this intervention component by consortium, results are presented accordingly. Missouri 
Area 1 had the highest attendance rate (96.60 percent) followed by Minnesota (95.63 percent) 
and Missouri Area 2 (93.48 percent) (figure 3.1). Team members attributed their absences from  
sessions to one of the following reasons: illness, vacation, left the school, or relinquished 
position on leadership team because of other time commitments and conflicting school 
responsibilities.  


Figure 3.1 Percentage of leadership team members attending six professional development sessions 
by consortium  
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Source: Success in Sight attendance records.  
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37 Attendance rates were calculated for schools based on  the size of their leadership team, but capped at seven, 
because that was the requested limit set by Success in Sight facilitators. Therefore, attendance rates for team  
members with eight or more team  members are based on a  maximum expected of seven members (denominator) and 
maximum attended of seven  members (numerator). Attendance rates for teams with fewer than seven members were 
calculated  using the actual number of leadership team  members in the denominator. For  example, a team with five 
members would have a denominator of five and the number of members in attendance at each professional 
development session in the numerator. Five is the minimum  number of participants required  on a leadership team. 
No leadership teams had fewer than  five members. 







 


 


 


                                                 
  


  


   
   


 
 


During each large-group professional development session, Success in Sight facilitators 
delivered one of six program modules (module 1 during the first session, module 2 during the 
second session, and so on). Each module is divided into segments that cover the module’s 
content and activities. The number of segments per module range from 35 to 55, with 264 
segments across all six modules. For each segment, lead facilitators used their electronic logs to 
report the level of content coverage by selecting one of four options: covered 80 percent or more, 
covered less than 80 percent, covered during a site visit session, or not at all. Researchers 
calculated the total segments for each response option by professional development session (1–6) 
and consortium (Minnesota, Missouri Area 1, Missouri Area 2), providing an indication of the 
extent to which facilitators delivered a module’s overall content.  


Results showed that facilitators delivered 80 percent or more of each module at 17 of the 18 
professional development sessions across the three consortia (figure 3.2). By consortia, 
facilitators delivered 96.21 percent of the content (254 of 264 segments) in Minnesota, 95.45 
percent of the content (252 of 264 segments) in Missouri Area 1, and 93.93 percent (248 of 264 
segments) in Missouri Area 2. They delivered less than 80 percent (23 of 35 segments) of 
module 6 at session 6 for the Missouri Area 2 consortium.38 Across consortia, Success in Sight 
facilitators delivered 100 percent of module 1, 94.29 percent of module 2, 100 percent of module 
3, 90.30 percent of module 4, 100 percent of module 5, and 84.76 percent of module 6 (see 
figure 3.2).39 These findings indicated that Success in Sight facilitators met and exceeded the 
criterion of delivering 80 percent of each module’s content to leadership team members. 


Across all six modules, facilitators delivered 85.60 percent of the content (226 of 264 segments). 
Facilitators delivered less than 80 percent of the intended content for 15 of the 264 segments, and 
they did not deliver eight segments during the large-group professional development sessions. 
Facilitators delivered 15 segments during follow-up onsite visits to schools.  


38 A severe winter storm prevented six of the seven schools in the Missouri Area 2 consortium from attending the 
sixth professional development session. Facilitators delivered the module content during subsequent onsite visits, 
ensuring that they delivered 80 percent of content for module 6. 
39 Percentages for each consortium are based on the number of segments in which facilitators delivered 80 percent or 
more of the content divided by the number of segments per session (module 1= 46 segments, module 2 = 35 
segments, module 3 = 42 segments, module 4 = 55 segments, module 5 = 51 segments, and module 6 = 35 
segments). 
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Figure 3.2 Percentage of module segments delivered at 80 percent or more by facilitators for each 
consortium
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Source: Success in Sight electronic log for content coverage. 
 
Indicator 3: onsite mentoring for leadership teams  


As part of the Success in Sight delivery components, facilitators planned to conduct 10 half-day 
onsite mentoring sessions with each school leadership team. The purpose of these mentoring 
sessions was to support learning and application of the content delivered during the large-group 
professional development sessions. Facilitators reported through electronic logs that they 
delivered onsite mentoring sessions to 100 percent of schools, or 26 leadership teams, during the 
two-year study period; therefore, the fidelity criterion of 80 percent was met and exceeded. 
Facilitators’ attendance records indicate that 100 percent of leadership team members (n = 130)40  
attended each of their school’s 10 onsite mentoring sessions, which meets and exceeds the 
criterion that 80 percent of team members attend all 10 sessions.  


Indicator 4: onsite mentoring for school principals 


During the 10 half-day onsite mentoring sessions with school leadership teams, facilitators 
intended to meet separately with school principals to support their learning and provide 
guidance, demonstration, and feedback on fractal improvement experiences. The fidelity 
criterion required that 80 percent of the 26 principals receive one-on-one mentoring from  
Success in Sight facilitators during 10 onsite visits. Facilitators documented in electronic logs 
that they conducted 10 mentoring sessions each with all 26 principals in treatment schools (100 


                                                 
40 The total number of leadership team  members is based  on  the minimum fidelity requirement of five members per 
leadership team, which yields a total of  130 team  members across 26 leadership teams. 
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percent). Therefore, the criterion of 80 percent of principals receiving 10 onsite mentoring 
sessions was met and exceeded. An additional fidelity criterion required principals to attend 10 
half-day mentoring sessions with their leadership teams and Success in Sight facilitators. Of the 
26 treatment principals, 25 principals (96.15 percent) attended all 10 mentoring sessions. One 
principal attended 9 of the 10 mentoring sessions. The criterion of 80 percent of principals 
attending 10 mentoring sessions with leadership team members and facilitators was met and 
exceeded. 


Indicator 5: fractal improvement experiences 


During large-group professional development sessions and onsite mentoring visits, facilitators 
provided guidance to school leadership teams as they planned and completed at least two fractal 
improvement experiences. In between sessions with facilitators, leadership team members would 
implement the plans for their fractal improvement experiences. The fidelity criteria indicator was 
met with 100 percent of schools completing at least two fractal improvement experiences that 
included staff members in addition to leadership team members. Schools completed three to 
eight fractal improvement experiences (mean = 5.46, standard deviation = 1.48) that included 7– 
115 staff participants per fractal. Leadership teams involved a mean of 29 staff participants 
(standard deviation = 15.26) in their fractals, with 13–80 participants by school. This indicates 
that leadership teams facilitated fractal improvement experiences of increasing magnitude by 
engaging staff participants outside of the leadership team. 


Fractal improvement experiences focused on a broad range of areas, including reading, 
mathematics, teacher professional development, school culture, data-based decisionmaking, 
student behavior and engagement, parent involvement, and goals, among others (table 3.3). Of 
the 142 fractals completed across 26 schools, 39 fractals related to reading (27.46 percent), and 
26 related to mathematics (18.31 percent). The other 77 fractal experiences (54.23 percent) 
focused on broader areas related to student achievement such as those mentioned previously. 
Within schools, the percentage of fractals focusing on reading ranged from zero to 100 percent. 
Twenty-five schools focused at least one fractal on reading. The percentage of fractals within 
schools focusing specifically on mathematics ranged from zero to 50 percent. Fifteen schools 
focused at least one of their fractal improvement experiences directly on mathematics. 
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Table 3.3 Number of fractals completed with examples by category 
Number  


of  
fractalsb  


Fractal 
categorya  Examples of school focus for fractal improvement experiences 


Reading 39 Improving instruction in guided reading, direct vocabulary instruction, reading 
comprehension strategies, vocabulary development, summarizing fiction and 
nonfiction, or higher order thinking; implementing Accelerated Reader, Reading 
Sight, Mondo Oral Language and Skill Blocks, Viva Vocabulary, or Words Their 
Way programs; establishing rituals and routines for Reader’s Workshop; aligning 
pacing planning with student reading skills; using data to drive reading instruction; 
differentiating reading instruction; identifying essential reading skills. 


Mathematics 26 Improving instruction in mathematics reasoning, mathematics facts, algebraic 
sense, mathematics concepts, mathematics games, direct vocabulary instruction in 
mathematics, or mathematics strand mathematical reasoning; flexible grouping in 
mathematics; differentiating mathematics instruction; differentiation in 
mathematics with peer observation and student feedback; using data to drive 
mathematics instruction. 


Using data, 
assessments, 
and standards 


15 Using data to inform assessment; data-driven decisionmaking; student-level data 
collection; targeting student performance based on formative assessment; how to 
examine student work; constructed response in assessment; using Mondo data to 
inform assessment; using standards to guide mini-lessons; using standards to guide 
innovations; response to intervention. 


Student 
behavior 


13 Behavior incentives and expectations; hallway behavior; Positive Behavioral 
Supports, Behavior Intervention Support Team. 


Student 
engagement 


12 Small-group engagement; student engagement using Concerns-Based Adoption 
Model Innovation Configuration; engagement during Viva Vocabulary; Service 
Learning; student engagement strategies; homework dues; individual student plans; 
differentiation during independent work time. 


Teacher and 
faculty 
professional 
development 
and engagement 


10 Professional Learning Communities; teacher team meetings; hot topic professional 
development; faculty engagements; oral language and academic vocabulary 
professional development; Accountable Talk; peer observations; walkthrough 
observations. 


School culture 9 Setting and character; creating a culture of success; building community; hallway 
displays; fostering collaborative school culture; improved attendance; creating a 
responsive classroom. 


Parent 
involvement 


7 Parent contracts; Parents as Partners Night; parent volunteers; increasing parent 
involvement. 


Goals 4 Goals and feedback, student goals, implement Mondo goals with fidelity, use data 
to inform assessment including grade-level goals, strategies, and agreements. 


Other 7 Positive ending of Longfellow; HOT (Here on time); District Quality Improvement 
implementation with teachers; implementing mini-lessons; scaling up 
implementation schoolwide, using nonlinguistic representation. 


a. Fractal categories were derived from a content analysis of fractal improvement experiences listed in facilitator 
electronic logs. 
b. Number of fractal improvement experiences tallied across schools. 
Source: Success in Sight facilitators’ electronic logs. 
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Given that student achievement in this study is measured by student reading and mathematics 
achievement scores, researchers identified the number of treatment schools (n = 26) focusing 50 
percent or more of their fractals on one specific content area (reading or mathematics) or both 
content areas. Ten schools focused 50 percent or more of their fractals on reading exclusively or  
mathematics exclusively with the majority focused on reading, and 10 schools focused 50 
percent or more of their fractals on both reading and mathematics (figure 3.3). Six schools 
(categorized as “other” in figure 3.3) focused 50 percent or more of their fractals on areas such as 
student behavior, school culture, parent involvement, data collection, and teacher professional 
development.  


Figure 3.3  Number of schools with 50 percent or more of fractals related to reading, mathematics, 
both reading and mathematics, or other focus area  
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Source: Success in Sight facilitators’ electronic log. 


 
Summary of Success in Sight delivery and participation fidelity findings 


Success in Sight fidelity was defined as facilitators’ delivery of the professional development 
components and leadership team members’ participation in these components. Across five 
indicators, researchers measured fidelity of delivery and participation according to eight criteria. 
Success in Sight facilitators and leadership team members met all eight criteria (table 3.4):  


•	  100 percent of 26 schools formed a leadership team with a minimum of five members, 
including the principal and staff representing two or more grade levels and services for 
student subgroups.  


•	  80 percent of each module was delivered to all leadership teams. 
•	  Of 130 leadership team members, 97.69 percent of leadership team members attended the six 


large-group professional development sessions.  
•	  100 percent of 26 leadership teams received facilitator mentoring during 10 onsite sessions.  
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•	  100 percent of 130 leadership team members attended 10 onsite mentoring meetings. 
•	  100 hundred percent of 26 principals received facilitator mentoring during 10 onsite 



meetings. 

•	  Of 26 principals, 96.15 percent attended the 10 onsite mentoring sessions with leadership 



team members and the facilitator. 
 
•	  One hundred percent of 26 schools completed at least two fractal improvement experiences 


involving staff outside the leadership team. 


Table 3.4 Number and percent of units meeting each of the eight required fidelity criteria  
Number of 


units meeting 
criteria  


Percent of 
units meeting 


criteria Program delivery and participation fidelity criteria 
 Indicator 1: leadership team formation 


100 percent of schools (n = 26) meet four leadership team requirements  26 schools 100.00 
Indicator 2: large-group professional development sessions 
80 percent of each module delivered (n = 6)  6 modules 100.00 
80 percent of leadership team  members (n = 130)a attend six large-group 


professional development sessions  
 127 members 97.69 


Indicator 3: onsite mentoring for leadership teams 
80 percent of teams (n = 26) receive facilitator mentoring during 10 onsite 


meetings  
 26 teams 100.00 


 100 percent of team members (n = 130) a attend 10 onsite mentoring meetings  130 members 100.00 
Indicator 4: onsite mentoring for principals 
80 percent of principals (n  = 26) receive facilitator mentoring during 10 onsite 


meetings  
 26 principals 100.00 


 80 percent of principals (n = 26) attend 10 mentoring meetings  25 principals 96.15 
Indicator 5: fractal improvement experiences 
100 percent of schools (n = 26) complete at least two fractal improvement 


experiences of increasing magnitude 
 26 schools 100.00 


a. The total number of leadership team  members is based on the minimum fidelity requirement of five members per 

leadership team.
  
Source: Researcher analysis. 

 
In this study, the fidelity data findings indicate that facilitators and treatment schools met all the 
indicators of adequate delivery and participation. The analyses of fidelity confirm that the 
intended interactions between Success in Sight facilitators and leadership team members 
occurred as planned in treatment schools. The scope of this study did not include fidelity 
indicators to measure the thoroughness or quality of leadership team’s implementation of their 
fractal improvement experiences and the continuous improvement process, both important 
components of the Success in Sight intervention for school improvement.  


Local contexts and control schools  


Researchers gathered qualitative data through focus groups and interviews with staff 
representatives at all treatment and control schools regarding the local contexts in which school 
improvement initiatives occurred. Focus group participants included teachers representing 
different grade levels, subject areas, and instructional duties (classroom teachers and counselors) 
who were not part of the school leadership team. Interview participants included the principal, a 
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leadership team member, and a teacher not on the leadership team (see chapter 2 for more 
information about participant selection). The contextual information provided by these 
interviewees helps with comparisons between treatment and control schools and aids in the 
interpretation of impact results regarding the effects of participation in Success in Sight. In 
addition, this information documents that contamination did not occur between treatment and 
control schools; that is, components and practices unique to Success in Sight were not 
implemented in control schools, and Success in Sight facilitators did not provide services to 
control schools.41 


Researchers conducted baseline principal interviews and teacher focus groups in all treatment 
and control schools during the spring of 2008. At the end of the study period in the spring of 
2010, researchers scheduled phone interviews with one principal, one leadership team member, 
and one classroom teacher in each of the 52 schools.42 Researchers selected teacher participants 
for the phone interviews in 2010 if they had participated in the 2008 focus groups and were still 
at the same school, allowing researchers to capture teacher participants’ observations of changes 
during the two-year study period (see appendix D for interview questions). All interviews lasted 
10–20 minutes each. Researchers sent principals their interview questions prior to the phone 
interview so they could gather relevant information about student demographics, enrollment, and 
policy changes. 


Comparisons between treatment and control schools included data on school characteristics 
(adequate yearly progress [AYP] status, student demographics, enrollment, and budget cuts 
during the study) and local education policy that could have influenced school improvement 
efforts (changes in school start times, grade-level configurations, curriculum, and assessment). 
Data from focus groups and interviews provided limited self-report information on the school 
improvement initiatives occurring in control schools during the study period.43 Appendix L 
provides detailed information about these comparisons of the local context for treatment and 
control schools. 


School characteristics 


As presented in chapter 2, schools’ AYP status during the three years prior to the Success in 
Sight intervention (2005/06, 2006/07, and 2007/08) was unequally distributed across treatment 
and control schools. During the three-year period preceding the study, 92 percent of treatment 
schools failed to make AYP at least one year, whereas 77 percent of control group schools failed 
to make AYP at least one year. Thirty-one percent of treatment schools did not make AYP all 
three years, whereas 12 percent of control schools did not make AYP all three years. Eight 


41 After year 1 of the study, the district administration transferred a principal in a treatment school to a control 
school for reasons unrelated to Success in Sight. During interviews with the principal and staff, it was clear that the 
principal was not using components of Success in Sight in the control school, nor did the principal intend to. 
42 Of the 156 possible phone interviews, researchers were able to conduct interviews with 155 participants for a 
participation rate of 99.35 percent. The missing interview was with a staff member who was nonresponsive to five 
interview requests up until the end of the data collection period. Researchers interviewed all principals. 
43 Because of budget limitations, researchers were unable to conduct independent or comprehensive measures of the 
nature and extent of school improvement practices in control schools. 
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percent of treatment schools and 23 percent of control schools had made AYP all three years but 
were reported by school personnel to be at risk of not making AYP.  


Researchers also examined treatment and control schools’ AYP status in reading and 
mathematics by state during the study period. Researchers collected schools’ AYP status in 
reading and mathematics for the 2007/08 (baseline) and 2009/10 (posttest) school years from the 
Minnesota and Missouri state department of education websites (appendix L, table L1). In 
reading, 6 treatment schools and 11 control schools made AYP for 2007/08. By the end of the 
study period, 8 treatment schools and 12 control schools made AYP in reading for 2009/10. In 
mathematics, 11 treatment schools and 14 control schools made AYP during for 2007/08. By the 
end of the study period, 13 treatment schools and 16 control schools made AYP in mathematics. 


Researchers documented student demographic and enrollment information for the 2007/08 and 
2009/10 school years for treatment and control schools in each state (appendix L, table L2). The 
percentage of students in grades 3–5 qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch increased 3.27 
percentage points in treatment schools (from 72.88 percent in 2007/08 to 76.15 percent in 
2009/10) and 1.10 percentage points in control schools (from 75.77 percent in 2007/08 to 76.87 
percent in 2009/10). The percentage of students in grades 3–5 in each ethnic group changed less 
than 1 percent from 2007/08 to 2009/10, with two exceptions for control schools. The percentage 
of White students increased 2.53 percentage points from 34.96 percent in 2007/08 to 37.49 
percent in 2009/10, and the percentage of Hispanic students decreased 2.17 percentage points 
from 30.50 percent to 28.33 percent. 


During interviews, principals reported if changes in student demographics, student enrollment or 
school budgets influenced their school improvement practices (appendix L, table L3). Among 26 
treatment schools, two interviewees cited declining enrollment, three noted increased enrollment, 
and nine mentioned transiency issues with students moving in and out of their schools during 
each school year, which they believed influenced their school improvement efforts. Among 26 
control schools, four interviewees thought that an increase in students qualifying for free or 
reduced-price lunch influenced their school improvements practices, two indicated that an 
increase in English language learner students influenced their school improvement practices, 
three perceived that increases in their Black student population influenced their school 
improvement efforts, and five reported that changes in student enrollment numbers influenced 
their school improvement efforts. Interviewees from six treatment schools and eight control 
schools indicated that budget cuts affected their school improvement efforts. 


Local policy changes and restructuring 


Consistent with the economic climate across the country, participating treatment and control 
schools dealt with districtwide budget cuts during the study period. Interviewees from six 
treatment schools and eight control schools indicated that budget cuts affected the availability of 
resources for school materials and equipment as well as full funding for support and instructional 
staff (such as music, art, and physical education teachers). The three main changes in local 
policies and practices that interviewees noted as affecting school improvement efforts involved 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment (appendix L, table L4). All 52 schools reported changes 
in curriculum between 2008 and 2010. 
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All treatment (n = 12) and control (n = 12) schools in Minnesota were mandated to implement a 
new reading curriculum, Mondo, during the study period as a supplement to their current reading 
curricula. Mondo is a K–5 comprehensive literacy program that includes guided reading, shared 
reading, intervention, and oral language curriculum materials. The program’s Reader’s and 
Writer’s Workshops as well as its Skill Block require 150 minutes of instruction daily. The 
program also includes a train-the-trainer model of professional development in which national 
experts train literacy coaches, and they then train teachers. In Minnesota, Mondo is intended to 
support the district’s goal of increasing student reading proficiency rates by 10 percentage points 
a year. It is also intended to support implementation of the district’s Positive Schoolwide 
Behavior Model. 


Beginning in 2009, all participating schools in Minnesota (12 treatment, 12 control) were 
required to administer the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening assessment, a criterion-
referenced assessment that educators can use as a screening, diagnostic, and progress-monitoring 
tool for K–3 students. 


Changes in administration affected both treatment and control schools during the study period, 
according to feedback from all interviewees. Two treatment schools had a new principal for the 
2008/09 school year, and one treatment school had a new principal for the 2009/10 school year. 
As members of their schools’ leadership teams, these new principals participated in three large-
group professional development sessions, five onsite mentoring sessions, and two to six school-
level fractal improvement experiences each year. Three control schools in Minnesota had new 
principals for the 2009/10 school year. In Missouri, four control schools had new principals for 
the 2009/10 school year. Of these four, one control school had a new principal because it was 
targeted for turnaround and had 50 percent staff turnover during the 2009/10 school year. One of 
the Missouri control schools experienced the death of its principal and had a new principal for 
the 2009/10 school year. Two other Missouri control schools with new principals lost staff and 
funding because of a decrease in student enrollment. One interviewee reported that one school 
experienced a 27 percent student turnover. In addition to principal changes, the superintendent in 
one Missouri district was fired for illegal activities. 


Three treatment and two control schools were affected by current or impending school 
reorganization. At the end of the 2009/10 school year, one treatment school was closing, and two 
treatment schools were co-locating with each other because of decreased student enrollment. 
Although this change did not take place during the study period, principals reported that the 
impending change influenced school culture and community and the way staff thought about 
school improvement efforts beyond the current school year. At the end of the 2009/10 school 
year, one Minnesota control school was closing, and one school was co-locating.  


School improvement initiatives 


Through interviews, researchers identified various initiatives that both treatment and control 
schools participated in to improve student achievement during the study period (appendix L, 
tables L5 and L6). The intent of Success in Sight is to offer a structure and process for 
implementing improvement initiatives rather than to supplant other school initiatives. The 
program encourages leadership teams to design their own improvement strategies and to tailor 
program components to the specific needs of a school. Participation in Success in Sight does not 
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preclude schools from participating in other improvement initiatives. Both treatment (n = 26) and 
control (n = 26) schools had school leadership teams that supported school improvement 
initiatives per the study’s requirements (refer to eligibility criteria in sample recruitment section). 
Control schools were not required to participate in specific or formal school improvement 
initiatives, but conducted “business as usual.” Interviewees representing treatment and control 
schools identified four common improvement initiatives: professional learning communities, 
leadership academies, Reading First, and response to intervention. As indicated in the prior 
section on fractal improvement experiences, treatment schools were able to focus their fractal 
improvement experiences on initiatives such as these.  


Based on responses from all interviewed principals, 37 schools took part in professional learning 
communities: 12 treatment and 10 control schools in Minnesota and 7 treatment and 8 control 
schools in Missouri. Professional learning communities engage educators in working toward a 
common purpose with shared mission, vision, and values as well as high expectations for student 
learning. According to the district’s website in Minnesota, professional learning communities 
involve students, teachers, and administrators in creating a school environment that promotes 
trust, risk taking, collegial exchange, conflict resolution, and continual learning with the ultimate 
goal of increasing student achievement.  


Three principals at treatment schools and six principals at control schools reported participating 
in the Minnesota Leadership Academy, which trains principals in a research-based curriculum 
developed by the National Institute for School Leadership. The program began working with a 
cohort of principals in 2009 to build their capacities to be strategic thinkers, instructional leaders, 
and creators of a just, fair, and caring culture in which all students meet high standards. During 
interviews, principals in Missouri did not report participating in a leadership academy.  


In Missouri, all treatment schools (n = 14) and control schools (n = 14) participated in Reading 
First as part of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 during the study period. This program 
addresses the five essential reading components—phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 
comprehension, and fluency—through explicit and systematic instruction for K–3 students. In 
addition to Reading First, 14 treatment and 14 control schools in Missouri implemented response 
to intervention, which the National Association of State Directors of Special Education defines 
as practices continually informed by student data and guided by scientifically proven instruction 
aligned to student needs and effective for the majority of students (National Association of State 
Directors of Special Education 2005). Although there are different interpretations of response to 
intervention implementation, it occurs through a multitiered service delivery process, which 
allows for an efficient allocation of classroom resources in which the students who need more 
focused instruction based on assessments receive it outside their core instruction.  


Although no control schools participated in systemic school initiatives such as the Center for 
Effective Schools, Accelerated Schools, or Onward to Excellence, 11 interviewees from three 
control schools and eight treatment schools reported receiving services from the Missouri 
Regional Professional Development Centers, which provide professional development to 
educators in a variety of areas, including school improvement, assessment, professional learning 
communities, migrant and English language learner students, Reading First, and Positive 
Behavioral Supports, for example. 
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Researchers collected estimates of time investments for the various initiatives from published 
data. Based on these estimates, schools invest similar amounts of time in professional 
development activities for Success in Sight (26 treatment schools; 166 hours), leadership 
academies (three or fewer treatment and 6 control schools; 168 hours), and professional learning 
communities in Missouri (7 treatment and 8 control schools; 192 hours). In addition, Success in 
Sight schools spent an estimated 152 hours per school over two years implementing the 
intervention, compared with an estimated 343 hours per school per year implementing Reading 
First in Missouri (14 treatment and 14 control schools) and an estimated 340 hours per school 
implementing Mondo in Missouri (12 treatment and 12 control schools). More appropriate 
comparisons would be between implementation times for Success in Sight and the leadership 
academies, professional learning communities, and Regional Professional Development Centers 
because of their comprehensive nature, but published data were not available on the amount of 
time spent implementing strategies acquired through these professional development experiences 
(appendix L, table L7). 


Cost of the intervention 


The costs associated with the Success in Sight intervention reflect costs that would be incurred 
by a school if they chose to participate on a fee-for-service basis in the intervention as 
implemented for this study; that is, in the consortium model.44 McREL estimated Success in 
Sight implementation costs according to three categories: large-group professional development, 
including the costs for substitute teachers and stipends to support teacher and principal 
participation in the large-group professional development sessions; materials and facilities for 
the large-group professional development sessions; and implementation costs associated with 
Success in Sight facilitator onsite mentoring sessions and principal and teacher participation time 
required during the onsite mentoring sessions.  


The per-school, one-year cost of Success in Sight implementation was estimated at $99,702, 
(table 3.5). These costs might be underestimated because they do not include any additional 
planning time that teachers and other staff members might contribute after school. 


44 Success in Sight is appropriate for use in a single school. In this alternative model, schools do not interact with 
other schools, as they do in the consortium approach. 
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Table 3.5 Cost of the intervention per school with seven schools per consortium  
Number of 


units 
Cost per 


unit 
Total cost 
per school  Intervention component 


Large-group professional development 
Trainers  
Training time 
Preparation and follow-up time  
Transportation  
Teachers (seven per school) 
Training time  
Principal 
Training time  
Substitute teachers (seven per school) 
Materials and facilities  
Materials 
Facility  
Meeting rental space 


6 days 
4.5 hoursa 


3 trips 


42 days 


6 days 
42 days 


7 manuals 


.86 dayb 


$1,000 
$125 


$1,000 


$240  


$300 
$128


$680


$1,000


$26,819 


$6,000 


$563 
$3,000 


$10,080 


$1,800  
 $5,376 
$5,620   
 $4,760 


 $860 
Implementation  
Teacher participation time 
Principal participation time  
Mentoring 
McREL facilitator onsite visit  
Facilitator preparation and follow-up time 
McREL facilitator onsite visit transportation costs 
Total cost per school for one year 


30 hours 
30 hours 


30 hours 
7.5 hoursc 


5 trips 


$272
$4,910 


$1,000 
$125 


$1,000


 $8,160 
 $14,730  
$ 67,263 
 $30,000  


$9,373 
 $5,000  


 $ 99,702 
a. Preparation and follow-up time for trainers is 1.5 hours per professional development (1.5 x 3). 
b. Facilities costs are split among seven schools (6 days/7 schools = .86). 
c. Preparation and follow-up time for facilitator site visits is 1.5 hours per site visit (5 x 1.5). 
Source: Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning budget. 
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Chapter 4. Impact results 


To estimate the impact of Success in Sight, researchers conducted benchmark analyses of 
primary outcomes (student achievement in reading and mathematics) and secondary outcomes 
(teacher capacity for school improvement practices in data-based decisionmaking, purposeful 
community, and shared leadership). Researchers also conducted sensitivity analyses to assess the 
robustness of the benchmark impact analyses. 


Benchmark analyses of primary outcomes: impact on student achievement 


The benchmark analyses of primary outcomes examined the impact of Success in Sight on 
student achievement in reading and mathematics after two years, as measured by Minnesota and 
Missouri state reading and mathematics assessments. The outcome variables for these analyses 
were z-scores derived from 2010 student-level scale scores in reading and mathematics.45 


Chapter 2 describes the analytic models used for these analyses. Appendix M provides the raw 
vertically scaled means and standard deviations for baseline and posttest reading and 
mathematics achievement by grade, separately for each state. Appendix N displays the estimates 
of variance components from the null models, which allowed researchers to calculate intraclass 
correlation coefficients and confirm that multilevel modeling was an appropriate analytic 
approach for the impact estimates. Appendix O presents baseline means and standard deviations 
as well as complete results from the multilevel models. 


The results from the benchmark impact analyses of primary outcomes on student achievement in 
reading and mathematics (table 4.1) indicate that Success in Sight did not have a statistically 
significant impact on student achievement in reading (adjusted posttest mean difference = –0.01, 
standard error = 0.03, p = .75) or mathematics (adjusted posttest mean difference = –0.06, 
standard error = 0.04, p = .10). The effect size for the impact on student achievement in reading 
was –0.01, which corresponded to a What Works Clearinghouse (2008) Improvement Index of 
0.00. The effect size for the impact on student achievement in mathematics was –0.06, which 
corresponded to a What Works Clearinghouse (2008) Improvement Index of –0.02. As indicated 
previously, a What Works Clearinghouse (2008) Improvement Index value characterizes the 
difference between the percentile ranks corresponding to the treatment and control-group means 
in the control-group distribution. It reflects the expected change in percentile rank for an average 
student in the control group if that student had participated in the treatment.  


45 A z-score is a standardized score expressed in standard deviation units. For each student in the study sample, 
researchers subtracted the appropriate grade-level state mean from each student’s reading and mathematics scale 
score and divided it by the corresponding standard deviation to derive each student’s reading z-score and 
mathematics z-score. 
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 Table 4.1 Impact of Success in Sight on student achievement outcom  es, 2009/10 
Treatment  Control  Estimated difference 


Regression-
adjusted posttest 


 measure  Mean 
Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size Mean 


Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size  Value 


95 percent 
Standard confidence 


error interval 
p-


value 
Effect 


a size  
Improvemen t


 index 
Reading z-scoreb  


c  Math z-score
–0.42 


 –0.48 
1.03 
1.10 


4,403 
4,413 


–0.42 
–0.42 


1.02 
1.09 


3,779  
 3,800 


–0.01 
–0.06 


0.03 
0.04 


–0.07–0.05 
–0.14–0.02 


.75 –0.01 


.10 –0.06 
0.00 
 


 –0.02
 
Note: Results ar  e from multilevel models that account for the nesting of students in schools. Differences  between group means may not equal estimated 
differences beca  use of rounding.  
a. Calculated by dividing th  e estimated difference in means by the contro  l group standard deviation  (see appendi  x H  ). 
b. Covers 4,403 students in all 26 treatment group schools  and 3,779 students in all 26 control  group schools.  
c. Cover  s 4,413 students in all 26 treatment group school  s and 3,800 students in all 26 cont  rol group school  s. 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  2010b.  
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Sensitivity tests for impact analyses of primary outcomes 


Researchers conducted three sets of sensitivity tests to assess the robustness of the impact 
estimates derived from the benchmark analyses described above. Appendix P displays the 
analytic models used for each analysis, and appendix Q displays the complete results from the 
multilevel models.  


Use of baseline achievement covariate 


Researchers tested the robustness of the benchmark impact estimates of primary outcomes to the 
use of a baseline achievement covariate by running models with no baseline achievement 
covariate. The findings from these sensitivity analyses supported the benchmark findings of no 
statistically significant impact of Success in Sight on student achievement in reading (adjusted 
posttest mean difference = 0.03, standard error = 0.04, p = .52) or mathematics (adjusted posttest 
mean difference = –0.05, standard error = 0.05, p = .29). These findings indicated that the 
differences in primary outcomes between treatment and control schools were consistently not 
statistically significant, regardless of whether a cluster-level baseline covariate was included in 
the analytic models. 


Student sample 


To test the robustness of the benchmark impact estimates of primary outcomes to the student 
sample, researchers ran the benchmark model with an impact analysis sample comprised only of 
students who remained in the same school throughout the study (student stayers). The sensitivity 
analysis on reading achievement supported the benchmark finding of no statistically significant 
impact of Success in Sight on student achievement in reading (adjusted posttest mean difference 
= –0.06, standard error = 0.03, p = .10). The sensitivity analysis on mathematics achievement 
indicated that Success in Sight had a statistically significant negative impact on mathematics 
achievement (adjusted posttest mean difference = –0.11, standard error = 0.04, p = .02.), with 
student stayers in treatment schools demonstrating mean posttest mathematics achievement 
lower than that of student stayers in control schools. The negative impact on mathematics 
achievement remained statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg 
correction.46 


These findings indicated that the difference in the reading achievement outcome between 
treatment and control schools was consistently not statistically significant, regardless of whether 
the impact analysis sample included the entire benchmark impact analysis sample or only the 
student stayer sample. However the statistical significance of the impact estimate on student 
mathematics achievement was sensitive to the student impact analysis sample. Therefore, readers 
should interpret the benchmark finding on mathematics achievement with caution.   


46 To apply the Benjamini-Hochberg correction, researchers multiplied the original p-value’s rank by the study’s 
alpha level of .05 and divided this result by the number of student achievement outcomes (two). The result was 
greater than the original p-value of .02. Therefore, after application of the Benjamini-Hochberg correction, the 
impact estimate was still statistically significant. Appendix Q provides additional information about this calculation. 
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Impact analysis methods across states 


Finally, researchers tested the robustness of the benchmark impact estimates of primary 
outcomes to the methods used to combine estimates across state samples, by using student 
achievement scale scores in reading and mathematics (instead of z-scores), estimating separate 
models for each state, and combining the results from the state-specific models meta
analytically. Appendix K details the meta-analytic methods used. These findings supported the 
benchmark findings of no statistically significant impact of Success in Sight on student 
achievement in reading (p = .98) or mathematics (p = .82). Specifically, the weighted mean 
effect size was –0.01 for reading and –0.07 for mathematics. These findings revealed that the 
differences in primary outcomes between treatment and control schools were consistently not 
statistically significant, regardless of whether researchers used the alternative meta-analytic 
method or the benchmark method. Appendix Q displays additional findings from these 
sensitivity analyses, including the effect sizes calculated for each outcome area for each state.  


Benchmark analyses of secondary outcomes: impact on teacher capacity for 
school improvement practices 


The benchmark analyses of secondary outcomes examined the impact of Success in Sight on 
teacher capacity for school improvement practices after two years, as measured by a comparison 
of posttest teacher surveys. Teacher survey responses were scored to construct data for three 
outcome variables that Success in Sight had identified as school improvement practices: data-
based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership. Chapter 2 describes the 
models used for these analyses. Appendix M provides the raw means and standard deviations for 
baseline and posttest teacher capacity for school improvement practices. Appendix N displays 
the estimates of variance components and intraclass correlation coefficients which enabled 
researchers to calculate intraclass correlation coefficients and confirm that multilevel modeling 
was an appropriate analytic approach for the impact estimates. Appendix R displays the complete 
results from the multilevel models.  


Results from benchmark impact analyses of secondary outcomes (table 4.2) indicate that Success 
in Sight did not have a statistically significant impact on teacher capacity for data-based 
decisionmaking (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.03, standard error = 0.02, p = .13), 
purposeful community (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.03, standard error = 0.04, p = .49), 
or shared leadership (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.16, standard error = 0.07, p = .02, not 
statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg correction47). The effect size for 
the impacts on teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and 
shared leadership were 0.06, 0.04, and 0.19, respectively. These effect sizes corresponded to 
respective What Works Clearinghouse Improvement Indices of 0.02, 0.02, and 0.08.     


47 To apply the Benjamini-Hochberg correction, researchers multiplied the original p-value’s rank by the study’s 
alpha level of .05 and divided this result by the number of school improvement practices (three). The result was not 
greater than or equal to the original p-value of .02. Therefore, after application of the Benjamini-Hochberg 
correction, the impact estimate was no longer statistically significant. Appendix R provides additional information 
about this calculation. 
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 Table 4.2 Impact of Success in Sight on capacity for school improvement practices, 2008 and 2010 
 Treatment  Control  Estimated difference 


Adjusted Posttest 
Measure  


 Mean 
Standard 


 deviation 
Sample 


size Mean 
Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size  Value 


95 percent 
confidence 


interval 
Standard 


error 
p-


value 
Effect 


a size


Improve 
-ment 
index 


Data-based 
decisionmaking score  4.51  0.48  815 4.49 0.51 701  0.03 0.02 –0.01–0.07 .13 0.06 0.02 
Purposeful 
community score  3.47  0.66  815 3.45 0.62 701  0.03 0.04 –0.05–0.11 .49 0.04 0.02 
Shared leadership 
score   4.03  0.73 815 3.90 0.86 701  0.16 0.07   0.02–0.30 .02b 0.19 0.08 


Note: Results ar  e from multilevel models that   account for the nesting of teachers in  schools. Includes 815 teachers in all 26 treatment group 
schools and 701 teachers in all 26 control group schools. Differences between group means may not equal the estimated  differences because of 
rounding.  
a. Calculated by dividing th  e estimated difference in means by the contro  l group standard deviation  (see appendix  H). 
 
b.  The result of the Benjamini-Hochberg calculation to correct for multiple comparisons was < .02. Therefore, this finding was not statistically 
 
significant after applying th  e Benjamini-Hochberg  method to correct for multiple comparisons.  

Source: 2008 and 2010 teacher survey.  
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Sensitivity tests for impact analyses of secondary outcomes 


Researchers tested the robustness of the impact estimates derived from the benchmark analyses 
of secondary outcomes by running models with no baseline capacity for school improvement 
practices covariate.48 Appendix S displays the analytic models used for each analysis, and 
appendix T displays the complete results from the multilevel models. When the baseline 
covariate was not included in the analyses, Success in Sight did not have a statistically 
significant impact on data-based decisionmaking (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.02, 
standard error = 0.02, p = .27), purposeful community (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.02, 
standard error = 0.04, p = .63), or shared leadership (adjusted posttest mean difference = 0.14, 
standard error = 0.07, p = .05, not statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg 
correction49). These findings indicated that the difference in secondary outcomes between 
treatment and control schools were consistently not statistically significant, regardless of whether 
or not a cluster-level baseline covariate was used in the analytic models.  


Summary 


The results of this study indicate that Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant 
impact on student achievement in reading or mathematics after two years, nor did it have a 
statistically significant impact on teacher capacity for school improvement practices after two 
years. 


These findings were supported by sensitivity analyses with no baseline cluster-level covariate as 
well as by sensitivity analyses that estimated impacts separately by state and combined results 
meta-analytically. The sensitivity analysis with only student stayers supported the benchmark 
impact estimate finding that Success in Sight had no statistically significant impact on student 
achievement in reading but showed that the finding of no statistical significance regarding 
mathematics achievement was sensitive to the impact analysis sample. Specifically, the impact 
analysis that only included student stayers showed that, on average, students from schools 
participating in Success in Sight had posttest mathematics scores statistically significantly lower 
than those of students from control schools. This finding was still statistically significant after 
researchers applied the Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons.  


Together, these findings indicate that the benchmark impact estimate finding of no statistically 
significant impact on reading achievement was not sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of a 
cluster-level baseline covariate, the two impact analysis methods used, or the student sample. 
The finding of no statistical significance regarding Success in Sight’s impact on mathematics 
achievement was sensitive to the student samples included in the benchmark and sensitivity 
analyses. It would have been prudent to run a sensitivity analysis including stayers as well as 
within-study in-movers (students who were enrolled in grades 1 and 2 at baseline and remained 


48 Chapter 2 describes how the baseline capacity for school improvement practices covariate was constructed. 
49 To apply the Benjamini-Hochberg correction, researchers multiplied the original p-value’s rank by the study’s 
alpha level of .05 and divided this result by the number of school improvement practices (three). The result was not 
greater than or equal to the original p-value of .05. Therefore, after application of the Benjamini-Hochberg 
correction, the impact estimate was no longer statistically significant. Appendix T provides additional information 
about this calculation. 
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in the same school throughout the study). However, because researchers did not have access to 
baseline enrollment rosters, it was impossible to identify those students who were in grades 1 and 
2 at baseline and remained in the same study school over the study period.  


Findings from analyses of teacher capacity for school improvement practices revealed that 
Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant impact on teacher capacity for data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership after two years. The sensitivity 
analyses with no baseline teacher capacity covariate supported the findings of no statistically 
significant group differences in teacher capacity for school improvement practices in data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership after two years. These findings 
indicated that the benchmark impact estimates of Success in Sight on teacher capacity for school 
improvement practices in these areas were not sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of a cluster-
level baseline covariate. 
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Chapter 5. Exploratory analyses of relationships between school 
improvement practice outcomes and student outcomes  


Researchers conducted exploratory analyses of the relationships between each of the study’s 
primary outcomes—student achievement in reading and mathematics—and each of its secondary 
outcomes: teacher capacity for school improvement practices in data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, and shared leadership.  


The exploratory analyses built on the primary and secondary research questions by addressing 
the underlying theory of Success in Sight. As indicated in chapter 1, Success in Sight is a 
systemic school intervention that aims to raise student achievement scores by building teacher 
capacity in data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership. The 
intervention is delivered directly to members of school leadership teams who, over time, engage 
more staff in the Success in Sight process. The program is based on the theory that greater 
teacher self-efficacy in these practices will lead to an increase in teacher capacity, which will 
improve teaching and ultimately raise student test scores. Therefore, the exploratory analyses 
examined whether there was a statistically significant relationship between the program’s 
intermediate outcomes—that is, teacher capacity for school improvement practices—and student 
achievement in reading and mathematics. 


For the exploratory analyses outcome variables, researchers used 2010 student achievement data 
from the Minnesota and Missouri state reading and mathematics assessments for students in 
grades 3–5. The independent variables were teacher capacity for school improvement practices 
as measured by scores from the 2010 posttest teacher survey. For each student outcome content 
area, researchers ran one multilevel model that included a baseline measure of the outcome 
variable at level 2, posttest capacity for school improvement practice scores at level 2, and 
covariates for 2010 student grade (at level 1), school size (at level 2), and blocking variables 
used in random assignment (at level 2). Appendix U displays the analytic model used for these 
analyses. The models did not include a variable to indicate assignment to treatment or control 
group because the intent of the analyses was to examine the relationship between intermediate 
teacher outcomes and student achievement outcomes within the entire study sample. The models 
for each student outcome included all three teacher capacity practices (data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership) to examine the relative 
importance of each practice in contributing to variance in student outcomes. These analyses were 
relational, not causal. Thus, results should be interpreted as describing relationships rather than 
causal effects. Appendix V presents the complete results from the multilevel models.  


Results of the exploratory analyses (table 5.1) pertain to unique relationships between each 
secondary outcome (teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, or 
shared leadership) and each primary outcome (student achievement in reading or mathematics). 
Findings revealed a statistically significant negative association between posttest teacher 
capacity for shared leadership and posttest student reading achievement (p = .03), indicating that 
higher teacher capacity in shared leadership was statistically significantly associated with lower 
student reading achievement scores. Neither teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking (p = 
.60) nor purposeful community (p = .77) was statistically significantly associated with posttest 
student reading achievement. For mathematics achievement, there was a statistically significant 
negative association between posttest teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking (p = .04) 
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and shared leadership (p < .01) and posttest student mathematics achievement, indicating that 
higher teacher capacity in data-based decisionmaking was statistically significantly associated 
with lower student mathematics scores, and higher teacher capacity in shared leadership was 
statistically significantly associated with lower student mathematics scores. Findings also 
revealed a statistically significant positive association between posttest teacher capacity for 
purposeful community and posttest student mathematics achievement (p < .01), indicating that 
higher teacher capacity in purposeful community was statistically significantly associated with 
higher student mathematics scores.  


The purpose of these analyses was to explore whether or not there were statistically significant 
relationships between each of the study’s primary outcomes and each of its secondary outcomes. 
Because these analyses sought to explore rather than confirm relationships, researchers did not 
conduct follow-up sensitivity analyses. Additionally, based on Schochet’s (2008) 
recommendations that a multiple comparison correction be applied only to confirmatory 
analyses, researchers did not apply a multiple comparison adjustment to statistically significant 
findings that emerged from exploratory analyses. 


Table 5.1 Relationship between capacity for school improvement practice outcomes and student 
achievement outcomes, 2007/08 and 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Independent Variable Estimate t-Ratio p-value 


Readinga 


Data-based decisionmaking 0.10 0.19 0.53 21 .60 
Purposeful community 0.04 0.15 0.30 21 .77 
Shared leadership
Mathematicsb 


 –0.16 0.07 –2.37 21  .03** 


Data-based decisionmaking –0.63 0.28 –2.21 21  .04** 
Purposeful community  0.53 0.15 3.53 21  <.01*** 
Shared leadership –0.28 0.09   –3.06 21  <.01*** 


**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01. 

Note: Results are from multilevel models conducted separately for reading and mathematics achievement outcomes.  

a. Includes 815 teachers and 4,403 students in all 26 treatment group schools and 701 teachers and 3,779 students in 

all 26 control group schools.
 
b. Includes 815 teachers and 4,413 students in all 26 treatment group schools and 701 teachers and 3,800 students in 

all 26 control group schools.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
 
Education 2008a, 2010b; 2010 teacher survey. 
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Chapter 6. Summary of study findings and limitations 


The purpose of this study was to provide unbiased estimates of the impact of Success in Sight on 
student reading or mathematics achievement and teacher capacities for school improvement 
practices. The study was conducted during the 2008/09 and 2009/10 school years with 52 
schools randomly assigned to the treatment or control condition. Over the course of two school 
years, 26 treatment schools implemented Success in Sight and 26 control schools implemented 
their usual school improvement practices. The study describes the local contexts of all schools 
and documents Success in Sight program delivery and participation in intervention schools. 


Intervention implementation 


Success in Sight facilitators provided consortia of school leadership teams with six large-group 
professional development sessions and 10 onsite mentoring sessions, as well as distance support 
between site visits and assistance with fractal improvement experiences of increasing magnitude. 
The large-group professional development sessions focused on building the capacity of 
leadership teams in five areas thought to be associated with school improvement: data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based strategies, and the 
continuous improvement process. Sessions also focused on strengthening school structures, 
processes, and attitudes to support and sustain systemic school improvement. Through onsite 
visits and distance support, facilitators assisted leadership teams in creating and implementing 
fractal improvement experiences that addressed local needs and issues related to student 
achievement. During the fractal improvement experiences, leadership teams were encouraged to 
apply lessons from professional development sessions and to participate in a continuous 
improvement process involving five stages: taking stock, focusing on the right solution, taking 
collective action, monitoring and adjusting, and maintaining momentum. 


Eight criteria were developed to gauge fidelity of program delivery and participation during the 
study period. Four criteria focused on Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning  
facilitators’ fidelity to delivering Success in Sight as intended: conducting six large-group 
professional development sessions, implementing a content module at each session, facilitating 
10 onsite mentoring sessions and distance support with leadership teams, and providing 
principals with mentoring during the 10 onsite visits and ongoing distance support between 
sessions. Four criteria focused on school participation requirements for fidelity: forming 
leadership teams with a minimum of five members representing different student support and 
instructional areas, attending the six large-group professional development sessions, attending 10 
onsite mentoring sessions, and completing at least two fractal improvement experiences 
involving staff participants not on leadership teams. Success in Sight facilitators’ program 
records and electronic logs provided the data used to assess adequate program delivery and 
participation. Researchers were unable to conduct independent measures of implementation 
fidelity because of a decrease in the project scope of work during planning phases. Although the 
fidelity data reflect facilitators’ typical documentation of their work with schools, it was self-
report and was not validated by an independent source. 
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All fidelity indicators were met by all 26 treatment schools for this study. All treatment schools 
formed leadership teams with at least five members  including the principal and staff representing 
two or more grade levels and services for student subgroups. Of the required 130 leadership team 
members (five per team), 97.69 percent of leadership team members attended all six large-group 
professional development sessions at which Success in Sight facilitators delivered a minimum of 
80 percent of each program module (one module per session, six modules total). Success in Sight 
facilitators provided 10 of 10 onsite mentoring sessions to the 26 schools in which 100 percent of 
leadership team members and 96 percent of principals attended. All principals in each treatment 
school received at least 9 of 10 one-on-one mentoring sessions with a Success in Sight facilitator 
during these site visits. 


The Success in Sight fractal improvement experiences offered leadership team members and 
school staff opportunities to apply lessons from the professional development sessions regarding 
data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, shared leadership, research-based practices, 
and the continuous improvement process. The 26 treatment schools completed a mean of 5.46 
fractal experiences (standard deviation = 1.48) per school focusing on salient local issues, with a 
mean of 29 staff participants (standard deviation = 15.26) per experience. Across schools, each 
treatment school completed three to eight fractal improvement experiences with a range of 7–115 
staff participants. 


Of the 142 total fractal experiences completed across 26 schools, 39 experiences related 
specifically to reading (27.46 percent), and 26 related specifically to mathematics (18.31 
percent). The other 77 fractal experiences (54.23 percent) represented broader areas related to 
student achievement such as teacher professional development, school culture, data-based 
decisionmaking, student behavior and engagement, and parent involvement. Of the 26 treatment 
schools, 10 focused 50 percent or more of their fractal improvement experiences on reading 
exclusively or mathematics exclusively with the majority focused on reading, 10 focused 50 
percent or more of their fractal experiences on both reading and mathematics, and 6 focused 50 
percent or more of their fractal experiences on multiple areas not directly targeting reading or 
mathematics, such as student behavior, school culture, parent involvement, and teacher 
professional development.  


Both treatment and control schools had leadership teams and participated in other education 
initiatives as part of their school improvement process during the two-year period. Control 
schools implemented “business as usual” as their participation in the study did not require that 
they conduct specific or formal school improvement initiatives. In treatment schools, Success in 
Sight is meant to support rather than supplant other school improvement initiatives. Through 
fractal improvement experiences, leadership teams can focus on implementing, evaluating, and 
improving other initiatives, such as those involving curriculum and assessment. Based on 
interview feedback from 155 school representatives, 7 treatment schools and 8 control schools 
spent comparable amounts of time participating in professional learning communities and 
Success in Sight. Three or fewer treatment schools and 6 control schools spent comparable 
amounts of time participating in leadership academies and Success in Sight. Of the 28 Missouri 
schools participating in the study, 8 treatment schools and 3 control schools received 
professional development services from the Regional Professional Development Centers. All 
treatment and control schools in Missouri implemented Reading First and response to 
intervention during the study period. In Minnesota, all 24 treatment and control schools 
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implemented the Mondo literacy program and the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening 
assessment. It is important to note that control schools’ “business as usual” condition included 
school improvement professional development opportunities similar to components of the 
Success in Sight program, although no control schools implemented a systemic school 
improvement program similar to Success in Sight. This study did not seek to measure or describe 
school improvement practices related to reading and mathematics outside of the Success in Sight 
intervention in either treatment or control schools. Information regarding the nature and extent of 
these other education initiatives was limited to interviews with a sample of three participants 
from each school at the end of the study period. 


Impact of Success in Sight on student achievement 


This study’s results revealed that Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant impact 
on student achievement in reading or mathematics after two years. Researchers conducted 
sensitivity analyses to test the robustness of the benchmark impact estimates to the use of a 
baseline achievement covariate, the student sample, and methods used to estimate impacts across 
the two states in the study sample. The sensitivity analyses with no covariate, as well as the 
sensitivity analyses that estimated impacts separately by state and combined results meta
analytically, supported the benchmark findings of no statistically significant effect of Success in 
Sight on student achievement in reading or mathematics. Sensitivity analyses conducted with a 
smaller sample of students who remained in the same school throughout the study period 
(student stayers) revealed that those students who stayed in schools participating in Success in 
Sight averaged posttest mathematics scores statistically significantly lower than those of students 
from control schools.  


These findings indicated that the statistical significance of the benchmark impact estimate of 
Success in Sight on reading was not sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of a cluster-level 
baseline covariate, the two impact analysis methods used, or the student sample. Findings also 
indicated that the statistical significance of the benchmark impact estimate of Success in Sight on 
student achievement in mathematics was not sensitive to the use of a cluster-level baseline 
covariate or the two impact analysis methods used, but it was sensitive to the student benchmark 
and stayers samples. It would have been useful to test the sensitivity of findings to the inclusion 
of stayers and within-study in-movers, but researchers did not have baseline enrollment data and 
could not identify students who were grades 1 and 2 at baseline and remained in the same study 
school over the study period. 


Impact of Success in Sight on teacher capacity for school improvement 
practices 


Results from this study indicated that Success in Sight did not have a statistically significant 
impact on teacher capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared 
leadership after two years. Researchers conducted sensitivity analyses to test the robustness of 
the benchmark impact estimates to the use of a baseline covariate for teacher capacity for school 
improvement practices. The results from these sensitivity analyses were consistent with the 
results from the benchmark analyses indicating that Success in Sight did not have a statistically 
significant impact on teacher capacity for school improvement practices in data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership. This indicates that the benchmark 
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impact estimate was not sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of a cluster-level baseline 
covariate. 


Relationship between intermediate outcomes and primary outcomes 


Exploratory analyses revealed a statistically significant negative relationship between the 
following intermediate teacher capacity outcomes and the primary student achievement 
outcomes: teacher capacity for shared leadership and student reading achievement, teacher 
capacity for data-based decisionmaking and student mathematics achievement, and teacher 
capacity for shared leadership and student mathematics achievement. Therefore, higher teacher 
capacity scores were associated with lower student achievement scores in these areas. There was 
a statistically significant positive relationship between teacher capacity for purposeful 
community and student mathematics achievement, indicating that higher teacher capacity scores 
for purposeful community were associated with higher student achievement in mathematics.  


It is unclear why the exploratory analyses revealed statistically significant negative relationships 
between some of the intermediate outcomes and primary outcomes and why they did not find 
statistically significant positive relationships between all of the intermediate outcomes and 
primary outcomes. Regarding the findings that were not statistically significant, it is possible that 
this study did not find statistically significant positive relationships between all the teacher 
capacity intermediate outcomes and student achievement outcomes because these relationships 
do not exist as hypothesized or because they exist but the study did not measure either the 
intermediate outcomes or student achievement outcomes properly.  


Study implications and limitations 


Although educators have implemented Success in Sight over the past 11 years, there has been no 
systematic evaluation of its effectiveness until this study. This cluster randomized trial used 
rigorous methodology to yield objective evidence of Success in Sight’s impact on student 
achievement in reading and math as well as on teacher capacity for school improvement 
practices. The study was adequately powered to detect an effect size of 0.20 for the primary 
outcomes of student achievement and an effect size of 0.30 for the secondary outcomes of 
teacher capacity for school improvement practices. Although this study incorporated rigorous 
methodology and was adequately powered, there are limitations to consider when interpreting 
these study findings. 


The study’s external validity is limited because of the specific sample selection criteria and 
characteristics of schools that volunteered to participate. Participating schools were located in 
Minnesota and Missouri. Thus, the study’s findings do not generalize to schools located in other 
states. In addition, the study schools were specifically selected because they were low- to 
moderate-performing schools, defined as not having made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for 
any of the three years prior to the study or being at risk of not making AYP in the current or prior 
year. Therefore, the study’s findings do not generalize to schools in Minnesota or Missouri that 
made AYP for the three years prior to the study and were not at risk for not making AYP in the 
current or prior year. Another limitation of this study is that schools’ AYP status during the three 
years prior to the study was unequally distributed across treatment and control schools. Although 
the analytic models each included a cluster-level pretest covariate corresponding to the outcome 
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of interest to account for baseline differences across treatment and control groups, they did not 
account for differences in AYP status. Furthermore, baseline (2008) comparisons revealed 
statistically significant group differences between study sample schools and the larger population 
of Minnesota and Missouri elementary schools not making AYP in any of the three years prior to 
the study. Specifically, comparisons revealed that Minnesota study schools were statistically 
significantly different from the larger population of Minnesota elementary schools not meeting 
AYP regarding reading and mathematics achievement, student eligibility for free or reduced-
price lunch, students per teacher, ethnicity, Title I status, and school urbanicity. For Missouri, 
comparisons revealed that the study sample schools were statistically significantly different from 
the larger population for Missouri elementary schools not meeting AYP regarding grade 4 
mathematics achievement, number of students per teacher, and school size. Therefore, the 
study’s findings are not generalizable to the larger population of low- to moderate-performing 
elementary schools in Minnesota or Missouri, defined as those not having made AYP for any of 
the three years prior to the study. Because of the voluntary nature of study participation, it is 
unclear whether the study’s findings would generalize to schools that declined the opportunity to 
participate or to schools that systematically differ from those that chose to participate.  


The study’s external validity also is limited because of the specific student achievement content 
areas and teacher capacities assessed, the type of assessments used, and the population of student 
participants for the primary achievement outcomes. Because this study assessed only student 
reading and mathematics achievement in grades 3−5 using the Minnesota and Missouri state 
assessments administered to students in grades 3−5, the results are not generalizable to other 
achievement content areas, student achievement as measured by other assessments, or students in 
grades other than 3−5. Likewise, the findings related to Success in Sight’s impact on teacher 
capacity for data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership cannot be 
applied to Success in Sight’s impact on other areas of teacher capacity for school improvement 
practices. 


This study also has limitations related to the self-report nature of the implementation data and 
teacher survey data. Specifically, the implementation data were self-report data collected from 
Success in Sight facilitators. Success in Sight facilitators documented the nature and frequency 
of schools’ fractal improvement experiences as part of their routine practice, but because of 
budget limitations, researchers were unable to confirm these data by conducting independent and 
objective fidelity measures. Although this study did not explore relationships among 
implementation fidelity and primary or secondary outcomes, the reliance upon only self-report 
data to document implementation fidelity is a limitation of this study. In addition, the data 
collected pertaining to this study’s secondary outcomes, teacher capacity for data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community practices, and shared leadership, consisted solely of self-
report data. Therefore, readers should use caution when interpreting findings regarding the 
study’s secondary outcomes. 


Results from the exploratory analyses, which revealed that none of the teacher outcomes were 
positively associated with reading and mathematics student achievement outcomes and that some 
of the teacher outcomes were statistically significantly negatively related to student achievement 
outcomes, suggest that there may be additional limitations to this study. One limitation is that the 
exploratory analyses were not based on the experimental design of the study and are subject to 
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selection bias, which might have contributed to the findings. Furthermore, it is possible that the 
teacher survey did not measure the constructs of data-based decisionmaking, purposeful 
community, and shared leadership as intended. The coefficient alphas for the three subscales 
were well above acceptable levels, but additional analyses suggested that the data-based 
decisionmaking and purposeful community subscales lacked sufficient reliability and validity. 
Related to Success in Sight’s underlying theory, it is possible that the teacher survey assessed 
intended teacher outcomes reliably but that there is not a relationship between teacher capacity in 
the areas assessed and the student achievement outcomes assessed. It is also possible that these 
factors contributed to the finding of no statistically significant positive relationship between the 
teacher and student outcomes assessed in this study.   


Other limitations relate to implementation of Success in Sight and variations in fractal 
improvement experiences. Regarding implementation, the study findings do not generalize to 
schools that implement Success in Sight for more than two years. As cited previously, it can take 
two to four years of implementing an improvement initiative before detecting statistically 
significant student impacts (Fullan 2007). The study findings also do not generalize to schools 
that do not participate in the consortium approach, which brings clusters of schools in the same 
geographic area together to participate in the large-group professional development sessions. The 
study did not examine the relationship between student or teacher outcomes and variations in 
fractal improvement experiences, including content focus area (reading only, math only, reading 
and math only, or other focus area) and magnitude (number of fractal improvement experiences 
completed and number of staff participants involved in fractal improvement experiences within 
each school). Therefore, it is unknown whether the focus area and magnitude of fractal 
improvement experiences had a positive or negative relationship with student or teacher 
outcomes. It also is unknown whether schools whose fractal improvement experiences focused 
on reading or math instructional changes had different student achievement outcomes from 
schools whose fractal improvement experiences focused on other areas unrelated specifically to 
reading or math. 
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Appendix A. Regional Educational Laboratory Central firewall 
procedures 


The school improvement intervention investigated, Success in Sight, was developed by McREL. 
As such, assessing its effectiveness posed a potential conflict of interest. To mitigate this threat 
to the integrity of the study, McREL hired two external research organizations, Magnolia 
Consulting and ASPEN Associates, to conduct the research study, as approved by the Institute of 
Education Services (IES) and U.S. Department of Education (ED). ASPEN Associates was 
responsible for study design, recruitment, management, and data collection during study Year 1. 
Magnolia Consulting was responsible for data collection during Year 2, analysis, and reporting. 
With input from the IES, McREL built a “firewall” between the researchers conducting the study 
and the McREL staff implementing the intervention. The firewall consisted of a set of policies, 
structures, and procedures that functioned analogously to a network system firewall. The firewall 
limited communication between external researchers and Success in Sight mentors and access to 
data to maintain security of the information collected, for the purpose of providing unbiased 
answers to the research questions. 


The dual purpose of the firewall was to ensure that McREL (a) did not intentionally or 
unintentionally obtain feedback or data from the external research firms, Magnolia Consulting 
and ASPEN Associates, that could have been used after implementation of the intervention (i.e., 
inform mid-course corrections), and (b) did not inform Magnolia Consulting’s interpretation of 
study results in a manner that may have resulted in a biased presentation of the findings. 


McREL established a policy on the structures and procedures needed to construct a firewall that 
separated the research and intervention components of this field-based study. This policy aligned 
with IES conflict of interest policies. McREL established structures to keep separate the research 
and intervention components, including a subcontract with Magnolia Consulting, to design, 
conduct, and manage the study of Success in Sight’s effectiveness in changing school practices 
and raising student achievement. As stipulated in the external researchers’ subcontract, and in 
accordance with IES requirements for Task 2 Rigorous Studies, external researchers randomly 
assigned schools, collected and analyzed data, and formulated interpretations of findings using 
its own facilities and organizational resources, which are independent of and geographically 
separate from McREL. Additionally, an IES-approved Technical Working Group (TWG) 
reviewed the research design, instruments, data analysis plan, and reporting strategies for this 
study, and advised Magnolia Consulting and ASPEN Associates on how to meet technical 
standards for cluster randomized trials. Finally, to facilitate and monitor communications as 
necessary between external researchers and the Success in Sight implementation at McREL, 
McREL assigned a staff member as a liaison between McREL and Magnolia Consulting, 
clarifying roles and responsibilities and scheduling data collection sessions. 


Although ASPEN Associates and McREL worked together to recruit schools, in order to 
maintain objectivity and integrity of the study, the subcontractor conducted the random 
assignment of schools to treatment and control groups. McREL did not have access to the data 
collected for this study during the study period. McREL and external researchers avoided direct 
communication that did not include IES with respect to data quality, analyses, appropriateness of 
interpretations, or other technical issues that might have affected the outcome of the study. 
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Magnolia Consulting contracted with an external editor to conduct a substantive edit of the 
report. In addition, external technical advisors conducted a methodological review of the report.  


Per the firewall procedure approved by IES, four McREL employees with editing and research 
expertise were authorized to review the report to ensure that it adhered to McREL’s 
organizational quality standards. These employees were prohibited from disclosing or sharing 
any aspects of the study, including the results, with other McREL employees prior to the study's 
publication. Suggested edits focused on the flow and clarity of the report; no edits were made to 
the study findings. All suggested edits were tracked within the document and submitted 
concurrently by McREL to Magnolia Consulting and IES.  Changes agreed to by Magnolia 
Consulting were accepted in the tracked changes document. 


Changes in reporting not agreed to by Magnolia Consulting would have been noted as points of 
non-agreement requiring further discussion; if needed, these discussions would have been 
coordinated by IES. However, there were no non-agreement changes. If non-agreement would 
have occurred, McREL and Magnolia Consulting would have consulted with a panel comprised 
of one TWG member identified by McREL, one TWG member identified by Magnolia 
Consulting, the Analytical Technical Services monitor, and IES as an observer. Magnolia 
Consulting would have revised reports based on the panel’s feedback, including preparation of a 
response to recommendations. McREL’s project directors and study liaison monitored 
implementation of this set of policies, structures, and procedures and reported on and discussed 
their implementation with ED as part of the standard monitoring process and with the TWG at 
least annually. 
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Appendix B. Power analyses 


Researchers conducted three power analyses for this study: one for the benchmark analyses of 
the impact of Success in Sight on student achievement using the entire student sample 
(students with baseline or posttest data available), one for the sensitivity analyses of the impact 
of Success in Sight on student achievement using only the student stayer sample (students who 
remained in the same school at baseline and posttest), and one for the benchmark analyses of 
the impact of Success in Sight on teacher capacity for school improvement practice outcomes.  


For this study, researchers created blocks of school pairs by matching schools on 2006 reading 
achievement and student eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch before randomly assigning 
one school from each matched pair to a treatment or control group. In some cases, when 
blocking prior to random assignment has occurred, the block can be  considered a “site,” and 
the power analysis can be run as a multisite cluster randomized trial in Optimal Design (Liu et 
al. 2006). However, because the analytic model for this study did not treat blocks as sites, but 
rather used blocks to reduce variability and included them in the model as fixed effects, site 
was not considered a third level of the model. Therefore, researchers conducted this study’s 
power analyses using Optimal Design software (Liu et al. 2006) for cluster randomized designs 
with treatment at level 2. In these power analyses, the effective school-level sample size 
reflects the number of matched pairs required to achieve .80 power to detect the specified 
standardized effect sizes. The discussion below provides rationales for the estimates for effect 
size, intraclass correlation, and the reduction in between-school variance by the matching 
variable and pretest covariate.  


The final sample included 52 schools. This sample size supported the primary and secondary 
benchmark analyses, but it did not support the sensitivity analyses conducted only with the 
student stayer sample, and allowed for school-level attrition (table B1).  


Table B1. Parameter estimates for power analyses  
Intraclass 


correlation  
coefficient 


Students or 
teachers per 
matched pair 


Matched 
Pairs of 
Schools Analysis 


Effect 
size R2 


Minimum 
power 


Main effects on student achievement 
Benchmark sample .20 .10 .75 .80 300 4225 
Sensitivity stayer sample .20 .10 .75 .80 100 29 
Main effects on school improvement 
practices  


6 
.30 .10 .55 .80 26 


Main effects on student achievement 


The assumed minimum detectable effect size for the main effect of student achievement is 0.20 
(see table B1), a conservative estimate based on the literature on the effects of whole-school 
reform on student achievement. No empirical evidence was available from field trials of the 
intervention itself. However, estimates of effect sizes were available from other studies of 
whole-school reform. These estimates vary according to the type of intervention and the 
outcome measure. In their meta-analysis, Borman et al. (2003) report that the average effects of 
comprehensive school reform on student achievement range from 0.09 for third-party studies 
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using comparison groups to 0.15 for all evaluations of the achievement effects. When using all 
available studies, the effects of four comprehensive school reform models most closely aligned 
with Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning and Success in Sight were 0.09 for 
Accelerated Schools, 0.13 for the Center for Effective Schools, 0.15 for the School 
Development Program, and 0.25 for Onward to Excellence (Borman et. al. 2003). Based on the 
documented size of the effect on student achievement for Onward to Excellence, the model 
most closely aligned with Success in Sight, a minimum detectable effect size of 0.20 is 
reasonable and reflects the effects of Success in Sight when implemented with fidelity over 
two years by the highly trained McREL mentors.  


Researchers selected a value of 0.10 for the intraclass coefficient based on the following 
sources. Liu et al. (2006) cite typical intraclass coefficients for educational achievement to be 
between 0.05 and 0.15. Schochet (2005) states that intraclass coefficients for standardized test 
scores often range between 0.10 and 0.20. Schochet also found intraclass coefficients in grade 
3 and 4 reading and math ranging from 0.06 to 0.08 (adjusted for district effects) across 71 
Title I schools in 18 school districts engaged in whole-school reform. 


Researchers selected prior achievement as a cluster-level covariate, and the proportion of 
postintervention variance explained by preintervention test scores of 0.50 was deemed an 
appropriately conservative estimate based on prior research. Schochet (2008b) concludes that 
the proportion of variance explained by baseline measures is at least 0.50 when student-level 
data are used. Bloom, Bos, and Lee (1999) found similar values. Bloom, Richburg-Hayes, and 
Black (2005) found values ranging from 0.33 to 0.81 across five districts for school-level 
baselines. Researchers conservatively estimated that creating matched pairs (based on 2006 
reading achievement and student eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch) before random 
assignment would explain .25 of the variance in primary and secondary outcomes. 


The sample sizes for the benchmark impact analyses on primary outcomes assume 300 students 
(that is, two classrooms of 25 students per classroom per grade across each of the two schools 
in the matched pair) to be nested within each school. The sample sizes for the sensitivity 
impact analyses on primary outcomes assume 100 students (that is, 2 classrooms of 25 students 
who were in grade 3 at baseline and grade 5 at posttest within each of the two schools in the 
matched pair) to be nested within each school.  


Given the above assumptions and two-level cluster randomized trial, Optimal Design software 
(Liu et al. 2006) calculated that 50 schools (25 matched pairs) were necessary to achieve the 
desired power of 0.80 for the student achievement outcomes for the benchmark sample and 58 
schools (29 matched pairs) were needed for the sensitivity stayer sample. 


Main effects on teacher capacity for school improvement practices 


The three outcomes related to teacher capacity for school improvement practices include data-
based decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership. Researchers found little 
empirical evidence regarding estimates of effect size, intraclass correlation, and proportion of 
posttest variance explained by baseline measures of these school improvement practices. 
Consequently, researchers chose the parameter estimates for these analyses, shown in table B1, 
for the following reasons. 
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With regard to the minimal detectible effect size, it can be assumed that an effect exists, but the 
magnitude of that effect is unknown. Rigorous studies of comprehensive school reform to date 
have not been designed to examine changes in school practices over time. However, in one 
study of comprehensive school reform models and distributed (shared) leadership (Camburn, 
Rowan, and Taylor 2003), the authors “tentatively” claim that the comprehensive school 
reform programs they studied (Accelerated Schools, America’s Choice, and Success for All) 
configure leadership in their schools differently than non−comprehensive school reform 
schools, but do not give direct estimates of those effects for individual programs. Given that 
Success in Sight is a systemic school improvement approach that deals directly with changing 
school practices, a conservative estimated effect size of 0.30 was deemed appropriate. 
Researchers found no evidence of intraclass correlation estimates for school improvement 
practices. Thus, researchers used a value of 0.10 as the estimate of the intraclass correlation 
based on the increased variability when schools from two states are part of the sample.  


Estimates for post-intervention variance explained by preintervention measures of school 
improvement practices were conservatively set at 0.30 for three reasons. First, researchers 
assumed that school practices would vary because of differences in implementation, 
specifically, the manner and timelines by which the leadership teams at each school would 
“scale up” to involve the whole school in the change process. Second, the intervention itself 
anticipates variations in the choice of school improvement goals to be selected by participating 
schools as their focus for improvement. Third, the baseline scores on school practices were 
used as the covariate for school practices measures at the end of years 1 and 2, and the 
correlation between these measures were not directly known, but only hypothesized based on 
intercorrelations. A study of the Effective Schools comprehensive school reform model, which 
included 38 high schools, 32 middle schools, and 134 elementary schools across 22 school 
districts, reported high intercorrelations among school environment (that is, school practices) 
variables (Witte and Walsh 1990). This study examined four scales related to effective schools, 
teacher control or influence, and parent involvement. Intercorrelations for teacher control and 
teacher ratings of school effectiveness ranged from 0.52 at the elementary level to 0.82 at the 
middle school level.  


Researchers used an assumption of 40 teachers per matched school pair (20 teachers per 
school) to estimate final sample size for the power analysis for reports of school practices with 
an effect size of 0.30, the proportion of postintervention variance explained by preintervention 
test scores of 0.30, and an intraclass correlation of 0.10. Using the above parameter estimates, 
Optimal Design calculated that 52 schools (26 matched pairs) were necessary to achieve a 
power greater than 0.80. 
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Appendix C. Response rates by time point, measure, and experimental group 


 
Table C1. Response rates by time point, measure, and group, 2007/08 and 2009/10   


C
-1
 


Total  
Number of 


actual 
participants 


Treatment  
Number of 


actual 
 participants 


Control 
Number  


of eligible 
participants


Response 
rate 


(percent) 


Numbe  r 
of eligible 


participants


Response 
rate 


(percent) 


Number of 
eligible 


participants 


Number of 
actual 


participants 


Response 
rate 


(percent) 
Effect 
sizea  Measure p-value 


Baseline 
Student reading 
assessments  8,609 8,467 98.35 4,705 4,665 99.15 3,904 3,802 97.39 <.01*** 0.07 
Student mathematics 
assessments  8,438 8,331 98.73 4,557 4,519 99.17 3,881 3,812 98.22 <.01*** 0.04 
School Improvement 
Practices Teacher Survey  1,574 


52  
52 


1,374 
52 
52 


87.29 
100.00 
100.00 


819 
26 
26 


750 
26 
26 


91.58 
100.00 
100.00 


755 
26 
26 


624 
26 
26 


82.65 
100.00 
100.00 


<.01*** 
na 
na 


0.13 
na  
na 


Posttest 
Student reading 
assessments  8,340 8,182 98.11 4,473 4,403 98.44 3,867 3,779 97.72 .02** 0.03 
Student mathematics 
assessments  8,329 8,213 98.61 4,468 4,413 98.77 3,861 3,800 98.42 .21 0.02 
School Improvement 
Practices Teacher Survey  1562 1516 97.06 825 815 98.79 737 701 95.12 <.01*** 0.11 
Phone interviews 156  155   99.36  78 77   98.72  78  78 100.00


 1.00 
–0.08 


**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01.
 
na is not applicable. 

Note: Analyses conducted were 2 by 2 chi-square tests between the frequency of eligible and actual participants for treatment groups compared with control 

groups.
 
a. Effect sizes were calculated for chi-square square tests using the phi coefficient. 

b. Chi-square tests not computed because 100 percent of participants completed the measure. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2008a, 2010b; principal interviews 

2008; phone interviews 2008, 2010; school focus groups 2008; teacher surveys 2008, 2010. 
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Appendix D. Data collection instruments 


Large-group professional development fidelity checklist (segment sample) 


Session 1 Fidelity Checklist 


Instructions: This document is to be completed the Intervention Team Members that 
participated in this segment. Only one checklist needs to be completed per segment 
(i.e., have the team members complete it as a group at the conclusion of the large 
group session). 


Please note the extent to which you covered the segment as a whole and each 
component of this segment “as planned.” Check the box that most closely reflects the 
coverage. 


Your name(s) Date of first day of this PD session: 


Area/consortium: 


Segment and Segment 
Components  


(in order of intended  presentation)  


To what extent did you cover this segment and each 
component “as planned” (select one)? 


Covered 


all or almost 
all of it 


(80 percent 
or more) 


Covered 


part of it 


Did not cover this 
at all AND 


did not intend to 
cover as needed 
during site visits 


Segment 1.1: Overview of Success in 
Sight 


Welcome and Introductions 


 Activity: Walk and Talk 


 Activity: School Success Stories 


 Activity: Our Work Together 


 Segment 1.1 Learning Targets 


Overview of Success in Sight 


 Goals of Success in Sight 
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 The Science of School Improvement 


 The Art of School Improvement 


 Activity: Why is Change So Hard? 


 Barriers to School Improvement 


 Overcoming Barriers to School 
Improvement 


Site visit principal interview protocol 2008 


INTRODUCTION TO INTERVIEW 


•	 Good morning/afternoon. Thanks for taking the time today to talk with me about school improvement 
initiatives in your school. 


•	 My name is ______________ . 


•	 I am assisting ASPEN Associates, a research organization, with the data collection for this study. 


•	 The study is sponsored by the US Dept of Education and it examines school improvement initiatives 
and their impact on increasing student achievement. Your school is one of those participating in the 
study. 


•	 This discussion is one of a series on school improvement. In each school we are talking to teachers, 
leadership teams and principals about their school improvement initiatives. 


•	 We want to get your perspectives because you are on the front lines and working with students on a 
daily basis. 


•	 Today, I have few questions that ask for your perceptions. Perceptions may vary and your experiences 
and thoughts may be different from others in your school. We don’t expect that everyone will have 
the same views, and we encourage you to share your views, even if they differ from others’ views. 


•	 I will be recording the session because I don't want to miss any of your comments. No one else 
besides researchers will be listening to this tape recording and your responses to my questions will be 
kept confidential. By that I mean that your name will never be associated with any comment you 
make, nor will your answers be presented in a manner that a reader would be able to identify you. 


•	 Okay, let’s begin. 


(Note: The text below is required on all data collection protocols per OMB and IES)  


The U.S. Department of Education wants to protect the privacy of individuals who participate in data collection. Your answers will be combined 
with other respondents, and no one will know how you answered the questions. This data collection is authorized by law (1) Sections 171(b) and 
173 of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-279 (2002); and (2) Section 9601 of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (Pub. L. 107-110). Responses to this data collection will be used only 
for statistical purposes. The reports prepared for this study will summarize findings across the sample and will not associate responses with a 
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specific district or individual. We will not provide information that identifies you or your district to anyone outside the study team, except as 
required by law. 


According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid 
OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0838. The time required to complete this 
information collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per respondent, including the time to review instructions, gather the data needed, and 
complete and review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for 
improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202. If you have comments or concerns regarding the 
status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 555 New 
Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208. 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  


Notes to Interviewer: 


 Pay attention to whether the principal can readily respond to the questions (i.e., has a 
clear opinion) or he/she struggles to respond (i.e., does not have a clear opinion).  


 In preparation for the summary at the end, listen to whether the principal believes there is 
shared understanding on both how to achieve (Q2) and can achieve (Q3), only one, or 
neither.  


(2 mins.) General Introduction  


(1 min.) Framing the Questions:  As I mentioned, the purpose of this interview is to learn more 
about the nature of school improvement efforts currently underway at your school. By “school 
improvement” we mean everything your school is doing to improve teaching and learning. 


Today, I would like you to focus on the school as a whole, rather than on your individual role at 
the school.  


(3 mins.) Vision for Success:  


1. 	 Does your school have a vision for success? What are some words you would use to describe  
success at your school?   


[Listen for then probe: 


 What does your school want to see change for students? (Note: The school goals may 
differ from the district goals, which most schools feel are reflected in the school 
improvement plan.) 


(15 mins.) Working Together: Schools often talk about their vision for success in terms of their 
goals. 


2.	  Do you feel there is a shared or common understanding among your staff about how your 
school will to achieve its goals or vision for success?   


What makes you say that? [Listen for and probe:  


 Do all staff believe this is the right strategy or approach to achieve the goals?  


 Do all staff feel there is a clearly articulated plan for moving forward?] 


3. 	 Do you feel there is a shared or common belief among the staff that your school can achieve 
its goals or vision for success?   


What makes you say that? [Listen for and probe:  


 Do all staff feel they have the resources, skills, and support they need to move forward to 
achieve the school’s goals or vision for success?]  
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(10 mins.) Types of School Improvement Initiatives: Schools are engaged in many different 
initiatives, all of which are aimed at improving teaching and learning in some way.  


4.	  When you consider all of the initiatives underway at your school this year, would you say 
that for the most part they were:  


 an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


 a real break with what’s been done in the past, or… 



 a little of both? 



[Note: Do not force schools into one category. Some schools may have been in a holding 

pattern this year; that is, no change but more status quo.]  



4a. Can you tell me the initiatives you were thinking of in formulating your response? 



(5 mins.) Summarize Themes  


5. 	 So, I’d like to summarize my understanding of what you have shared today.  


1. 	 What I heard is that your school [has/doesn’t have/you don’t know if it has/mixed 
opinions] a shared or common understanding of how it will achieve its goals or vision for 
success. 


2. 	 I also heard that your school [has/doesn’t have/you don’t know if it has/mixed opinions] a 
shared understanding that it can achieve its goals or vision for success.  


3.	  And, finally, that when considering all of the initiatives underway at your school this 
year, I heard that overall, you would characterize these initiatives as [an extension of 
the past/a break with the past/some of both/mixed opinions/none of the above].  


 Have I adequately captured your perceptions?   


(5 mins.) Final Question:  


6. Before we end is there anything else you feel would be important for me to know – anything 
you feel may have helped or hindered your school’s improvement efforts this year?   


Thank you for your time today. If you have any other comments or any questions you’d 
like to share, I can give you the phone number of the Project Manager for the Study. 
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Focus group protocol 2008 


INTRODUCTION TO 2008  FOCUS GROUP WITH KEY SCHOOL STAFF  


•	  Good morning/afternoon. Thanks for taking the time today to join our discussion about 
school improvement initiatives in your school. 


•	  My name is ______________ and my partner is ______________.  


•	  We are assisting ASPEN Associates, a research organization, with the data collection for this 
study. 


•	  The study is sponsored by the US Dept of Education and it examines school improvement 
initiatives and their impact on increasing student achievement. Your school is one of those 
participating in the study.  


•	  This discussion is one of a series on school improvement. In each school we are talking to 
teachers, leadership teams and principals about their school improvement initiatives.  


•	  We want to get your perspectives because you are on the front lines and working with 
students on a daily basis. 


•	  Today, we have few questions that ask for your perceptions. Perceptions may vary and your 
experiences and thoughts may be different from others in the group. We don’t expect that 
everyone will have the same views, and we encourage you to share your views, even if they 
differ from others’ views. 


•	  Before we get started, here are just a few ground rules: 


 If you have your cellular phone with you, please turn the volume off so that it will not 
disturb the group. 


 If you must leave the session for a meeting or appointment, we hope that you are able to 
return and continue in our discussion. 


 We will be recording the session because we don't want to miss any of your comments. 
No one else besides researchers will be listening to this tape recording and your responses 
to my questions will be kept confidential. By that I mean that your name will never be  
associated with any comment you make, nor will your answers be presented in a manner 
that a reader would be able to identify you. 


 We also want you to respect each others’ confidentiality. In other words, what’s said 
here, stays here. 


 Finally, we have five (5) questions to cover today, so I will keep us moving along.  


 Okay, let’s begin. 
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(Note: The text below is required on all data collection protocols per OMB and IES)  


The U.S. Department of Education wants to protect the privacy of individuals who participate in data collection. Your answers will be combined 
with other respondents, and no one will know how you answered the questions. This data collection is authorized by law (1) Sections 171(b) and 
173 of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-279 (2002); and (2) Section 9601 of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (Pub. L. 107-110). Responses to this data collection will be used only 
for statistical purposes. The reports prepared for this study will summarize findings across the sample and will not associate responses with a 
specific district or individual. We will not provide information that identifies you or your district to anyone outside the study team, except as 
required by law. 


According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid 
OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0838. The time required to complete this 
information collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per respondent, including the time to review instructions, gather the data needed, and 
complete and review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for 
improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202. If you have comments or concerns regarding the 
status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 555 New 
Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208. 


FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 2008 



Notes to Moderator and Assistant Moderators: 


1.	 Pay attention to whether the group can readily respond to the questions (i.e., they have a 
clear opinion) or they struggle to respond (i.e., they do not have a clear opinion).  


2.	 In preparation for the summary at the end, listen to whether they have shared 
understanding on both how to achieve (Q2) and can achieve (Q3), only one, or neither. 


3.	 If you observe or hear disagreement, be sure to ask “What do others think?”  


(2 mins.) General Introduction 


(1 min.) Framing the Questions: As I mentioned, the purpose of this interview is to learn more 
about the nature of school improvement efforts currently underway at your school. By “school 
improvement” we mean everything your school is doing to improve teaching and learning. 


Today, I would like you to focus on the school as a whole, rather than on your individual role at 
the school. And, it is especially important for this study that we hear about different points of 
view. So, please feel free to share your views even if they differ from what others have said. You 
don't have to address all your comments to me. Feel free to follow-up on what someone else has 
said. 


(3 mins.) Vision for Success: 


1. Does your school have a vision for success? What are some words you would use to describe 
success at your school? 


[Listen for then probe: 


 What does your school want to see change for students? (Note: The school goals may 
differ from the district goals, which most schools feel are reflected in the school 
improvement plan.) 
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(15 mins.) Working Together: Schools often talk about their vision for success in terms of their 
goals. 


2. Do you feel there is a shared or common understanding among your staff about how your 
school will to achieve its goals or vision for success?   


What makes you say that? [Listen for and probe:  


 Do all staff believe this is the right strategy or approach to achieve the goals?  


 Do all staff feel there is a clearly articulated plan for moving forward?] 


3. Do you feel there is a shared or common belief among the staff that your school can achieve 
its goals or vision for success?   


What makes you say that? [Listen for and probe:  


 Do all staff feel they have the resources, skills, and support they need to move forward to 
achieve the school’s goals or vision for success?]  


(10 mins.) Types of School Improvement Initiatives: Schools are engaged in many different 
initiatives, all of which are aimed at improving teaching and learning in some way.  


4. When you consider all of the initiatives underway at your school this year, would you say that 
for the most part they were:  


 an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


 a real break with what’s been done in the past, or… 



 a little of both? 



[Note: Do not force schools into one category. Some schools may have been in a holding 

pattern this year; that is, no change but more status quo.]  



4a. Can you tell me the initiatives you were thinking of in formulating your response? 



(5 mins.) Summarize Themes  


5. 	 So, I’d like to summarize my understanding of what the group has shared today.  


4.	  What I heard is that your school [has/doesn’t have/you don’t know if it has/mixed 
opinions] a shared or common understanding of how it will achieve its goals or vision for 
success. 


5.	  I also heard that your school [has/doesn’t have/you don’t know if it has/mixed opinions] a 
shared understanding that it can achieve its goals or vision for success.  
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6.	 And, finally, that when considering all of the initiatives underway at your school this 
year, I heard that overall, you would characterize these initiatives as [an extension of 
the past/a break with the past/some of both/mixed opinions/none of the above].  


Have I adequately captured the perceptions of this group? 


(5 mins.) Final Question: 


6. Before we end is there anything else you feel would be important for me to know – anything 
you feel may have helped or hindered your school’s improvement efforts this year? 


Thank you for your time today. If you have any other comments or any questions you’d 
like to share, see me afterwards and I can give you the phone number of the Project 
Manager for the Study. 
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Spring 2010 interview protocols 


INTRODUCTION TO SPRING 2010 INTERVIEWS 


•	 Good morning/afternoon. Thanks for taking the time today to talk with me about school 
improvement initiatives in your school. 


•	 My name is ______________. 


•	 I am assisting Magnolia Consulting, a research organization, with the data collection for this 
study of Success in Sight. 


•	 The study, which is sponsored by the US Dept of Education, examines school improvement 
initiatives and their impact on student achievement. Your school is one of those participating 
in the study. 


•	 In each school we are talking to principals, a member of the school leadership team, and a 
staff member about their perceptions of what has helped or hindered your school’s 
improvement efforts in the last two years. 


•	 We expect that perceptions may vary and your experiences and thoughts may be different 
from others in your school. We don’t expect that everyone will have the same views, and we 
encourage you to share yours, even if they differ from others’.  


•	 I will be recording the session because I don't want to miss any of your comments. No one 
else besides researchers will be listening to this tape recording and your responses to my 
questions will be kept confidential. By that I mean that your name will never be associated 
with any comment you make, nor will your answers be presented in a manner that a reader 
would be able to identify you. 


•	 Okay, let’s begin. 


(Note: The text below is required on all data collection protocols per OMB and IES)  


The U.S. Department of Education wants to protect the privacy of individuals who participate in data collection. Your answers will be combined 
with other respondents, and no one will know how you answered the questions. This data collection is authorized by law (1) Sections 171(b) and 
173 of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-279 (2002); and (2) Section 9601 of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (Pub. L. 107-110). Responses to this data collection will be used only 
for statistical purposes. The reports prepared for this study will summarize findings across the sample and will not associate responses with a 
specific district or individual. We will not provide information that identifies you or your district to anyone outside the study team, except as 
required by law. 


According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid 
OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0838. The time required to complete this 
information collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per respondent, including the time to review instructions, gather the data needed, and 
complete and review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for 
improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202. If you have comments or concerns regarding the 
status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 555 New 
Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208. 
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Spring 2010 Principal Interview Questions 


Steps: 


1.	 Mail questions to principal 


2.	 Principal faxes back to Magnolia prior to interview 


3.	 Interviewer reviews transcript of baseline principal interview for background prior to interview 
(see folder 13 in transfer file) 


4.	 Interviewer conduct follow-up interview to ask questions about any information that needs 
clarifying  


School Name:  _________________________ State: _______ 


Principal Name: _________________________ Telephone Number: ____________ 


AYP STATUS: 


Q1. What was your school’s recent AYP status? (please circle one response for each year, subject, 
and student group) 


YEAR ALL STUDENTS? 
SUBGROUPS? 


(ethnic, special education, etc.) 


BASELINE 


2007-2008 


READING 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 


BASELINE 


2007-2008 


MATH 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 
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YEAR ONE 


2008-2009 


READING 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 


YEAR ONE 


2008-2009 


MATH 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 


YEAR TWO 


2009-2010 


READING 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 


YEAR TWO 


2009-2010 


MATH 


Made AYP 
Did not make 


AYP 


At least one (1) subgroup did 


not make AYP 


(Interviewer: Confirm all AYP status reported)
 


SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVES:
 


Q2. In the last two years (2007-08 and 2008-09), has your school participated in any major school 

improvement initiatives? (please check all that apply and add others) 


Systemic Reform Initiatives 
Yes, our school 


participated 


1. McREL’s Success in Sight 


2. Center for Effective Schools 


3. Comer’s 


4. Accelerated Schools 


5. Onward to Excellence 


6. Early Reading First 
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7. Reading First 


8. Other (please specify) 


9. Other (please specify) 


10. Other (please specify) 


Supplemental Initiatives 
Yes, our school 


participated 


1. Missouri’s RPDCs 


2. Principal’s Leadership Academy 


3. Professional Learning Communities (PLC) (not included in 
Success in Sight) 


4. Other (please specify) 


5. Other (please specify) 


6. Other (please specify) 


7. Other (please specify) 


8. Other (please specify) 


9. Other (please specify) 


10. Other (please specify) 


(Interviewer: Probe for others and clarify their nature, i.e., reading focus, etc.) 


CHANGES IN STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION POLICIES 


Q3a. In the last two years (2007-08 and 2008-09), what if any changes in state and local education 
policies and practices occurred that you feel had an effect on your school’s improvement 
efforts? 


Some examples are: 


school start times 


grade level configurations 


other school reorganization 
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curriculum 



instruction
  


assessment
  


Q3b. When you consider these changes, would you say that for the most part they were (circle one 
response)?  


1.  an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


2.  a real break with what’s been done in the past 


3.  a little of both 


Q3c. Which changes in particular were you thinking of in formulating your response? 


Interviewer:  


 Discuss changes 


 Identify whether they occurred in Year 1 or Year 2 


 Whether helped or hindered school improvement  


 Whether mostly first- or second-order change (Q3b) 


OTHER BARRIERS & SUPPORTS TO SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT  


Q4a. In the last two years (2007-08 and 2008-09),what else has changed at your school that you feel 
has had an effect on your school’s improvement efforts?  


Some examples are:  


•  Changing student demographics 


•  Changing student enrollment  


•  Changes to school facilities (e.g., air conditioning)  


•  Other changes specific to budget cuts (e.g., staffing, materials) 


Q4b. When you consider these changes, would you say that for the most part they were (circle one 
response)?  


1.  an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


2.  a real break with what’s been done in the past 


3.  a little of both 
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Q4c. Which changes in particular were you thinking of in formulating your response? 


Interviewer:  


 Discuss changes 


 Identify whether they occurred in Year 1 or Year 2 


 Whether helped or hindered school improvement  


 Whether mostly first- or second-order change (Q3b) 
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SPRING 2010 LEADERSHIP TEAM & STAFF MEMBER 


INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 


Steps: 


1.	 Conduct interview with principal first 


2.	 Interviewer reviews Observation Notes from baseline leadership team and staff focus groups for 
background prior to interview (see folder 13 in transfer file) 


3.	 Then conduct interviews with a member of the leadership team (LT) and a member of the school staff 
(ST) 


School Name:  _________________________ State: _______ 


Staff Name: _____________________________ Telephone Number: __________________ 


Interview: LT ST 


CHANGES IN STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION POLICIES 


Q3a. In the last two years(2007-08 and 2008-09), what if any changes in state and local education 
policies and practices occurred that you feel had an effect on your school’s improvement 
efforts? 


Some examples are: 


school start times 


grade level configurations 


other school reorganization 


curriculum 


instruction 


assessment 
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Q3b. When you consider these changes, would you say that for the most part they were (circle one 
response)?  


4.  an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


5.  a real break with what’s been done in the past 


6.  a little of both 


Q3c. Which changes in particular were you thinking of in formulating your response? 


Interviewer:  


 Discuss changes 


 Identify whether they occurred in Year 1 or Year 2 


 Whether helped or hindered school improvement  


 Whether mostly first- or second-order change (Q3b) 


OTHER BARRIERS & SUPPORTS TO SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT  


Q4a. In the last two years(2007-08 and 2008-09),what else has changed at your school that you feel 
has had an effect on your school’s improvement efforts?  


Some examples are:  


•  Changing student demographics 


•  Changing student enrollment  


•  Changes to school facilities (e.g., air conditioning)  


•  Other changes specific to budget cuts (e.g., staffing, materials) 


 


Q4b. When you consider these changes, would you say that for the most part they were (circle one 
response)?  


7.  an extension of or building on what you’ve done in the past, 


8.  a real break with what’s been done in the past 


9.  a little of both 
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Q4c. Which changes in particular were you thinking of in formulating your response? 


Interviewer:  


 Discuss changes 


 Identify whether they occurred in Year 1 or Year 2 


 Whether helped or hindered school improvement  


 Whether mostly first- or second-order change (Q4b)  
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Teacher school improvement online survey 


Welcome to the School Improvement Study! Your school is involved in a study of Success in 
Sight, a school improvement intervention. The research portion of this study is being 
conducted by Magnolia Consulting. 


This survey asks about the educational practices engaged in at your school. Please select the 
answer that most closely represents your views. The survey has several sections and will 
take approximately 25-30 minutes to complete. (Note: You will not be able to exit the survey 
and return at a later time, so please plan to complete the survey in one sitting.) 


Staff members who complete the survey will receive a $25 check. After you complete the 
survey, you will be directed to another page (separate from your survey responses) where 
you will be asked to provide the information needed to process your check. This information 
will not be attached to your survey responses. (Please note: Both the survey and the address 
page are hosted on a secure web server.) 


Responses to this survey will only be used for statistical purposes. The reports prepared for 
this study will summarize findings across schools and will not associate responses with a 
specific district, school or individual. We will not provide information that identifies you, 
your school or district to anyone outside the research team, except as required by law. 


Thank you for your participation! 


The U.S. Department of Education wants to protect the confidentiality of individuals who participate in surveys. We want 
to assure you that the results will never be presented in a way that will permit any responses to be associated with any 
individual, and only the researchers will have access to the data. This survey is authorized by law (1) Sections 171(b) and 
173 of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-279 (2002); and (2) Section 9601 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (Pub. L. 107-110). 
Responses to this data collection will be used only for statistical purposes. The reports prepared for this study will 
summarize findings across the sample and will not associate responses with a specific district or individual. We will not 
provide information that identifies you or your district to anyone outside the study team, except as required by law. 


According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of 
information unless it displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information 
collection is 1850-0838. The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 25 
minutes per respondent, including the time to review instructions, gather the data needed, and complete and 
review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or 
suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202. If 
you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: 
U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 555 New Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 
20208. 


1) In which area is your school located? 


2) At which school do you work? (If you work at more than one school, please select the 
school you work at the most. If your time is split equally between schools, please randomly 
select one school.) 


The answers to the questions in this survey should reflect your experiences at the following 
school: 
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If your school is correct, please click "Next Page." If your school is incorrect, please click 
"Previous Page" below to change your response.  
 
If your school is correct, please click "Next Page." If your school is incorrect, please click 
"Previous Page" below to change your response.  
 
3) What is your position in this school?  
 Classroom teacher  
 Specialist teacher (ELL, Spec. Ed., Art, Music, Science, etc.)  
 Educational or teaching assistant 
 Office Staff 
 Social Work, Psychologist 
 Other (please specify) 
 


If you selected other, please specify       
______________________________________________________________________ 


 
4) What percentage time is your position at this school?  
 Less than .25 FTE 
 .25 to .49 FTE 
 .50 to .75 FTE 
 More than .75 FTE  
 


School Environment 
 
This section relates to your school's environment. Please answer the questions based on 
your observations or opinions. If you feel that you are not in a position that enables you to 
answer a question, just leave it blank.  
 
5) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school?  


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. The primary mission of my 
school is that all students become 
proficient in core subjects. 


    


b. My school sets ambitious goals 
for student achievement. 


    


c. My school has an explicit 
statement of high expectations 
concerning student achievement. 


    


d. My school supports all teachers 
in their efforts to improve student 
achievement. 
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6) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Year-to-year changes in student 
achievement are monitored at the 
student level. 


    


b. School-level progress towards 
academic proficiency is 
communicated to all teachers at 
my school. 


    


c. Teachers in my school are 
provided with opportunities to 
collaboratively use assessment 
results to discuss student progress. 


    


7) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Our staff values school 
improvement. 


    


b. All teachers in my school believe 
that students can reach standards 
and objectives. 


    


c. Our teachers assume 
responsibility for ensuring that all 
students learn. 


    


d. Teachers in my school 
emphasize that student 
performance can always be 
improved. 
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8) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. My school has a specific parent 
involvement initiative that 
encourages parents to participate 
in decisions about school policies. 


    


b. School staff and teachers are 
open to suggestions from parents. 


    


c. My school pays specific attention 
to parents who are hard to reach. 


    


9) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. My school views strong 
parental support as an important 
condition for school 
effectiveness. 


    


b. Teachers frequently talk with 
parents/families about the best 
conditions to support student's 
learning at home. 


    


c. Teachers and staff are readily 
accessible to parents. 


    


d. Parents are offered various 
options for involvement (e.g., 
tutoring their children at home, 
helping in the classrooms, 
joining school council, etc.) 
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10) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. There is a safe, orderly 
learning environment at my 
school. 


    


b. Rules are well understood by 
staff and students. 


    


c. Staff members uniformly apply 
sanctions to students who defy 
school policies. 


    


d. There are positive and open 
interactions between staff and 
students. 


    


11) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Students in my school are 
acknowledged and rewarded for 
good behavior. 


    


b. Teachers work hard to create 
a safe, orderly climate in their 
classrooms. 


    


c. My school administrators strive 
to create a safe, orderly learning 
environment. 


    


Professional Community and Community Support 


This section relates to the support available to staff at your school. Please answer the 
questions based on your observations or opinions. If you feel that you are not in a position 
that enables you to answer a question, just leave it blank. 
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12) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Most teachers and staff 
members feel comfortable 
voicing their concerns in this 
school. 


    


b. Teachers and other staff 
members are recognized for a 
job well done. 


    


c. There is a great deal of 
cooperative effort among staff 
at this school. 


    


13) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Teachers share responsibility 
for all students' learning at this 
school. 


    


b. Teachers at this school are 
continually learning. 


    


c. Teachers are involved in 
making important educational 
decisions at this school. 


    


d. Teachers have influence on 
the content/focus of professional 
development at this school. 


    


e. There is a formal support 
system for beginning teachers. 
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14) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Teachers at this school are 
able to get through to difficult 
students. 


    


b. Teachers here are confident 
they will be able to motivate 
their students. 


    


c. Teachers at this school really 
believe every child can learn. 


    


d. If a child doesn't want to 
learn, teachers at this school 
give up. 


    


e. Teachers at this school don't 
have the skills needed to 
produce meaningful student 
learning. 


    


f. Teachers in this school do not 
have the skills to deal with 
student disciplinary problems. 


    


15) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Students at this school come 
ready to learn. 


    


b. Home life provides so many 
advantages the students at this 
school are bound to learn. 


    


c. Students at this school just 
aren't motivated to learn. 


    


d. The opportunities in this 
community help ensure that 
students at this school will learn. 
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e. Learning is more difficult at 
this school because students are 
worried about their safety. 


    


f. Drug and alcohol abuse in the 
community make learning 
difficult for students at this 
school. 


    


Mission, Goals and School Improvement Efforts 


The following section is about the mission, goals and the school improvement efforts at your 
school. Please answer the questions based on your observations or opinions. If you feel that 
you are not in a position that enables you to answer a question, just leave it blank. 


16) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Administrators, teachers, and 
parents share a common vision 
of school improvement. 


    


b. Teachers share the principal's 
beliefs and values about what 
the central mission of this 
school should be. 


    


c. In my school, we have a 
shared purpose about our work. 


    


d. Teachers are aware of what 
the leadership believes 
regarding teaching and 
learning. 
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17) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Specific goals for student 
achievement have been 
established for the students in my 
school. 


    


b. Our school-wide goals are 
understood by all teachers. 


    


c. Our school-wide goals are a 
prominent part of our day-to-day 
lives. 


    


d. The school mission provides a 
clear sense of direction for 
teachers. 


    


18) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Leaders support risk-
taking and innovation in 
teaching. 


    


b. Teachers in the school are 
continually learning and 
seeking new ideas. 


    


c. The principal is interested 
in innovation and new ideas. 


    


d. In my school, we 
systematically consider new 
and better ways of doing 
things. 


    


e. The principal is 
comfortable making changes 
in how things are done. 
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19) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. Unless we make or continue to 
make changes in my school, 
student achievement is not going 
to improve. 


    


b. The school's efforts to improve 
have good results in the education 
students receive. 


    


c. My school's most pressing 
improvement needs are addressed 
in a timely manner. 


    


d. At my school, resources are 
prioritized in the budget to support 
improvement efforts. 


    


e. Improvement initiatives are 
specifically focused on student-
related outcomes or goals. 


    


20) Do you work directly with students in an instructional capacity (includes classroom 
teachers, education assistants and specialists, such as Special Ed, ELL/ESL, Title I, Art, 
Music, Physical Education, etc.)? (Please choose one) 
 Yes 
 No 
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Your Teaching and Your Students 


The next section relates to the activities of staff who work directly with students in an 
instructional capacity. If you feel that you are not in a position to answer a question, just 
leave it blank. 


21) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
teaching? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. I frequently evaluate whether 
individual students are 
sufficiently progressing. 


    


b. I use academic materials 
specific to individual student skill 
levels. 


    


c. I make adjustments in my 
teaching based on student 
capabilities. 


    


d. I provide sustained assistance 
to individual students. 


    


e. I tutor or use others as tutors 
to meet individual learning 
needs. 


    


f. I seek information from others 
about my students' strengths 
and weaknesses. 


    


g. I make modifications in my 
teaching to improve students' 
success. 


    


h. I team up with parents to 
motivate my students. 


    


i. I frequently use time outside 
the classroom to help students 
learn. 
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22) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. I frequently use various 
assessment data (e.g., end-of-
chapter tests, homework, 
standardized tests, state tests, 
etc.) to adjust my teaching 
practices. 


    


b. I frequently give students 
individual feedback on their 
progress. 


    


c. I evaluate and return students' 
work at least once a week. 


    


d. I have access to my students' 
standardized test scores. 


    


e. I frequently use assessment 
results to monitor students' 
progress toward being proficient 
on academic standards. 


    


23) In the classroom, to what extent do your students...? 


Great 
Extent 


Considerable 
Extent 


Some 
Extent 


Very Limited 
Extent 


Not at 
All 


a. Know their learning goals.     


b. Work on learning goals until they 
are achieved. 


    


c. Apply their knowledge to a variety 
of situations. 


    


d. Follow guidance (such as guidance 
on how to estimate, self-monitor, 
prepare a speech, etc.) 


    


e. Independently manage their 
classwork. 
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f. Focus their discussions on lesson 
objectives. 


    


g. Receive written or verbal feedback 
on their progress. 


    


h. Receive tangible rewards for effort 
and persistence. 


    


Instructional Guidance and Professional Development 


The next section relates to instructional guidance and professional development. Please 
answer the questions based on your observations or opinions. 


24) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. The principal is directly 
involved in helping teachers 
design curricular activities for 
their classes. 


    


b. In my school, the principal 
provides guidance for the 
teachers in knowing what 
effective classroom practice is. 


    


c. The principal continually 
monitors the effectiveness of the 
instructional practices used in 
our school. 


    


d. Leaders in our school facilitate 
teachers working together. 
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25) To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school? 


Strongly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


a. In my school, the 
instructional time of teachers is 
well-protected. 


    


b. In my school, the principal 
has been successful at ensuring 
that teachers have the 
necessary resources and 
professional opportunities to 
support high-quality instruction. 


    


c. Our principal believes it is 
important that teachers cover 
all of the materials in the 
prescribed curriculum. 


    


d. Our principal is well-prepared 
to assist teachers in the 
implementation of instruction 
that supports our content 
standards. 


    


26) To what extent do your state-, district-, or school-sponsored professional development 
activities during the past school year have the following characteristics? (Please do not 
include college or university courses) 


Great 
Extent 


Considerable 
Extent 


Some 
Extent 


Very Limited 
Extent 


Not 
at all 


Not 
Applicable 


a. The content was 
specific to the teaching of 
state or district academic 
content standards. 


     


b. Addressed your 
knowledge and skills to 
help diverse learners. 


     


c. Deepened your 
knowledge in a content 
area. 
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d. Provided adequate 
time for reflection on how 
to improve your teaching. 


     


e. Occurred in 
professional development 
sessions that were 
connected and built on 
one another. 


     


f. Were directly applicable 
to classroom practices. 


     


g. Analyzed samples of 
student work. 


     


h. Addressed student test 
results. 


     


Planning Time and Teacher Collaboration 


The next section relates to teacher collaboration and its effect on your teaching. Please 
answer the questions based on your opinions and observations. 


27) During teachers' contracted time in school, how many hours per week do teachers have 
for planning? 
 None 
 Less than 1 hour 
 1-2 hours 
 2-4 hours 
 4 or more hours 


28) During teachers' contracted time in school, how many hours per week do teachers have 
for common planning (i.e., time for two or more teachers to plan together)? 
 None 
 Less than 1 hour 
 1-2 hours 
 2-4 hours 
 4 or more hours 
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29) To what extent did the following activities during the past school year improve your 
teaching? If you did not engage in an activity, please check Not Applicable. 


Great 
Extent 


Considerable 
Extent 


Some 
Extent 


Very 
Limited 
Extent 


Not at 
all 


Not 
Applicable 


a. Meeting with other 
teachers on lesson 
planning or other 
collaborative work related 
to instruction. 


     


b. Discussing with other 
teachers how to help 
specific students. 


     


c. Working with others 
(e.g., principal, other 
teachers) to analyze and 
address student test 
results. 


     


d. Working with others 
(e.g., principal, other 
teachers) to develop 
curriculum that is aligned 
with state standards. 


     


30) To what extent did the following activities during the past school year improve your 
teaching? If you did not engage in an activity, please check Not Applicable. 


Great 
Extent 


Considerable 
Extent 


Some 
Extent 


Very 
Limited 
Extent 


Not at 
all 


Not 
Applicable 


a. Having other 
teachers observe your 
classroom teaching and 
provide feedback. 


     


b. Reviewing feedback 
about your teaching 
with the principal or 
other administrator. 


     


c. Engaging in 
mentoring with another 
teacher. 


     


D-34 








 


      


 


______________________________________________________________________ 


 
 


  


d. Working with a 
mathematics or 
language arts 
curriculum specialist. 
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Background and Experience  
 
This section asks about your background and experience. 
 
31) If your school is a treatment school, were you a leadership team member?  
 Yes 
 No 
 N/A 


 
32) What is your highest earned degree?  
 Bachelor's  Degree (BA, BS) 
 Education Specialist's Degree 
 Master's Degree (MA, MS) 
 Doctorate (PhD, EdD) 
 Other (please specify) 
 


If you selected other, please specify        


______________________________________________________________________ 


 
 


33) Which of the following teacher certifications do you currently hold for the state in which 
you are teaching? Please select one.  
 Provisional or Initial  
 Professional 
 Substitute  
 Associate or Limited (highest degree held is Associate's degree) 
 Conditional (hold Bachelor's and working towards teacher certification)  
 Transitional or Temporary (hold valid out-of-state license)  
 Professional-Technical (industry experience but do not need teaching license) 
 Emergency 
 Other (please specify) 
 


If you selected other, please specify       







 


 


______________________________________________________________________ 


 
 


 


 


34) Please describe your primary role in this school. 
 Regular classroom teacher 
 Special education teacher 
 Title I teacher 
 Specialist (e.g., art, music, science) 
 Other (please specify) 


If you selected other, please specify       


35) Which grade level(s) do you currently teach? Please select all that apply. 
 Pre-kindergarten 
 Kindergarten 
 1st grade 
 2nd grade 
 3rd grade 
 4th grade 
 5th grade 
 6th grade 
 All of the above 
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Appendix E. Rationale for cross-state data aggregation and z-score 
approach 


Success in Sight is a systemic intervention designed to address schools’ specific needs while 
building their capacities to plan, implement, and evaluate school improvement practices. A key 
aspect of the program is data-based decisionmaking. Collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and 
using state achievement data, in addition to other indicators of student and school performance, 
help inform decisions and establish and monitor school improvement goals. The intervention is 
ultimately intended to drive improvement in student performance on the state accountability 
tests. As a result, the key outcome measure in this study is school-level performance on state-
administered achievement tests. 


Using state-administered achievement tests as an outcome measure has a unique set of 
advantages and drawbacks (May et al. 2009). The main advantage of using state assessments is 
the fact that nearly every student is tested at state expense and grade- or school-level data are 
publicly available; these features serve to limit the cost of conducting a large-scale experimental 
study such as this one. The main disadvantage stems from concerns of comparability. Use of 
state-administered achievement tests can create complications when attempting to analyze and 
compare outcomes across grades, subjects, and states. To facilitate such comparisons in this 
analysis we followed the guidance of May et al. (2009), who prepared a recent IES report on this 
topic. Rather than comparing scale scores across states, we transformed all achievement data into 
z-scores. As part of our sensitivity analysis, we analyzed outcomes within states, calculated 
effect sizes, and then conducted a meta-analysis across states.  


May et al. (2009) stress that researchers should address certain assumptions when combining 
impact estimates across grades and states using rescaled individual-level scores (that is, z-
scores). These assumptions include consistency in the content assessed by state tests, 
homogeneity of the study sample across grades and states in representing the intervention’s 
targeted sample, and similar underlying distributions of each state’s test scores with the 
exception of differences in scale score means and standard deviations.  


Cross-state content assessment comparisons 


Based on the recommendation of May et al. (2009), researchers established criteria for 
identifying differences between the content of state assessments. Specifically, researchers 
defined the criteria for substantial differences in tested content between the two state assessments 
as follows: a set of items per any content strand represents greater than 40 percent of all items in 
the assessment, and between states a difference greater than 10 percent in the proportion of items 
per any strand. If both criteria were met, the set of items was considered a potentially 
inappropriate set of items on which to combine results across states. The content review 
indicated that the tests were comparable in the subject matter domains and in the format, length, 
mode, and timing of administration (see appendix F). The state assessments in both reading and 
mathematics demonstrate a broad sampling of content, and thus, the total scores in each domain 
reflect comparable measures of student achievement.  
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Cross-state sample characteristics 


There were statistically significant differences between state study samples in 2008 student 
reading achievement for grades 3−5 as well as across all grades, with Minnesota sample schools 
performing lower than Missouri sample schools on their respective reading and mathematics 
state assessments, on average (table E1). There were statistically significant differences between 
state study samples in 2008 in the proportion of White, Hispanic, and Asian students, with the 
Minnesota sample having fewer White students and more Hispanic and Asian students than the 
Missouri sample (table E2). The Minnesota sample also had a statistically significantly higher 
percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch and a higher number of Title I 
schools (see table E2). The Minnesota schools resided in one district in a city locale, which was 
statistically significantly different from the distribution of Missouri schools across city, suburb, 
town, and rural locales (see table E2).  


Table E1. Baseline comparison of Minnesota and Missouri study sample schools on baseline scores 
and school demographics, 2007/08   


Minnesota study 
sample schools  


(n = 24)  


Missouri study 
sample schools  


(n = 28)  
Standard 
deviation 


Standard 
deviation 


Test 
statistic Characteristic Mean Mean Difference p-value 


Mean z-scores 2008 reading  
achievementa  
Grade 3 –0.67 0.99 –0.18 1.06 0.49 –4.48 <.01*** 
Grade 4 –0.65 1.14 –0.14 1.09 0.51 –4.77 <.01*** 
Grade 5 –0.64 0.94 –0.15 1.10 0.49 –5.19 <.01*** 
Total –0.65 0.99 –0.16 1.14 0.49 –5.29 <.01*** 
Mean z-scores 2008 math  
achievementa  
Grade 3 –0.69 0.99 –0.16 1.01 0.53 –4.69 <.01*** 
Grade 4 –0.68 1.06 –0.13 1.03 0.55 –0.55 <.01*** 
Grade 5 –0.62 1.02 –0.15 1.12 0.47 –4.01 <.01*** 
Total –0.66 1.00 –0.14 1.05 0.52 –5.04 <.01*** 
Number of students per schoolb 


Number of students per teacherb  
413.29 


14.15  
117.87 


1.76 
373.96 


14.95 
135.32 


2.86 
39.33 
–0.80 


1.11 
 –1.23 


.27 


.23 
Students eligible for free or 
reduced lunch (percent)b 


Student population (percent)b  
80.33 15.97 61.62 24.55 18.71 3.30 <.01*** 


White 17.11 14.26 60.09 38.87 –42.98  –5.44 <.01*** 
Black 35.70 20.54 31.28 41.76 4.42 0.50 .62 
Hispanic 13.97 9.68 5.94 11.08 8.03 2.76 <.01*** 
Asian 30.58 17.92 1.42 2.16 21.17 7.92 <.01*** 
American Indian 2.64 6.86 1.28 1.76 1.36 1.01 .32 


***Significant at p = .01. 
a. Test statistics and p-values accounted for clustering of teachers within schools. 
b. Test statistics and p-values were from t-tests between group means. Components may not sum to 100 percent 

because of rounding. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
 
2008a; U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics 2008.
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Table E2. Baseline comparison of Minnesota and Missouri study sample schools on school 
characteristics, 2007/08   


Minnesota study 
sample schools  


(n = 24)  


Missouri study 
sample schools  


(n = 28)  
Test 


statistic Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent p-value 
Schools receiving Title I funding (percent)a 


Title I−eligible school 22 91.67 20 71.42 –2.23 .14 
Schoolwide Title I 21 87.50 15 53.57 –5.48 .02** 
School urbanicity (percent)a 


City 24 100.00 10 35.71 
Suburb 
Town  
Rural 


0 
0 
0 


0.00 
0.00 
0.00 


11 


7a  


39.29 


25.00  
–23.60 <.01*** 


**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01.
 
Note: Test statistics and p-values were from chi-square tests between percentages.
 
a. All categories were analyzed separately, but for the Missouri study sample schools the categories of town and
 
rural were collapsed to preserve anonymity.
 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics 2008.
 


Cross-state sample distributions 


To explore the degree to which the state samples exhibit similar underlying distributions by 
grade and content area, researchers created histograms using vertically scaled scores (May et al. 
2009). Histograms depicted 2008 reading and math assessment z-scores across grades and states 
(figures E1−E4) and vertically scaled scores disaggregated by grade and subject area (figures 
E5−E16). Because the Minnesota and Missouri state assessments are scored using different 
scales, there are between-state differences regarding their ranges, means, and standard 
deviations. 


Because these are normal distributions, they are unimodal and the means, medians, and modes 
fall in the middle of the distributions. Therefore, they exhibit zero skewness, and any score 
below the mean falls in the lower 50 percent of the distribution of scores, and any score above 
the mean falls in the upper 50 percent of the distribution of scores. The peakedness of the 
distributions reflected in the histograms show leptokurtic curves with more scores in the center 
of the distribution. One exception is the distribution for grade 3 reading scores in Minnesota, 
which reveals a mesokurtic curve consistent with a normal distribution. The shapes of these 
distributions indicate that the distributions are sufficiently similar across states to warrant 
aggregation. 


E-3 








 


Figure E1. Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II 
reading scores grades 3−5, 2007/08  


 


Figure E2. Missouri Assessment Program reading scores 
grades 3−5, 2007/08  


Figure E3. Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II 
math scores grades 3−5, 2007/08  


Figure E4. Missouri Assessment Program math scores 
grades 3−5, 2007/08  
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Figure E5. Grade 3 Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment II reading scores, 2007/08  


Figure E6. Grade 3 Missouri Assessment Program 
reading scores, 2007/08  


Figure E7. Grade 4 Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment II reading scores, 2007/08  


Figure E8. Grade 4 Missouri Assessment Program 
reading scores, 2007/08  
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Figure E9. Grade 5 Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment II reading scores, 2007/08  


Figure E10. Grade 5 Missouri Assessment Program  
reading scores, 2007/08 


Figure E11. Grade 3 Minnesota Comprehensive Figure E12. Grade 3 MAP math scores, 2007/08  
Assessment II math scores, 2007/08  
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Figure E13. Grade 4 Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment II math scores, 2007/08  


Figure E14. Grade 4 Missouri Assessment Program math 
scores, 2007/08  


Figure E15. Grade 5 Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment II math scores, 2007/08  


Figure E16. Grade 5 Missouri Assessment Program math 
scores, 2007/08 
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Appendix F. Content review of state assessments 


This appendix compares the reliability and validity data as well as the content knowledge and 
skills of the Minnesota and Missouri state assessments in reading and mathematics. The purpose 
of this comparison is to provide a descriptive account of the assessments’ similarities and 
differences. 


Overview 


Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments 


The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II reading test is a pencil-and-paper test covering 
three substrands of reading. Students read poetry and expository narratives. Depending on grade 
level, students respond to 40–50 items. Reading assessment questions use a multiple-choice or 
constructed-response format. Schools can administer the test in four separate segments on 
different days. 


The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II mathematics test is a pencil-and-paper test 
covering four different mathematics strands. Depending on grade level, students respond to 44– 
50 items. Questions are multiple-choice and constructed- and gridded-response (grades 5 and 
higher). Like the reading test, schools can administer the math section in four separate segments 
given on different days. 


Missouri Assessment Program  


The Missouri Assessment Program communication arts test is a paper-and-pencil test requiring 
three to five hours of test administration time over three to four sessions (depending on grade 
level). The assessment includes 66–69 multiple-choice and constructed-response format 
questions and a writing prompt. The writing prompt is an open-ended item that requires students 
to demonstrate their writing proficiency. Writing is scored holistically using a four-point scoring 
guide. 


The Missouri Assessment Program mathematics test is a paper-and-pencil test requiring three to 
five hours of test administration time across three to four sessions (depending on grade level). 
The assessment includes 67–77 multiple-choice and constructed-response format questions.  


Scale reliability and validity 


Reliability 


To test the consistency of their assessments, Missouri and Minnesota State Department of 
Education researchers used the following reliability measures; reliability coefficients, standard 
error of measurement (SEM), and inter-rater reliability. Both states examined the internal 
consistency of their measures using coefficient alphas. Coefficient alphas for the 2008 
assessment administration ranged from .88 to .91 across all domain-specific assessments in 
reading and math on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II (table F1) (Minnesota 
Department of Education, 2008b). Coefficient alphas ranged from .91 to .92 across all domain-
specific assessments in reading and math on the Missouri Assessment Program (Missouri 
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Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2008b). Additionally, each state examined 
SEM to determine the projected range of students’ scores. Both states also recruited trained 
raters and used inter-rater reliability to examine the percent of agreement between raters on 
constructed-responses, such as written essay items and open-ended responses to reading 
comprehension and math items. Average inter-rater reliability correlations ranged from .76 to .94 
on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II (see table F1). Average Cohen’s Kappa 
agreement on the Missouri Assessment Program ranged from .77 to .96. Across both state 
assessments, at least 97% of ratings were in perfect or adjacent agreement.  


Validity 


State Department of Education researchers in both states used multiple forms of validity testing 
by following the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational 
Research Association, 1999). In addition to providing evidence of content and criterion validity 
through careful test construction, appropriate test administration and scoring, accurate score 
scaling, and standard settings, each state also addressed construct validity—the degree to which 
the assessment measures the characteristic of interest. 


Researchers for each State Department of Education investigated construct validity using 
principal components analyses (PCA). Scree plots provided evidence that the subject area tests 
are unidimensional, such that the first components explained the greatest amount of variance for 
each area test (see table F1). In Missouri, the first component of PCA explained 17–19 percent of 
the variance in grade 3–5 reading and mathematics scores and the first eigenvalue of PCA was 
5–7 times larger than the second eigenvalue for grade 3–5 reading and mathematics assessments 
(Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2008b). In Minnesota, the first 
eigenvalue of PCA was 8–10 times larger than the second eigenvalue for grades 3–5 reading and 
mathematics assessments (Minnesota Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2008b). 


Additionally, Missouri provided information on divergent validity (the relationship between 
constructs that should not be related to each other), reporting that individual scores on 
mathematics and reading assessments were related and ranged from 0.74–0.76. The Missouri 
Department of Education noted that scores were highly related but not perfectly overlapping, 
indicating the presence of different constructs (Missouri Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, 2008b). Minnesota did not provide any information on divergent validity. 
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Table F1. State assessment reliability, validity, and scale type data for 2007/08 
Minnesota 


Comprehensive 
Assessment II  


Missouri  
Assessment  


Program  
Characteristic Reading Math Reading Math 
Internal consistency 
Grade 3 0.90  0.90 0.91 0.92 
Grade 4 0.91  0.90 0.91 0.92 
Grade 5 0.88  0.90 0.91 0.91 
Inter-rater reliability 
Grade 3  0.83a 0.83a 0.84b 0.96b 


Grade 4 0.76a 0.94a 0.82b 0.96b 


Grade 5 0.88a  0.94a 0.77b 0.96b 


Construct Validity PCA revealed the 
unidimensional nature of 
each subject area 
assessment. The first 
eigenvalue was 8–10 
times larger than the 
second eigenvalue for 
grades 3–5 reading and 
mathematics assessments. 


PCA revealed the 
unidimensional nature of 
each subject area 
assessment. The first 
component explained 17– 
19% of the variance in grade 
3–5 reading and 
mathematics assessments 
and the first eigenvalue was 
5–7 times larger than the 
second eigenvalue for grade 
3–5 reading and 
mathematics assessments.    
Grade 3: r = 0.76 
Grade 4: r = 0.74  
Grade 5: r = 0.75  


Divergent Validity 
(Correlation between 
reading and math 
assessments) 
Type of scores  Vertically scaled using 


progress scores; scale, 
raw and achievement 
scores available for 
content areas and content 
subscores  


Vertically scaled to match 
TerraNova; scale and cut for 
each content area, content 
subscores  


a. Average inter-rater reliability assessed using correlations between ratings.  

b. Average inter-rater reliability assessed using Cohen’s Kappa. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education, 2008b, 2008e; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
 
Education, 2008b. 
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Subject matter covered in assessment tests by grade and state 


To determine comparability of the knowledge and skills assessed by the two state assessments, 
technical manuals, test blueprints, and released items were obtained for the 2008 assessments to 
serve as data sources. The proportion of items  per strand in each domain were computed and 
recorded and then compared across states (tables F2 and F4). Strands common to each state were 
identified and used to create a combined matrix for each domain, record proportions of items, 
and calculate differences in the proportions of items in each state assessment (tables F3 and F5). 
Based on the recommendation of May et al., Gleason (2009) recommends not combining state 
assessment results from across states if there are substantial differences in the knowledge and 
skills assessed, criteria were established for substantial difference as follows: a set of items per 
any strand represents greater than 40 percent of all items in the assessment or between states a 
difference greater than 10 percent in the proportion of items per any strand. If both criteria were 
met, the set of items was considered a potentially inappropriate set of items on which to combine 
results across states. The content and comparability of each domain, first reading, followed by 
mathematics, are discussed below. 


Reading assessments  


In Minnesota, the emphasis is on reading comprehension in each grade, both fiction and 
nonfiction, literal and interpretive, with explicit attention also paid to vocabulary. In Missouri, 
the emphasis is also on reading comprehension (nonfiction and fiction), but unlike Minnesota, 
this assessment includes items on writing (see table F2). Two of the criteria for “substantial 
difference” were met. However, at each grade level in each state assessment, at least 65 percent 
of the items address the same general set of knowledge and skills associated with reading 
comprehension. Therefore, the differences between the assessments do not appear substantial 
enough to preclude combining the results in reading across states.  


Table F2. Distribution of reading assessment items by grade and state, 2007/08  
Grade 


Assessment and item 3  4 5 
Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II—reading and literature 
Vocabulary (reading, listening, and speaking vocabularies) (percent) 18 13 12 
Comprehension (literal, interpretive, and evaluative comprehension) (percent) 36 41 47 
Literature (understanding, analyzing, interpreting fiction, poetry and nonfiction) 
(percent)  46 46 41 
Missouri Assessment Program—communication arts 
Speaking/writing standard English (grammar, punctuation, spelling) (percent) 24 16 21 
Reading—fiction/poetry drama (percent) 38 65 30 
Reading—nonfiction (percent) 28 16 46 
Writing formally and informally (percent) 10 3 3 


Source: Minnesota Department of Education, 2008c; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2008b. 
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Table F3. Proportions of items by strand in state reading assessments, 2007/08 


Grade 


3   4  5 


 Reading Minnesota Missouri Difference Minnesota Missouri Difference Minnesota Missouri Difference  
Vocabulary (percent)  18 0 18 13 0 13 12 0  12 


 Reading comprehension (percent) 82 66 16 87 81 6 88 76  12 
 Writing (percent) 0 34 –34 0 19 –19 0 24  –24 


Note:  Gray cells indicate differences of greater than  10 percent between state assessments on reading test strands. 
 
Math assessments  


Minnesota places greater emphasis on number operations and number sense than does Missouri, which places greater emphasis on 
geometric spatial relationships and measurement (see table F4). The greatest difference is for the strand of grade 4 number sense (see 
table F5); however, in neither state assessment does the set of items in question exceed 40 percent of the items in the assessment and 
thus does not meet the criteria for a substantial difference. Therefore, the differences between the assessments do not appear 
substantial enough to preclude combining the results in mathematics across states.  


Table F4. Distribution of mathematics assessment items by grade and state, 2007/08 
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Grade 
Assessment and item  3 4  5 


 Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II—mathematics 
Number sense (percent)  37 39  35 
Patterns, function, and algebra (percent) 15 14  19 
Data, statistics, and probability (percent) 19 18  24 
Spatial sense, geometry, and measurement (percent) 29 29  22 
Missouri Assessment Program—mathematics 


 Number and operations (percent) 36 27  23 
 Algebraic relations (percent) 19 19  19 


Geometric and spatial relations (percent) 19 17  19 
 Measurement (percent) 15 19  20 


 Data and probability (percent) 10 17  19 
Note: Numbers may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2008c; Missour  i Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  2008b. 
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Table F5. Differences in proportions of items by strand in state mathematics assessments, 2007/08 
Grade


3 4 5
Mathematics Minnesota Missouri Difference Minnesota Missouri Difference Minnesota Missouri Difference 
Number sense (percent) 37 36 1 39 27 12 35 23 12 
Patterns, function, and algebra (percent) 15 19 –4 14 19 –5 19 19 0 
Data, statistics, and probability (percent) 19 10 9 18 17 1 24 19 5 
Spatial sense, geometry, and 
measurement (percent) 29 34 –5 29 36 –7 22 39 –17 


Note: Numbers may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. Gray cells indicate differences of greater than 10 percent between state assessments on reading 
test strands.







 


 
 
 


    


  


 


Assessment administration periods  


Schools administer the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II and Missouri Assessment 
Program during the spring semester of each school year. District websites provided the following 
periods for administration (table F6).  


Table F6. Periods for assessment administration by school year and state, 2007/08 and 2009/10 
Minnesota Comprehensive 


Assessment II 
Missouri Assessment 


Program School year 
2007/08 April 14–May 2, 2008 March 31–April 25, 2008 
2009/10 April 12–April 30, 2010 March 29–April 23, 2010 


Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008b, 2010e; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 2008b, 2010c. 


Conclusion 


The representation of reading and mathematics strands on state assessments varied by state and 
by grade level. In Minnesota, 82–88 percent of the reading assessment covered comprehension 
and 12–18 percent covered vocabulary. In Missouri, 66–81 percent of the reading assessment 
covered comprehension and 19–34 percent covered writing. Despite these differences, 66–81 
percent of items across states address the same set of skills related to reading comprehension. 


In Minnesota, the number sense strand accounts for 35–39 percent of test items. In contrast, in 
Missouri, the spatial sense, geometry and measurement strand represents 34–39 percent of math 
test items. Despite these differences, in both states, no strand makes up more than 40 percent of 
the math assessment. 


The study’s impact estimates of primary outcomes involve estimating an overall mean treatment 
and control group difference based on comparisons of multiple pairs of schools taking the same 
state assessments. Within each state, schools are held accountable for the content on each state 
assessment, and the contrast is the same across each of the school pairs (that is, comparing a 
treatment versus control school on the test it was accountable for). Therefore, there is no 
confound in which any treatment and control schools are directly contrasted across differing 
assessments and content. Based on this and the recommendation of May et al. (2009), 
researchers determined that it was appropriate to aggregate scores across states based on the 
similarities in knowledge and skills assessed across states. 
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Appendix G. Development and description of the teacher survey 
measuring teacher capacity for school improvement practices  


This effectiveness study of Success in Sight measured three intermediate outcomes as part of 
teacher capacity for school improvement practices. The three teacher outcomes—data-based 
decisionmaking, purposeful community, and shared leadership—were measured using self-report 
surveys administered to both treatment and control teachers. This appendix begins with a 
description of the development of the measure for each outcome and then presents results of 
psychometric analyses on the measures of each outcome.  


Instrument Development 


The measures of teacher capacity for school improvement practices were derived from two 
existing teacher surveys: the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices (Mid-continent Research 
for Education and Learning 2005) and the 12-item Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 
2002). 


The Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices was developed to study the organization of 
successful, high-poverty elementary schools (Apthorp et al. 2005). The researchers postulated a 
model representing four components of a school’s organization, including leadership, school 
environment, professional community, and instruction. They based the model and the 
corresponding survey of teacher perceptions on a review of the effective schools research and 
research on successful high-poverty schools in particular. Based on this review, they 
conceptualized and defined four scales, each measured with three or four subscales. Coefficient 
alphas for these scales and subscales ranged from .77 to .95.  


Although the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices and the Success in Sight intervention 
share the same developer, they have different theoretical foundations and are not overaligned. 
The survey research team developed scales and subscales several years prior to the beginning of 
the current effectiveness study of Success in Sight. These scales and subscales were based on a 
review of successful, high-need schools. The Success in Sight development team based the 
intervention on a review of effective schools research (Marzano 2003) and the education change 
literature (for example, Fullan 2001, 2002).  


The Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale measures school faculty perceptions of positive influence 
on student learning (Goddard 2002). Respondents use a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).50 Example items include “Teachers here are confident 
they will be able to motivate their students,” “Home life provides so many advantages the 
students here are bound to learn,” and “Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with 
student disciplinary problems.” Research has demonstrated the construct validity and reliability 
of both the 21-item scale and the 12-item scale (Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy 2000). Goddard (2002) 
reported a coefficient alpha of .94 for the 12-item Collective Efficacy scale. 


The survey used in this study to assess teacher capacity for school improvement included seven 
of the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices subscales (Mid-continent Research for Education 


50 Likert scale items 2–5 do not have labels. Scores are presented on a continuum. 
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and Learning 2005) and the 12-item Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard 2002). Table 
G1 shows each intermediate outcome and its coefficient alpha, each respective subscale and its 
coefficient alpha, and the number of items of each subscale. Coefficient alphas reported are 
based on the combined Minnesota and Missouri data used in the impact analysis for the study. 
Coefficient alphas were .76 for data based decisionmaking, .89 for purposeful community, and 
.96 for shared leadership. These alphas exceed the What Works Clearinghouse standards for 
reliable outcome measures (What Works Clearinghouse 2008). 


Data-based decisionmaking was measured with the 8-item assessment and monitoring subscale 
from the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices. The assessment and monitoring subscale (8 
items) measures the degree to which school staff use various types of assessments to monitor 
student progress, provide feedback, and inform instructional decisions.   


Purposeful Community was measured with the professional development and the collaboration 
subscales of the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices and the Goddard Collective Efficacy 
Scale. The professional development subscale (8 items) measures the extent to which teachers 
report that their state-, district-, or school-sponsored professional development activities focused 
on academic content standards, content knowledge, and improving classroom practices. The 
collaboration subscale (8 items) measures the extent to which teachers work together on lesson 
planning, analyzing student test results, mentoring, and providing feedback to each other. The 
Goddard Collective Efficacy scale (12 items) assesses the degree to which school faculty believe 
that they have the joint capacity to positively influence student achievement. 


Shared leadership was measured using the support for teacher influence subscale (eight items), 
the shared mission and goals subscale (six items), the instructional guidance subscale (six items), 
and the organizational change subscale (10 items) from the Teacher Survey of Policies and 
Practices. The support for teacher influence subscale measures teachers’ perceptions of their 
involvement in important decisions and comfort in being able to voice concerns. The shared 
mission and goals subscale measures teachers’ perception for a common vision of school 
improvement and shared beliefs and values about their school’s mission. The instructional 
guidance subscale measures the degree to which school leadership provides guidance to teachers 
regarding effective classroom practice, ensures that teachers have the resources necessary for 
high-quality instruction, and monitors the effectiveness of classroom instructional practices. The 
organizational change subscale measures teachers’ perceptions regarding seeking new and 
innovative ideas for teaching and making changes to improve student achievement.     
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Table G1. Subscales, alpha coefficients, and number of items used to measure intermediate 
outcomes of teacher capacity for school improvement practices  
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Intermediate  
teacher outcome  


Contributing subscales Number of 
items  


Data-based 
decisionmaking  
(.76)  


Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices assessment and 
monitoring subscale  
(.76)  


 8 


Purposeful 
community 
(.89)  


Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices professional 
development subscale  
(.93)  


 8 


Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices collaboration 
subscale  
(.83)  
Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale  
(.85)  


 8 


 12 


Shared leadership 
(.96)  


Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices support for 
teacher influence subscale  
(.88)  


 8 


Shared mission and goals  
(.93)  


 6 


Instructional guidance 
(.89)  


 6 


Organizational change 
(.85)  


 10 


Note: numbers in parentheses are coefficients alphas, which are based on the combined Minnesota and Missouri  data
  
used in the impact analysis for the study.  

Source: 2008 teacher survey.  



All items on the teacher survey used a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat 
disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, and 5 = strongly agree).51  
Researchers calculated total scores for each of the three outcomes (data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, and shared leadership) by averaging the ratings from the items from the 
corresponding subscales. Ratings were scored carefully, taking into account positively or 
negatively worded questions. 


Confirmatory Factor Analysis  


Researchers ran a confirmatory factor analysis to examine the psychometric properties of the 
items and subscales used to measure the three teacher outcomes. Researchers ran the 
confirmatory factor analysis with each teacher outcome as a latent variable and its corresponding 
subscales as indicators (figure G1).  Data-based decisionmaking had only one subscale, which 
was split into two indicators to accommodate the requirements of the confirmatory factor 
analysis model. The first indicator included three items, and the second indicator included five 
items. Researchers split the scale this way because  the items for the first indicator were presented 


                                                 
51  Six items within the Collective Efficacy Scale subscale of the purposeful community scale were reverse coded to 
adjust  for negatively valenced statements (1  = strongly agree, 2 = agree,  3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = 
somewhat disagree, 5 = strongly disagree).  







 


 
 


  


together in one matrix on the survey, and the items for the second indicator were presented in a 
second matrix.  


Results of the confirmatory factor analysis were as follows. The χ2 test yielded a value of 266.63, 
which, evaluated with 24 degrees of freedom, has a corresponding p-value of < .01. This p-value 
is less than .05 and rejects the null hypothesis of a good fit (Loehlin 2004). A statistically 
significant χ2 test, however, is common when the sample size is large. The root mean square of  
error approximation was .08, which researchers suggest represents reasonably good model fit 
(Brown and Cudeck 1993; Steiger 1989). Additional tests of model fit included the goodness of 
fit index (.96), the adjusted goodness of fit index (.92), and the comparative fit index (.96)—all 
with values higher than .90 that suggest a good model fit (Coursey 2008).  


As can be seen in figure G1, the correlations between the three latent variables representing the 
three teacher outcomes were high. The correlation between purposeful community and data-
based decisionmaking was .91.  The correlation between shared leadership and purposeful 
community was .89, and the correlation between shared leadership and data-based 
decisionmaking was .89. 


Figure G1. Results of the teacher survey confirmatory factor analysis, 2008  


Source: 2008 teacher survey. 


G-4 








 


 


 


   
 
 


   
 
 


 
   


 
 


 
 
 


  


Researchers examined the results of the confirmatory factor analysis in terms of standardized 
regression weights and the squared multiple correlations for each indicator in the model (figure 
G1 and table G2). The standardized regression weights represent the correlation between the 
indicator and the latent variable. Two indicators had standardized loadings less than acceptable 
level of .50 as defined by Albright (2008): data-based decisionmaking (.42) and collaboration 
(.47). The remaining standardized loadings were all higher than .50.  


The squared multiple correlations (R2) represent the proportion of variance of the indicator 
accounted for by the latent variable. The R2 values presented in table G2 show that the proportion 
of variance in four of the indicators was less than 50%. These were data-based decisionmaking 2 
(.18), collaboration (.22), professional development (.32), and Collective Efficacy Subscale (.38). 
These results suggest that these subscales are weak indicators of their respective latent variables. 
Five of the R2 values presented in table G2 were greater than 50% and suggest that these 
subscales were strong indicators of their respective latent variables. These subscales and their 
respective R2 values presented in table G2 were: data-based decisionmaking 1 (.57), instructional 
guidance (.67), organizational change (.77), shared mission and goals (.79), and support for 
teacher influence (.80).  


Table G2. Confirmatory factor analysis observed variable loadings on latent variables, 2008 
Standardized 


loadings  Latent variable and indicator R2 


Data-based decisionmaking 


Data-based decisionmaking 1 0.77 0.57 


Data-based decisionmaking 2 0.42 0.18 


Purposeful community 


Collective Efficacy Scale 0.62 0.38 


Professional development 0.57 0.32 


Collaboration 0.47 0.22 


Shared leadership 


Support for teacher influence 0.89 0.80 


Shared mission and goals 0.89 0.79 


Instructional guidance 0.82 0.67 


Organizational change 0.88 0.77 
Source: 2008 teacher survey. 
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Researchers also examined the extent to which the indicators for each latent variable 
“converged,” or shared variance; that is, the extent to which there was convergent validity. To 
evaluate the convergent validity, researchers examined mean variance extracted and the construct 
reliability loading for each latent variable from the confirmatory factor analysis. Mean variance 
extracted was calculated using the following equation:  
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Construct reliability was calculated using the following equation: 
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Loehlin (2004) suggests that a mean variance extracted of .50 or higher indicates adequate 
convergent validity, while a mean variance extracted of less than .50 indicates that, on average, 
there is more error remaining in the items than there is variance explained by the latent factor 
structure imposed on the measure. For construct reliability, a measure of the internal consistency 
of the observed indicator variables, Loehlin (2004) suggests that a value of .70 or higher 
indicates good reliability and suggests the measures are consistently representing the observed 
indicator. 


Results shown in table G3 suggest that one latent variable had adequate convergent validity (.76 
for shared leadership), and two latent variables with less than adequate convergent validity: .37 
for data-based decisionmaking and .31 for purposeful community. The latent variable for shared 
leadership had acceptable construct reliability, .93. Two latent variables had less than adequate 
construct reliability: .52 for data-based decisionmaking and .57 for purposeful community. 


Table G3. Success in Sight latent variables construct mean variance extracted and construct 
reliability 


Mean variance 
extracteda 


Construct 
reliabilityb Success in Sight latent variable 


Data-based decisionmaking 0.37 0.52 


Purposeful community 0.31 0.57 


Shared leadership 0.76 0.93 
a. Variance extracted calculated by taking the sum of the squared loadings for each factor and dividing by the 

number of loadings.
 
b. Construct reliability is computed from the sum of factor loadings (λi), squared for each construct, and the sum of 

the error variance terms for a construct (δi). 

Source: 2008 teacher survey. 
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Conclusion 


The coefficient alphas for the scales used to measure each intermediate teacher outcome as part 
of teacher capacity for school improvement practices were high and above acceptable levels. 
Results from the confirmatory factor analysis showed moderately good fit. The three latent 
variables in the confirmatory factor analysis represented that the three intermediate teacher 
outcomes were highly correlated. These high correlations suggest that the three intermediate 
outcomes represent highly related constructs of teacher capacity for school improvement 
practices. The confirmatory factor analysis results also suggest that shared leadership had 
adequate convergent validity and construct reliability. Additional results from the confirmatory 
factor analysis suggest that two of the latent variables—data-based decisionmaking and 
purposeful community—had less than adequate convergent validity and construct reliability. 
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Appendix H. Calculation of effect sizes 


To describe the magnitude of the impact estimates for differences between treatment and control 
groups, researchers calculated effect sizes based on Glass’s d approach (Glass, McGaw, and 
Smith 1981). For each effect size, the numerator was the difference between the adjusted 
treatment group and control group means, and the denominator was the control group standard 
deviation, calculated by taking the square root of the sum of the level 1 and level 2 variance 
components from the multilevel model (Spybrook et al. 2009). Using this approach yielded 
estimates of effect sizes expressed in standard deviation units of the control group, rather than 
pooled treatment and control group standard deviation units. This was important because schools 
most interested in participating in Success in Sight might be more similar to the control group 
schools than to treatment group schools that had participated in Success in Sight over the two-
year study. For student achievement outcomes, the effect sizes are the same as the impact 
estimates because the impact estimates were already in standard deviation metrics (z-scores). 
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Appendix I. Procedures for handling missing data 


This appendix describes the approaches used to handle missing data, which included listwise 
deletion, multiple imputation, and using available data. The type of approach implemented 
depended on the extent of missing data, available data, and the analytic models.  


Impact analysis sample for primary outcomes  


The benchmark analytic models for primary outcomes used posttest student achievement scores 
in reading and mathematics as outcome variables and baseline student achievement scores to 
calculate cluster-level covariates for mean school baseline student achievement in reading and 
mathematics. The impact analysis sample for primary outcomes included all students from  
participating schools with available reading or mathematics scores from the 2010 administration 
of the Minnesota and Missouri state assessments. Researchers examined the degree to which 
there was missing baseline and outcome data for students in the treatment and control group 
(table I1).  


Table I1. Available and missing student achievement data, 2007/08  and 2009/10 
Treatment group Control group 


Response 
rate 


(percent) 


Response 
rate 


(percent) 
Data 
category  


Eligible 
students  


Available 
scores  


Missing
scores 


Eligible 
students 


Available
scores 


Missing 
scores  


Reading 
Baseline 4,705 4,665 40 99.15 3,904 3,802 102 97.39 
Posttest 4,473 4,403 70 98.44 3,867 3,779 88 97.72 
Math 
Baseline 4,557 4,519 38 99.17 3,881 3,812 69 98.22 
Posttest 4,468 4,413 55 98.77 3,861 3,800 61 98.42 


Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 2008a, 2010b.  


The amount of missing data at any specific data point was less than 3 percent (see table I1). 
Research suggests that listwise deletion will not contribute to consequential bias (that is, bias 
greater than 0.05 standard deviation of the outcome measure) and loss of power when missing 
data is less than approximately 5 percent (for example, see Graham, Cumsille, and Elek-Fisk 
2003; Graham 2009; Puma et al. 2009). In addition, listwise deletion is appropriate for a variety 
of analyses and does not require specialized software. Therefore, researchers used listwise 
deletion to handle missing student achievement data. In other words, students who were missing 
test scores were excluded from analyses.  


Impact analysis sample for secondary outcomes 


The benchmark analytic models for secondary outcomes used posttest capacity for school 
improvement practice scores (from the teacher survey) as outcome variables and baseline school 
improvement practice scores (from the teacher survey) to calculate cluster-level covariates for 
baseline mean school improvement practices. For the impact analysis sample for secondary 
outcomes, there were two types of missing data—when teachers did not respond to specific items 
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(item-level nonresponse) and when eligible teachers did not complete either the baseline or 
posttest survey (wave nonresponse) (table I2). 


Table I2. Available and missing teacher survey data, 2008 and 2010  


Percent 
with 


incomplete 
responses 


Percent with  
wave 


nonresponses 
Data 
category  


Eligible 
teachers  


Complete 
responses 


Incomplete  
responses 


Wave 
nonresponses


 Treatment 
 Baseline survey  819  429 321 39.19  69 8.42 


Posttest survey   825  583 232 28.12  10 1.21 
 Control 


Baseline survey   755  342 282 37.35  131 17.35  
Posttest survey   737  514 187 25.37  36 4.88 
Source: 2008 and 2010 teacher survey. 
 
Item-level missing data 


Item-level nonresponse led to missing data for 39.19 percent of treatment group cases and 37.35 
percent of control group cases at baseline and 28.12 percent of treatment group cases and 25.37 
percent of control group cases at posttest (see table I2). Because more than 5 percent of the 
baseline and posttest teacher survey cases had missing item-level data and because there were 
appropriate data available to include in the imputer’s model, researchers determined that it would 
be beneficial to impute missing item-level data. Specifically, researchers used multiple 
imputation with the multiple imputation with chained equations procedure (Van Buuren and 
Groothuis-Oudshoorn forthcoming) because it offered flexibility in handling data with different 
levels of measurement.  


The multiple imputation with chained equations procedure uses three steps to implement 
multiple imputation: creates multiple versions of the imputed data sets by using existing values 
to predict missing variables, performs repeated statistical analysis to incorporate missing data 
uncertainty on each of the imputed data sets, and combines the results of the analyses (mean) to 
produce one set of results (Van Buuren and Oudshoorn 1999). Multiple imputation maintains 
overall variability in the missing data by creating imputed values based on variables correlated 
with the missing data. Uncertainty is accounted for by creating different versions of the missing 
data and observing the variability between imputed data sets (Rubin 1987, 1996).  


To simplify matters and avoid any potential confound, researchers separated the items by 
subscale and ran the multiple imputation with chained equations procedure by subscale.52  
Researchers ran the multiple imputation with chained equations procedure for each of the 13 
subscales (12 for the Teacher Survey of Policies and Practices and 1 for the Collective Efficacy 
Scale) by state and by treatment group.53 These multiple imputation procedures produced five 
                                                 
52 The confound  can occur if a spurious relationship exists among items and the use of chained equations  
exacerbates that spurious relationship by imputing values that conform  more to the spurious relationship than to the  
internally consistent relationship among the subscale items.   
53 Researchers ran these separately by state to  protect against  potential confounds that could have been introduced  by  
state. 
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complete datasets for each subscale. To determine whether the internal consistency of the 
subscales was congruent between the two state samples and across the five multiply imputed 
datasets, researchers calculated coefficient alpha for each subscale, within each state, and within 
each dataset (tables I3 and I4). The findings indicated high internal consistency within all 
subscales. The findings indicated congruence between datasets across states and across  
imputations. Based on these analyses and findings that the rate of missing information (Rubin 
1987; McKnight et al. 2007) revealed almost no information was lost due to the imputation (γ < 
.0001), researchers determined it was appropriate to select one imputed dataset at random for use 
as the final, complete dataset for all subsequent analyses.  


Table I3. 2008 Coefficient alphas by scale, subscale, state, and imputed data set  
MN 


1  
MN 


2  
MN 


3 
MN 


4 
MN 


5 
MO 


1 
MO 


2 
MO 


3  
MO 


4 
MO 


5 
Assessment and 
Monitoring  .74 .74 .73 .74 .74 .75 .74 .74 .74 .74 
Purposeful Community .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .84 .84 .84 .84 .84 


Professional 
Development .91 .91 .91 .91 .91 .94 .94 .94 .94 .94 
Collaboration .81 .81 .81 .81 .80 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 
Collective Efficacy .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .85 .85 .85 .85 .85 


Shared Leadership .95 .95 .95 .96 .96 .96 .96 .96 .96 .96 
Teacher Influence .87 .87 .87 .87 .87 .88 .88 .88 .88 .88 
Shared Mission and 
Goals  .93 .93 .93 .93 .93 .91 .91 .91 .91 .91 
Instructional 
Guidance  .87 .87 .87 .87 .87 .89 .88 .89 .88 .88 
Organizational 
Change  .84 .84 .84 .84 .84 .85 .85 .85 .85 .85 


Source: 2008 teacher survey. 
 
 
Table I4. 2010 Coefficient alphas by scale, subscale, state, and imputed data set 


MN 
1 


MN 
2 


MN 
3


MN 
4


MN 
5


MO 
1


MO 
2


MO 
3 


MO 
4


MO 
5 


Assessment and 
Monitoring   .73 .72 .73 .72 .72 .76  .76  .76 .76 .76 


 Purposeful Community  .82 .83 .82 .82 .83 .85  .85  .85 .85 .85 
Professional 


 Development  .93 .93 .93 .93 .93 .94  .94  .94 .94 .94 
 Collaboration  .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83  .83  .83 .83 .83 


Collective Efficacy   .84 .84 .84 .84 .84 .85  .85  .85 .85 .85 
 Shared Leadership  .95 .95 .95 .95 .95 .96  .96  .96 .96 .96 


 Teacher Influence  .86 .86 .86 .86 .86 .89  .89  .89 .89 .89 
Shared Mission and 
Goals   .90 .91 .91 .91 .91 .93  .93  .93 .93 .93 
Instructional 
Guidance   .86 .86 .86 .86 .86 .88  .88  .88 .88 .88 
Organizational 
Change   .84 .84 .84 .84 .84 .85  .85  .85 .85 .85 


Source: 2010 teacher survey. 
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Wave-level missing data 


Teacher nonresponse led to missing data for 8.42 percent of treatment group cases and 17.35 
percent of control group cases at baseline and 1.21 percent of treatment group cases and 4.88 
percent of control group cases at posttest (see table I2). Because the amount of missing posttest 
data was less than 5 percent, researchers used listwise deletion to address missing posttest wave-
level teacher survey data for the outcome variable. Because the amount of missing baseline 
wave-level was more than 5 percent, researchers considered data- and model-based procedures, 
such as multiple imputation and the dummy variable method, to address missing data (Puma et 
al. 2009). However, researchers determined that multiple imputation was not appropriate because 
this study did not link teachers’ baseline and posttest responses, making it impossible to use 
teachers’ available responses to impute data for missing responses. Furthermore, because the 
analytic model included a cluster-level covariate calculated from wave-level data rather than an 
individual-level covariate, the dummy variable method was inappropriate for addressing the 
wave-level missing data. Therefore, the analytic models for secondary outcomes included 
cluster-level covariates (one for each model) calculated from available data. 
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Appendix J. Procedures to control for multiple comparisons 


For this study, researchers applied the Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons 
for statistically significant findings regarding impact analyses on primary and secondary 
outcomes. Specifically, this correction was applied to multiple comparisons within the two 
achievement domains of reading and mathematics and to multiple comparisons within the three 
teacher capacity for school improvement domains of data-based decision making, purposeful 
community, and shared leadership. This correction was applied as follows: 


1)	 Researchers determined the number of statistically significant findings within each 
domain for impact analysis of primary and secondary outcomes. Within each domain, 
the number of statistically significant findings was denoted by m. 


2) Researchers rank ordered each of the m statistically significant findings based on their 
corresponding p-values, so that p1 ≤ p2 ≤ p3 ≤ …pm. 


3) For each of the m statistically significant findings, researchers computed pi’ using the 
following formula: 


pi’ = iα/m 


in which i represents the rank for each statistically significant p-value, α 
represents the study’s target level determining statistical significance (.05), and m 
represents the number of statistically significant findings within the domain. 


4)	 Researchers identified the largest p-value rank (i) for which the original p-value was 
greater than or equal to pi’ to establish the cut-point for statistical significance based 
on the Benjamini-Hochberg correction. Findings with p-values less than or equal to 
this cut point were considered statistically significant after applying the correction, 
and findings with p-values greater than this cut point were not considered statistically 
significant after applying the correction. 
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Appendix K. Meta-analytic methods for combining state-specific impact 
estimates 


To test the robustness of the benchmark impact analyses of primary outcomes to the methods 
used to combine estimates across state samples, researchers conducted sensitivity analyses using 
student achievement scale scores (instead of z-scores) to estimate separate models for each state, 
and combined the results meta-analytically. Specifically, after running each model, researchers 
used comprehensive meta-analysis software (Borenstein and Rothstein 1999) to compute the 
overall, weighted mean effect using the treatment and control means, standard deviations, and 
sample sizes (table K1). The procedure involved standardizing each impact estimate (by 
calculating separate effect size estimates for each state), weighting the separate effects to retain 
the characteristics of each state’s assessment in terms of the variability and sample size, and 
combining the weighted effects by computing the weighted mean effect using the new standard 
error following the procedures outlined in Shadish and Haddock (1994). The uncertainty of the 
estimate of effect in terms of its standard error was quantified by computing a confidence 
interval with the usual formula: 


  T• ± zα/ 2 v• 


This allowed researchers to report upper and lower limits around the overall, weighted mean 
effect. To accept or reject the null hypothesis, the overall weighted mean effect was compared 
with the two-tailed critical z-value of the standard normal distribution and an alpha level of 0.05.  


Table K1. Means, sample sizes, and standard deviations used for meta-analytic calculation of 
weighted effect size, 2009/10  


Control 
group 
sample 


size  


Treatment 
group 
mean 


Treatment 
group 


sample size 


Control 
group 
mean 


Standard 
deviation Data 


Minnesota regression-adjusted posttest 
reading z-score  3,593.04 12 3,595.76 12 289.76 
Missouri regression-adjusted posttest 
reading z-score  650.97 14 651.12 14 40.78 
Minnesota regression-adjusted posttest 
mathematics z-score  3,588.65 12 3,622.99 12 253.17 
Missouri regression-adjusted posttest 
mathematics z-score  639.96 14 640.12 14 43.53 
Note: The means and standard deviations were from multilevel models that accounted for the nesting of students in 
schools. The means were also regression adjusted, and the standard deviations were from control group null models. 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 2008a, 2010b. 
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Appendix L. Comparisons of the local context for treatment and 
control schools 


The tables in this appendix include descriptive information relevant to the local context of 
treatment and control schools. Tables L1–L3 are based on publicly available data from the 
Minnesota and Missouri state departments of education. Tables L4–L6 are based on qualitative 
data from interviews with 155 participants in treatment and control schools. Interviewees 
included principals, leadership team members, and classroom teachers (see chapter 2 for more 
information on data collection). Because the purpose is to make comparisons at the school level 
in tables L4–L6, researchers present the numbers of schools in each table rather than the number 
of interviewees. A school was counted one time in each category if at least one interviewee 
reported the school had experienced change in a particular area (tables L4 and L5) or had 
participated in a school improvement initiative (table L6). Because Tables L4–L6 are based on 
qualitative interview data intended to provide descriptive information about the local contexts of 
schools, it is not appropriate to run tests of statistical significance with these data. Some data are 
suppressed to preserve school anonymity. 


Table L1. Percentage of schools making adequate yearly progress in prior three years (2005/06, 
2006/07, 2007/08), by condition 


Treatment
 (n = 26) 


Prior adequate 
yearly progress 


status 
(percent) 


Control 
(n = 26)  


Prior adequate 
yearly progress 


status 
(percent)  


Test 
statistic  Characteristic p-value 


At-risk for failing to make adequate yearly 
progress, but made adequate yearly progress in all 
adequate yearly progress criteria for all three years 
(2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08)  8  23 11.10 0.01 
Failed to make adequate yearly progress one of 
three years (2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08) in any  
adequate yearly progress criterion  42  15 
Failed to make adequate yearly progress in two of 
the three years (2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08) in any 
adequate yearly progress criterion  19  50 
Failed to make adequate yearly progress in all 
three years (2005/06, 2006/07, 2007/08) in any  
adequate yearly progress criterion  31  12 
Note: Analyses were 4 by 2 chi-square tests between the prior adequate yearly progress status frequency for total 
treatment groups compared to control groups. Adequate yearly progress status is based on all students tested within 
schools and with regard to state adequate yearly progress criteria. 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008d; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
2010d. 
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Table L2. Number of schools making adequate yearly progress by state and experimental group, 
2007/08 and 2009/10  


Treatment Control 


 


 Characteristic 


Minnesota 
 (n = 12) 


Spring 
 2008 


Missouri 
(n = 14) 
Spring 
2008 


Total 
(n = 26) 
Spring 
2008 


Minnesota 
(n = 12) 
Spring 
2008 


Missouri 
(n = 14) 
Spring 
2008 


 Total 
 (n = 26) 


Spring 
 2008 


Test 
statistic 


p-
value 


Number of schools not making adequate yearly progress in reading 
a a  a aAll students  6  11 


Number of schools making adequate yearly progress  in mathematics 
All students   5 6  11  3  11 14  
Number of schools making adequate yearly progress in both reading and mathematics  
All students  7   4 11  5  9  14 


1.65 


0.32 


1.22 


0.20 


0.57 


0.54 


Minnesota
(n = 12)  
Spring 
2010  


Treatment Control  


 
Test 


statistic 


 


 
p-


value 


Missouri 
(n = 14) 
Spring 
2010 


Total 
(n = 26) 
Spring 
2010 


Minnesota 
(n = 12) 
Spring 
2010 


Missouri 
(n = 14) 
Spring 
2010 


 Total 
 (n = 26) 


Spring 
 2010 


Number of schools not making adequate yearly progress in reading 
 All students 5   3 8  6  6   12 


Number of schools making adequate yearly progress in mathematics 
 All students 7   6 13  10  6  16 


Number of schools making adequate yearly progress in both reading and mathematics  
a  a  All students  7  5  3 8  


0.85 


0.28 


2.20 


0.36 


0.60 


0.33 
Note: Analyses were 2 by 2 chi-square tests between the adequate yearly progress frequency for total treatment 
compared to control groups. Adequate yearly progress status is based on all students tested within schools. 
a. Value suppressed to preserve anonymity.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008d, 2010d; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
 
Education 2010d. 
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Table L3. Comparison of treatment and control sample demographics, 2007/08 and 2009/10  
 Treatment  Control 


 Minnesota  Missouri All Minnesota Missouri All 


Characteristic  
Spring 
2008  


Spring 
2010  


Spring 
2008  


Spring 
2010 


Spring 
2008 


Spring 
2010 


Spring 
2008 


Spring 
2010 


Spring 
2008  


Spring 
2010 


Spring 
2008 


Spring 
2010 


Total 
enrollment a  
(grades 3–5)   2,100  1,992  2,575 2,432 4,675 4,424 1,809 1,796  2,033 2,013 3,842 3,809 
Students 
eligible free or 
reduced-price 
lunch (percent)   82.48 84.04  
Student populationb (percent)  
White   14.05  12.90 
Black  37.14  35.84  
Hispanic 11.33   11.80 
Asian  34.38  35.49 
American 
Indian  3.10   3.97 
Other  na  na 


65.05  


54.21  
7.18  


34.87  
0.00 


2.60  
 0.89 


69.70 


54.98 
7.44 


33.51 
0.00 


3.33 
0.74 


72.88 


36.28 
20.59 
24.24 
15.43 


2.80 
0.49 


76.15 


36.03 
20.23 
23.73 
15.98 


3.62 
0.41 


82.53 


16.75 
32.95 
15.87 
33.00 


1.44 
na 


82.02 


19.15 
33.74 
13.42 
32.24 


1.39 
na 


69.70  


 51.16 
3.49  


 43.53 
0.00  


0.79  
 0.74 


72.28 


53.85 
2.93 


41.63 
0.00 


1.09 
0.50 


75.77 


34.96 
17.36 
30.50 
15.54 


1.09 
0.39 


76.87 


37.49 
17.46 
28.33 
15.20 


1.23 
0.26 


na is not applicable 

Note: Percentages were calculated using total enrollment for the denominator. 

a. Includes students enrolled in treatment and control schools in grades 3–5 at the time of the reading or mathematics
  
state assessments. 

b. Components may not sum to 100 because of rounding and because states  did not provide information for 27 

students. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary 
 
Education 2008a, 2010b; authors’ compilation. 

 
Table L4. Number of treatment and control schools reporting school improvement influenced by 
other student and budget changes by state, 2008–2010  


Treatment  Control 
Minnesota 
 (n = 12)  


Missouri
 (n = 14) 


Total
 (n = 26) 


Minnesota
 (n = 12) 


Missouri 
 (n = 14)  


Total
 (n = 26)  Change area 


 Student demographics a  a 3 a a  5 
 Student enrollment a  a 4 a a  4 


 Budget cuts  3 3 6 a a  8 
a. Value suppressed to  preserve anonymity.  
Source: Principal, leadership team, and staff interviews, spring 2010.  
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Table L5. Number of treatment and control schools reporting changes in local education policies 
and practices by state, 2008–2010  


Treatment  Control 
Minnesota


(n = 12) 
Missouri
(n = 14) 


Total
(n = 26) 


Minnesota
(n = 12) 


Missouri
(n = 14)  


Total
(n = 26)  Change area 


 Grade-level configuration a  a a a a  3 
 Curriculum  12 14 26 12  14 26 


 Instruction a  a 4 a a  3 
Assessment  a  a 4 a a  4 


 Start time  0 4 4 0  3 3 
a. Value suppressed to  preserve anonymity.
  
Source: Principal, leadership team, and staff in terviews, spring 20 10. 

 
Table L6. Number of treatment and control schools reporting school improvement initiatives by 
state, 2008–2010  


Treatment Control 
Minnesota


(n = 12) 
Missouri
(n = 14) 


Total 
(n = 26) 


Minnesota
(n = 12)  


Missouri
(n = 14) 


Total
(n = 26)  Initiatives 


 Reading First — 14 14  —  14 14 
 Mondo 12 0 12  12  0 12 


Phonological Awareness Literacy  
Screening  12 — 12  12  — 12 
Regional Professional 
Development Centers School 
Improvement Services  na 8 8  na  3 3 
Leadership academies  a a 3 6   0 6 
Professional learning communities  12 7 19  10  8 18 


 Response to intervention a a 6 a   — a 


— is not reported during  interview. 
na is not applicable to  state. 
a. Value suppressed to  preserve anonymity.  
Source: Principal, leadership team, and  staff interviews, spring  2010.  
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Table L7. Curriculum developers’ estimations of professional development and implementation time spent on school improvement 
initiatives, 2008-2  010.  


Estimated 
professional 
development 
time per 
school 
(hours) 


Estimated 
implementation 
time per school 
(hours) Initiatives Professional development components Implementation components 


L
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Success in Sight 


(26 treatment 
schools) 


Six professional development 15-hour 
sessions over two years (estimated 90 hours) 


10 six-hour site visits over two years 
(estimated 60 hours) 


Eight additional two-hour meetings without 
Success in Sight facilitators over two years 
(estimated 16 hours) 


166 (over two 
years) 


Weekly implementation of fractal 
experiences over two years (estimated 80 
hours) 


Three hours of distance support each 
month over two years through phone or 
email (estimated 72 hours) 


152 (over two 
years) 


Reading First  


(14 treatment 
schools, 14 control
schools)  


Mean of six reading professional 
development workshops totaling 31 hours 


31 (over one 
year) 


Mean of 103 minutes spent on daily 
reading activities for forty instructional 
weeks (estimated 343 hours) 


343 (over one 
year) 


Mondo 


(12 treatment 
schools, 12 control 
schools) 


Six two-day workshops for principals and 
literacy coaches (estimated 96 hours) 


Five weeks of site visits by specialists 
(unknown amount of time) 


96 (over one 
year) 


Weekly meetings with other classroom 
teachers for literacy planning and 
preparation (estimated 40 hours) 


90-minute daily reading block for 40 
instructional weeks (estimated 300 
hours) 


340 (over one 
year) 







 


 


Estimated 
professional 
development 
time per 
school 
(hours) 


Estimated 
implementation 
time per school 
(hours)  Initiatives Professional development components Implementation components 


Phonological 
Awareness 
Literacy Screening 


(12 treatment 
schools, 12 control 
schools)  


Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening 
district coordinator provides teachers with in-
service sessions and site observations 
(unknown amount of time)  


na All K–3 students tested once in the fall 
(10–25 minutes per student; estimated 
67–167 hours for 400 stude  nts, mean 117 
hours)  


Students scoring below grade level are 
tested throughout the year and in the 
spring (10–25 minutes per student, 
estimated 17–42 hours for 100 students, 
mean 30 hours)  


Students scoring below grade level in the 
fall receive 2.5 hours each week of 
intervention instruction (estimated 100 
hours)  


247 (o  ver one 
year)  


Regional 
Professional 
Development  
Centers School 
Improvement 
Services  


(8 treatment 
schools, 3 control 
schools)  


Time spent varies by course 


Four- to eight-hour workshops meeting one 
to four times over a month period on topics 
encompassing a wide variety  of areas (such 
as school improvement, assessment)  


4–32 (per 
workshop)  


Professional development can be 
implemented in a variety of way  s 
(unknown amount of time)  


na 
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Estimated 
professional 
development 
time per 
school 
(hours) 


Estimated 
implementation 
time per school 
(hours) Initiatives Professional development components Implementation components 
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Leadership 
academies  


(8 treatment and 
control schools)  


15 full day professional development 
workshops for principals (estimated eight- 
hour days at 120 hours total)  


Two-day trip  for principals to visit schools in 
another state (estimated eight-hour days at 16 
hours total)  


Four, two-hour Saturday seminars for 
principals (estimated eight hours)  


168 (over one 
year)  


Commitment by principal to mentor a 
future program participant (unknown 
amount of time)  


Monthly meetings (principal) with a 
mentor who has completed the Academy  
and a business mentor (unknown amount 
of time)  


na 


Professional 
learning 
communities 
(Minnesota)  


(12 treatment 
schools, 10 control 
schools)  


Workshops on a wide variety  of topics (such 
as data use, improving staff meetings)  


Workshops range from four four-hour 
sessions (estimated 16 hours) to three six
hour sessions (estimated 18 hours)  


16–18 (per 
workshop)  


Professional development experiences 
 from workshops vary and can be 


implemented in a variety of way  s 
(unknown amount of time)  


na 


Professional 
learning 
communities 
(Missouri)  


(7 treatment 
schools, 8 control 
schools)  


Leadership teams attend a three-day summer 
workshop (estimated 24 hours) and 
participate in seven eight-hour trainings in 
year one, five eight-hour trainings in yea  r 
two, and three eight-hour trainings in year 
three (estimated 120 hours)  


Leadership tea  m members participate in a 
two-day conference each year (estimated 48 
hours)  


192 (over 
three years)  


Over the three years, teams receive 
onsite assistance and participate in 
observations (unknown amount of time)  


na 







 


 


 


  
 


    
 


Estimated 
professional 
development 
time per 
school 
(hours) 


Estimated 
implementation 
time per school 
(hours) Initiatives Professional development components Implementation components 


Response to 
intervention  


(6 treatment 
schools)  


School districts provide access to response to 
intervention webinars and seminars varying 
in length from 20-90 minutes  


.33–1.5 (per 
webinar)  


Schools implement RTI (unknown 
amount of time)  


na 


na is not available. 

Note: Time estimations are based upon data from curriculum developers. 

Source: Success in Sight program records; U.S. Department of Education 2008b; school district website, identity protected; Phonological Awareness Literacy 

Screening 2007d; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2010e; Center for School Change 2010; Education Minnesota 2010; Missouri 

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2009a; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2011. 
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Appendix M. Raw means and standard deviations 


In this appendix, vertically-scaled scores were used to calculate raw means and raw standard 
deviations for student scores by grade and state, and survey scores were used to calculate raw 
means and raw standard deviations for teacher characteristics. Reported raw means and standard 
deviations were not adjusted for covariates or clustering of students and teachers within schools.  


Table M1. Raw means and standard deviations for Minnesota student achievement scores, 
2007/08 and 2009/10  


M-1
 


Treatment 
(schools = 12) 


Control 
(schools = 12) 


Measure 


n 


(students) Mean 
Standard 


 deviation 


n 


(students) Mean 
Standard 


 deviation 


Reading Baseline 


Grade 3 702 3501.03 271.79 620 3485.71 279.39 


Grade 4 680 3626.70 301.79 587 3581.25 282.76 


Grade 5 715 3694.28 275.13 564 3689.62 274.82 


Total 2097 3607.67 294.08 1771 3582.31 291.08 


Reading Posttest 


 Grade 3 663 3479.65 258.68 588 3478.32 267.03 


 Grade 4 681 3614.08 286.52 611 3580.75 263.04 


Grade 5 634 3710.99 268.24 568 3725.46 285.29 


 Total 1978 3600.08 287.33 1767 3593.18 289.49 


Mathematics 
  Baseline 


Grade 3 655 3516.60 228.98 625 3506.80 225.30 


Grade 4 641 3615.34 228.91 595 3575.47 233.78 


Grade 5 651 3713.20 228.79 562 3712.74 223.72 


Total 1947 3614.84 242.54 1782 3594.68 242.92 







 


 


 


 


      


 


 
 


  


  


      


 


Treatment 
(schools = 12) 


Control 
(schools = 12) 


n n 
Standard 
deviation  


Standard 
deviation  Measure (students) Mean (students) Mean 


Mathematics 
Posttest  


Grade 3 664 3518.54 219.25 601 3531.80 231.28 


Grade 4 685 3589.90 232.47 617 3601.68 229.47 


Grade 5 637 3706.89 232.32 575 3741.66 250.84 


Total 1986 3603.56 240.58 1793 3623.15 252.25 


Note: Raw means and standard deviations are from descriptive statistics of measure by grade by 

condition. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b. 



Table M2. Raw means and standard deviations for Missouri student achievement scores, 
2007/08 and 2009/10 
 


 Treatment 
(schools = 14) 


Control 
(schools = 14) 


Measure 


n 


(students) Mean 
Standard 
deviation 


n 


(students) Mean 
Standard 
deviation 


Reading Baseline 


Grade 3 854 631.89 37.17 698 626.61 42.78 


Grade 4 844 652.14 35.49 669 647.74 37.26 


Grade 5 870 665.37 31.86 664 662.98 38.64 


Total 2568 649.89 37.51 2031 645.46 42.39 


Reading Posttest 


Grade 3 833 631.05 35.91 690 630.17 35.20 
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Treatment 
(schools = 14) 


Control 
(schools = 14) 


n 


(students)


n 


(students)
Standard 
deviation  


Standard 
deviation  Measure Mean Mean 


Grade 4 803 657.07 39.36 657 649.62 41.41 


Grade 5 789 666.55 39.70 665 666.55 38.57 


Total 2425 651.22 41.18 2012 648.55 41.21 


Mathematics 
Baseline 


Grade 3 856 616.59 37.36 698 612.32 39.03 


Grade 4 843 638.59 36.15 669 638.64 34.30 


Grade 5 873 653.63 43.79 663 648.03 47.30 


Total 2572 636.37 42.14 2030 632.66 43.26 


Mathematics 
Posttest  


Grade 3 832 616.69 38.36 689 616.31 40.11 


Grade 4 803 643.16 37.35 655 638.85 35.91 


Grade 5 792 659.58 46.99 663 656.67 45.41 


Total 2427 639.44 44.72 2007 637.00 43.92 


Note: Raw means and standard deviations are from descriptive statistics of measure by grade by 

condition. 

Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2008a, 2010b. 
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Table M3. Raw means and standard deviations for teacher outcomes, 2008 and 2010 
Treatment


(schools = 26) 


Control 


(schools = 26) 


Measure 


n 


(teachers) 


Mean 
(survey 
score) 


Standard 
deviation  


Data-based 
decisionmaking 


Baseline 750 4.41 0.53 


n 


 (teachers) 


Mean 
(survey 
score) 


Standard 
deviation  


624 4.43 0.53 


Posttest 815 4.48 0.48 701 4.49 0.50 


Purposeful community 


Baseline 750 3.30 0.64 624 3.32 0.61 


Posttest 815 3.43 0.66 701 3.44 0.69 


Shared leadership 


Baseline 750 3.78 0.83 624 3.87 0.80 


Posttest 815 3.98 0.73 701 3.88 0.83 


Note: Raw means and standard deviations were from descriptive statistics of measure by condition. 
Source: 2008 and 2010 teacher survey. 
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Appendix N. Variance components estimates and intraclass 
correlations 


This appendix presents the estimates for variance components and intraclass correlations from  
the following null models: null models with full sample run on student outcomes, null models 
with student stayer sample run on student outcomes, null models run on student outcomes (scale 
scores) separately by state, and null models run on capacity for school improvement practice 
outcomes. Null models were multilevel models run on outcome variables of interest that did not 
include any level-1 or level-2 predictors as covariates. Each null model equated to one-way 
analyses of variance with random effects (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). Running these null 
models yielded estimates of the level 1 variance (σ2), which is the variance that occurs within 
groups, and the level 2 variance (τ00), which is the variance that occurs between groups. This also 
enabled researchers to calculate an intraclass correlation coefficient for each model, which is a 
ratio of the between-group variance to the total variance. Calculating intraclass correlation 
coefficients allowed researchers to verify that multilevel modeling was an appropriate analytic 
approach for the impact estimates  


Table N1. Variance components and intraclass correlation coefficients from null model for student 
outcomes with full sample, 2009/10  


Variance 
within groups 


(σ2)  


Variance 
between groups 


(τ00) 


Total 
variance  
(σ2 + τ00) 


Intraclass correlation 
coefficient  


(τ00)/ (σ
2 + τ00) Measure 


Reading 0.89 0.18 1.07 .17 
Mathematics 1.57 0.25 1.82 .14 
Note: These models included all students with available baseline or posttest achievement data. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education
  
2010b. 

 
Table N2. Variance components and intraclass correlation coefficients from null model for student 
outcomes with stayer sample, 2009/10  


Variance 
within groups 


(σ2)  


Variance 
between groups 


(τ00) 


Total 
variance  
(σ2 + τ00) 


Intraclass correlation 
coefficient  


(τ00)/ (σ
2 + τ00) Measure 


Reading 0.84 0.18 1.02 .18 
Mathematics 0.85 0.26 1.11 .23 
Note: These models included all students with available baseline or posttest achievement data. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
 
2010b.  
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Table N3. Variance components and intraclass correlation coefficients from null models for 
sensitivity analysis with separate models for Minnesota and Missouri, 2009/10  


Variance 
within groups 


(σ2)  


Variance 
between groups 


(τ00) 


Total 
variance  
(σ2 + τ00) 


Intraclass correlation 
coefficient  


(τ00)/ (σ
2 + τ00) Measure 


Minnesota scale score 
Reading 75,736.32 7,936.41 83,672.73 .09 
Mathematics 55,279.94 5,799.64 61,079.58 .10 
Missouri scale score 
Reading 1,482.96 189.20 1,672.16 .11 
Mathematics 1,654.74 290.08 1,944.82 .15 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b 
. 
Table N4. Variance components and intraclass correlation coefficients from null model for school 
improvement practices outcomes, 2010  


Variance 
within groups 


(σ2)  


Variance 
between groups 


(τ00) 


Total 
variance  
(σ2 + τ00) 


Intraclass correlation 
coefficient  


(τ00)/ (σ
2 + τ00) Measure 


Data-based decisionmaking 0.22 0.03 0.25 .12 
Purposeful community 0.29 0.07 0.36 .19 
Shared leadership 0.43 0.20 0.63 .32 


Source: 2010 teacher survey.  
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Appendix O. Supporting tables for impact analyses of primary outcomes 


This appendix provides supporting tables for the impact analyses of primary outcomes.  


Baseline means, standard errors, and effect sizes for impact analyses of primary outcomes 


Researchers conducted multilevel modeling to examine the difference between baseline treatment and control group mean student 
achievement. The results reveal no statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups on their baseline student 
achievement means in reading or mathematics (table O1).  


Table O1. Baseline means, standard errors, and effect sizes for student achievement outcomes 
Estimated 
difference  Treatment Control 


Baseline 
measure 
(z-score) 
Reading  
Math 


Mean 
–0.36  
–0.37 


Standard 
deviation 


1.04  
1.06 


Sample 
size 


4,665 
4,519 


Mean 
–0.41 
–0.39 


Standard 
deviation 


1.10 
1.07 


Sample 
size 


3,802 
3,812 


Value 
0.05 
0.02 


Standard 
error 
0.12 
0.13 


95 percent 
confidence 


interval 
–0.19–0.29 
–0.24–0.28 


p-
Value 


.70 


.87 


Effect 
sizea 


0.05 
0.02 


a. Calculated by dividing the estimated difference in means by the control group standard deviation.
 
Note: Results are from multilevel models that account for the nesting of students in schools. Analyses included 26 schools in the treatment group and 26 schools 

in the control group. Differences between group means may not equal the estimated differences because of rounding.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2008a. 








 


 
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


 
   


  


Results from multilevel models for benchmark impact analyses of primary 
outcomes  


Table O2. Multilevel results for benchmark analysis: impact of Success in Sight on student reading 
outcome, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept –0.42 0.02 –21.13 23 < .01*** 
Treatment –0.01 0.03 –0.32 23 .75 
Grade 4 –0.01 0.03 –0.26 8,151 .80 
Grade 5 0.03 0.03 0.85 8,151 .40 
Size –0.01 0.01 –1.59 23 .13 
Block 2 0.01 0.07 0.07 23 .95 
Block 3 –0.04 0.14 –0.32 23 .75 
Block 4 –0.10 0.13 –0.77 23 .45 
Block 5 –0.18 0.09 –1.86 23 .08 
Block 6 –0.15 0.08 –1.76 23 .09 
Block 7 0.05 0.11 0.45 23 .66 
Block 8 0.02 0.08 0.19 23 .85 
Block 9 0.06 0.19 0.32 23 .75 
Block 10 –0.06 0.14 –0.41 23 .68 
Block 11 –0.09 0.16 –0.58 23 .57 
Block 12 –0.05 0.10 –0.52 23 .61 
Block 13 0.21 0.15 1.42 23 .17 
Block 14 –0.06 0.15 –0.41 23 .69 
Block 15 –0.01 0.13 –0.06 23 .95 
Block 16 0.21 0.19 1.12 23 .27 
Block 17 –0.09 0.14 –0.62 23 .54 
Block 18 0.03 0.14 0.18 23 .86 
Block 19 0.22 0.13 1.67 23 .11 
Block 20 0.18 0.15 1.15 23 .26 
Block 21 0.10 0.15 0.64 23 .53 
Block 22 0.03 0.20 0.15 23 .89 
Block 23 –0.08 0.08 –1.03 23 .31 
Block 24 –0.12 0.09 –1.36 23 .19 
Block 25 0.09 0.10 0.91 23 .37 
Block 26 0.07 0.15 0.48 23 .63 
School mean baseline 0.81 0.13 6.02 23 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.94 0.88 
Random error term for school j 0.13 0.02 85.60 23 <.01*** 


***Significant at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b. 
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Table O3. Multilevel results for benchmark analysis: impact of Success in Sight on student 
mathematics outcome, 2009/10  


O-3 



 Parameter Estimate 
Standard 


error t-ratio 
Degrees of 


 freedom p-value 
 Intercept 


Treatment  
 Grade 4 


Grade 5  
 Size 


Block 2  
Block 3  
Block 4  
Block 5  
Block 6  
Block 7  
Block 8  
Block 9  
Block 10  


 Block 11 
Block 12  
Block 13  
Block 14  


 Block 15 
Block 16  


 Block 17 
Block 18  


 Block 19 
Block 20  


 Block 21 
Block 22  


 Block 23 
Block 24  


 Block 25 
Block 26  


 School mean baseline 


–0.42 
–0.06 
–0.03 
0.01 


–0.01 
0.41 
0.10 
0.26 
0.28 


–0.13 
0.31 
0.33 
0.36 
0.08 
0.17 
0.13 
0.47 
0.17 
0.24 
0.50 
0.33 
0.31 
0.50 
0.55 
0.40 
0.43 
0.21 
0.08 
0.35 
0.64 
0.81 


0.02 
0.04 
0.04 
0.05 
0.01 
0.08 
0.07 
0.09 
0.09 
0.07 
0.07 
0.11 
0.07 
0.11 
0.19 
0.08 
0.17 
0.22 
0.13 
0.18 
0.19 
0.15 
0.12 
0.18 
0.14 
0.18 
0.04 
0.06 
0.13 
0.12 
0.15 


–16.99 
–1.74 
–0.83 
0.20 


–1.74 
5.49 
1.39 
3.05 
3.03 


–1.86 
4.30 
2.92 
5.14 
0.74 
0.89 
1.58 
2.74 
0.78 
1.89 
2.77 
1.74 
2.04 
4.09 
3.11 
2.77 
2.40 
4.74 
1.44 
2.77 
5.13 
5.53 


 23 
23  


 8,182 
8,182  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 
23  


 23 


< .01*** 
.10 
.41 
.84 
.10 


< .01*** 
.18 


< .01*** 
< .01*** 


.08 
< .01*** 
< .01*** 
< .01*** 


.47 


.38 


.13 


.01*** 


.44 


.07 


.01*** 


.10 


.05** 
< .01*** 
< .01*** 


.01*** 


.03** 
< .01*** 


.16 


.01*** 
< .01*** 
< .01*** 


 Random effects 
Random error for student i in school j  


 Random error term for school j 


Standard 
deviation 


0.97 
0.16 


Variance 
component 


0.95 
0.03 


Chi-
square 


113.33 


Degrees of 
freedom  


 23 


p-value 


<.01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education
  
2010b. 








 


  


 


  


 


 


Appendix P. Analytic models for sensitivity analyses of primary 
outcomes 


This appendix presents the analytic models for this study’s sensitivity analyses testing the 
robustness of the primary impact estimates. 


Sensitivity test for impact analysis of primary outcomes: use of baseline 
achievement covariate 


The analyses using the following model included all students with available baseline or posttest 
achievement data.  


Level 1: 


  Yij = β0j + rij 


where Yij is the posttest reading or mathematics performance of student i in a particular school j, 
β0j is the mean posttest performance of students in school j, and rij is the random error for student 
i in school j. 


Level 2: 


  β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ029(BLOCK 26)j + u0j 


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest performance for average-size schools in the control 
group, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being in the treatment or 
control group, which represents the treatment–control difference in adjusted mean school 
performance; γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; γ03–γ029 are the regression 
coefficients for the random assignment blocks; and u0j is the random error term for school j. 


Sensitivity test for impact analysis of primary outcomes: Student sample 


The analyses using the following model included only students who remained in the same school 
throughout the study period. This sample of students is referred to as “stayers.” 


Level 1: 


  Yij = β0j + rij 


where Yij is the posttest reading or mathematics performance of student i in a particular school j, 
β0j is the mean posttest performance of students in school j, and rij is the random error for student 
i in school j. 


Level 2: 


β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ029(BLOCK 26)j + 
γ030(PREACHIEVE)j+ u0j, 
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where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest performance for average-size, average-performing 
schools in the control group, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being in 
the treatment or control group, which represents the treatment–control difference in adjusted 
mean school performance; γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; γ03–γ029 are the 
regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks; γ030 is the regression coefficient for 
school mean baseline achievement; and u0j is the random error term for school j. 


Sensitivity test for impact analysis of primary outcomes: separate models 
for each state 


The analyses using the following model included all students with available baseline or posttest 
achievement data. Researchers ran separate models for each state. Level 1 was consistent 
between each state, but level 2 varied slightly because of different random assignment blocks 
used within each state. 


Level 1: 


 Yij = β0j + β1j(GRADE 4)ij + β2j(GRADE 5)ij + rij 


where Yij is the posttest reading or mathematics performance of student i in a particular school j, 
β0j is the mean posttest performance of students in school j, β1j is the coefficient for the fixed 
level 1 covariate for grade 4, β2j is the coefficient for the fixed level 1 covariate for grade 5, and 
rij is the random error for student i in school j. 


Level 2 equation for Minnesota: 


  


β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ013(BLOCK 12)j + 
γ014(PREACHIEVE)j+ u0j, 


β1j = γ10, 


β2j = γ20 


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest performance for average-size, average-performing 
schools in the control group, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being in 
the treatment or control group, which represents the treatment–control difference in adjusted 
mean school performance; γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; γ03–γ013 are the 
regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks; γ014 is the regression coefficient for 
school mean baseline achievement; and u0j is the random error term for school j. 


Level 2 equation for Missouri: 


β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ015(BLOCK 14)j + 
γ016(PREACHIEVE)j+ u0j, 


β1j = γ10, 
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β2j = γ20 


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest performance for average-size, average-performing 
schools in the control group, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being in 
the treatment or control group, which represents the treatment-control difference in adjusted 
mean school performance; γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; γ03–γ015 are the 
regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks; γ016 is the regression coefficient for 
school mean baseline achievement; and u0j is the random error term for school j. 
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Appendix Q. Supporting tables for sensitivity analyses for primary outcomes 


This appendix provides supporting tables for the sensitivity analyses for primary outcomes. 


Results from sensitivity test with no baseline achievement covariate 


Table Q1. Results from sensitivity analysis estimating treatment and control group differences in mean student achievement outcomes, 
unadjusted for baseline, 2009/  10 


Estimated 
difference   


Unadjusted posttest  
 (z-score) measure 


Treatment   Control 


 Mean 
Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size Mean 


Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size 


Standard 
error Value 


95 percent 
confidence 


interval 
p-


value 
Effect 


a size
Reading   –0.42 1.03 4,403 –0.44 1.02 3,779 0.03 0.04 –0.05–0.11 .52 0.03
 
Math   –0.48 1.10 4,413 –0.43 1.09 3,800 –0.05 0.05 –0.15–0.05 .29 –0.05
 


Note: Results ar  e from multilevel models that account for the nesting of students in schools. Analyses included all 26 schools in the treatment group and all 26  
schools in th  e cont  rol group.  Differences between group means may not equal the estimated differences because of rounding.   
a. Calculated by dividing th  e estimated difference in means by the contro  l group standard deviation. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  2010b. 








 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  
  


 


Results from multilevel models for sensitivity analyses for primary outcome 
of student achievement 


Table Q2. Multilevel results for sensitivity analysis  with no baseline achievement covariate: impact 
of Success in Sight on student reading outcome, 2009/10 


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept –0.44 0.03 –15.69 24 < .01*** 
Treatment 0.03 0.04 0.66 24 .52 
Grade 4 –0.01 0.03 –0.27 8,152 .79 
Grade 5 0.03 0.03 0.84 8,152 .40 
Size –0.01 0.01 –1.26 24 .22 
Block 2 0.02 0.08 0.19 24 .85 
Block 3 0.10 0.11 0.93 24 .36 
Block 4 0.32 0.08 3.79 24 < .01*** 
Block 5 –0.14 0.10 –1.41 24 .17 
Block 6 –0.21 0.10 –2.09 24 .047** 
Block 7 0.32 0.17 1.87 24 .07 
Block 8 0.04 0.09 0.49 24 .63 
Block 9 0.66 0.24 2.74 24 .01*** 
Block 10 –0.31 0.11 –2.90 24 < .01*** 
Block 11 0.30 0.31 0.98 24 .34 
Block 12 0.24 0.14 1.71 24 .10 
Block 13 0.98 0.10 10.16 24 < .01*** 
Block 14 0.65 0.10 6.48 24 < .01*** 
Block 15 0.59 0.09 6.49 24 < .01*** 
Block 16 1.23 0.10 12.01 24 < .01*** 
Block 17 0.57 0.10 5.52 24 < .01*** 
Block 18 0.71 0.10 7.12 24 < .01*** 
Block 19 0.84 0.08 10.17 24 < .01*** 
Block 20 0.77 0.10 7.83 24 < .01*** 
Block 21 0.89 0.11 8.38 24 < .01*** 
Block 22 0.11 0.18 0.59 24 .56 
Block 23 0.01 0.09 0.15 24 .88 
Block 24 0.15 0.09 1.75 24 .09 
Block 25 0.30 0.12 2.59 24 .02** 
Block 26 0.77 0.10 7.38 24 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Degrees of 
freedom Random effects Chi-square p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.94 0.88 
Random error term for school j 0.19 0.04 173.40 24 < .01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b. 
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Table Q3. Multilevel results for sensitivity analysis  with no baseline achievement covariate: impact 
of Success in Sight on student mathematics outcome, 2009/10 


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept –0.43 0.03 –13.61 24 < .01*** 
Treatment –0.05 0.05 –1.08 24 .29 
Grade 4 –0.03 0.04 –0.82 8,183 .41 
Grade 5 0.01 0.05 0.21 8,183 .83 
Size –0.01 0.01 –1.01 24 .32 
Block 2 0.33 0.12 2.72 24 .01*** 
Block 3 0.42 0.14 2.96 24 < .01*** 
Block 4 0.66 0.14 4.67 24 < .01*** 
Block 5 0.27 0.15 1.82 24 .08 
Block 6 –0.08 0.14 –0.56 24 .58 
Block 7 0.59 0.12 4.88 24 < .01*** 
Block 8 0.19 0.12 1.58 24 .13 
Block 9 0.63 0.14 4.38 24 < .01*** 
Block 10 –0.38 0.13 –2.90 24 < .01*** 
Block 11 0.48 0.34 1.40 24 .17 
Block 12 0.41 0.16 2.58 24 .02** 
Block 13 1.31 0.16 8.29 24 < .01*** 
Block 14 0.96 0.19 5.21 24 < .01*** 
Block 15 0.88 0.13 6.95 24 < .01*** 
Block 16 1.48 0.14 10.94 24 < .01*** 
Block 17 0.96 0.15 6.43 24 < .01*** 
Block 18 0.95 0.18 5.22 24 < .01*** 
Block 19 1.11 0.12 9.10 24 < .01*** 
Block 20 1.15 0.21 5.61 24 < .01*** 
Block 21 1.13 0.15 7.40 24 <.01*** 
Block 22 0.34 0.16 2.13 24  .04** 
Block 23 0.14 0.11 1.25 24 .22 
Block 24 0.31 0.13 2.47 24 .02** 
Block 25 0.52 0.21 2.49 24 .02** 
Block 26 1.26 0.16 7.80 24 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.97 0.95 
Random error term for school j 0.22 0.05 209.06 24 < .01*** 
**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
 
2010b. 
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Table Q4. Multilevel results for sensitivity analysis with student stayer sample: Impact of Success in 
Sight on student reading outcome, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-Value 


Intercept –0.30 0.02 –12.95 23 < .01*** 
Treatment –0.06 0.03 –1.72 23 .10 
Size –0.01 0.01 –0.21 23 .84 
Block 2 0.11 0.11 0.98 23 .34 
Block 3 –0.02 0.07 –0.27 23 .79 
Block 4 –0.03 0.09 –0.31 23 .76 
Block 5 –0.13 0.10 –1.38 23 .18 
Block 6 –0.21 0.12 –1.72 23 .10 
Block 7 0.17 0.14 1.14 23 .27 
Block 8 –0.18 0.08 –2.20 23 .04** 
Block 9 0.10 0.14 0.71 23 .48 
Block 10 –0.19 0.14 –1.34 23 .19 
Block 11 –0.02 0.12 –0.17 23 .87 
Block 12 –0.19 0.09 –2.01 23 .06 
Block 13 0.41 0.16 2.54 23 .02** 
Block 14 –0.02 0.12 –0.17 23 .87 
Block 15 0.15 0.10 1.61 23 .12 
Block 16 0.37 0.12 3.00 23 < .01*** 
Block 17 0.07 0.14 0.47 23 .64 
Block 18 0.13 0.16 0.86 23 .40 
Block 19 0.13 0.11 1.22 23 .23 
Block 20 0.19 0.10 1.87 23 .07 
Block 21 0.27 0.12 2.19 23 .04** 
Block 22 0.02 0.19 0.13 23 .90 
Block 23 –0.01 0.10 –0.11 23 .91 
Block 24 0.09 0.17 0.51 23 .62 
Block 25 –0.02 0.10 –0.18 23 .86 
Block 26 0.26 0.10 2.61 23 .02** 
School mean baseline 0.64 0.08 8.23 23 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.91 0.84 
Random error term for school j 0.03 0.01 22.41 23 > .50 
**Significant at p = .05; ***significant at p = .01.
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2010b; Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
 
2010b. 
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Table Q5. Multilevel results for sensitivity analysis with student stayer sample: Impact of Success in 
Sight on student mathematics outcome, 2007/08  and 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept –0.29 0.03 –10.44 23 < .01*** 
Treatment –0.11 0.04 –2.60 23 .02** 
Size –0.01 0.01 –1.35 23 .19 
Block 2 0.67 0.14 4.91 23 < .01*** 
Block 3 –0.03 0.05 –0.63 23 .53 
Block 4 0.47 0.07 6.60 23 < .01*** 
Block 5 0.43 0.11 3.99 23 < .01*** 
Block 6 0.01 0.06 0.17 23 .87 
Block 7 0.18 0.22 0.82 23 .42 
Block 8 –0.06 0.07 –0.84 23 .41 
Block 9 0.13 0.07 1.85 23 .08 
Block 10 –0.45 0.15 -3.02 23 < .01*** 
Block 11 0.25 0.17 1.52 23 .14 
Block 12 0.03 0.10 0.34 23 .74 
Block 13 0.51 0.15 3.39 23 < .01*** 
Block 14 0.24 0.25 0.98 23 .34 
Block 15 0.25 0.08 3.07 23 < .01*** 
Block 16 0.50 0.13 3.81 23 < .01*** 
Block 17 0.19 0.10 1.86 23 .08 
Block 18 0.12 0.11 1.11 23 .28 
Block 19 0.20 0.13 1.54 23 .14 
Block 20 0.37 0.07 5.71 23 < .01*** 
Block 21 0.58 0.20 2.92 23 < .01*** 
Block 22 0.43 0.09 4.77 23 < .01*** 
Block 23 –0.16 0.10 –1.54 23 .14 
Block 24 0.11 0.07 1.50 23 .15 
Block 25 0.18 0.04 4.84 23 < .01*** 
Block 26 0.46 0.09 5.09 23 < .01*** 
School mean baseline 0.70 0.11 6.38 23 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.92 0.85 
Random error term for school j 0.13 0.02 35.65 23 .045** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2008a, 2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary  
Education 2008a, 2010b. 
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Table Q6. Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons for sensitivity analysis with 
student stayer sample: impact of Success in Sight on student mathematics outcome, 2009/10 


Is the clustering 
corrected p-value 


less than or equal to 
the Benjamini-


Hochberg corrected 
p-value? 


Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 
calculation 


p-valuea 


Statistical 
significance after 


Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 


Clustering 
corrected 
p-value  


p-value
rank Outcome 


Mathematics 
achievement   .02  1 .03 Yes Significant 
a. The Benjamini-Hochberg correction calculation was calculated by multiplying the rank for the significant p-value 
(one) by the alpha level  (.05) and dividing the result by the number of findings in the domain (two).   
 
Table Q7. Multilevel results for the sensitivity analysis examining the impact of Success in Sight on 
student reading achievement in Minnesota, 2009/10 


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 3,595.76 15.65 229.84 9 < .01*** 
Treatment –2.72 22.52 –0.12 9 .91 
Grade 4 121.54 10.23 11.89 3,728 < .01*** 
Grade 5 240.62 10.43 23.07 3,728 < .01*** 
Size –0.09 0.14 –0.63 9 .54 
Block 2 2.07 52.78 0.04 9 .97 
Block 3 –18.88 57.87 –0.33 9 .75 
Block 4 –46.30 67.18 –0.69 9 .51 
Block 5 –54.81 61.25 –0.90 9 .39 
Block 6 –39.49 59.38 –0.67 9 .52 
Block 7 –6.28 62.65 –0.10 9 .92 
Block 8 6.12 55.73 0.11 9 .92 
Block 9 –8.60 82.17 –0.11 9 .92 
Block 10 –3.35 72.66 –0.05 9 .97 
Block 11 –40.50 69.23 –0.59 9 .57 
Block 12 –28.31 67.97 –0.42 9 .69 
School mean baseline 0.95 0.26 3.63 9 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 257.49 66,298.73 
Random error term for school j 48.68 2,369.38 55.58 9 <.01*** 
***Significant at  p = .01.  
Note: Estimates for previous tables in Appendix  Q were calculated from state achievement z-scores calculated 

across states. Estimates from Table Q7 were calculated by  using scale scores from the Minnesota Comprehensive 
 
Assessment II. 
 
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2010b. 
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Table Q8. Multilevel results for the sensitivity analysis examining the impact of Success in Sight on 
student reading achievement in Missouri, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 651.12 1.40 466.42 11 < .01*** 
Treatment –0.05 2.00 –0.03 11 .98 
Grade 4 22.25 1.31 16.99 4,418 < .01*** 
Grade 5 35.06 1.31 26.75 4,418 < .01*** 
Size –0.01 0.01 –0.67 11 .52 
Block 14 –11.16 5.29 –2.11 11 .06 
Block 15 –12.37 5.37 –2.31 11 .04** 
Block 16 5.24 5.98 0.88 11 .40 
Block 17 –13.12 5.43 –2.42 11 .03** 
Block 18 –9.07 5.20 –1.74 11 .11 
Block 19 –3.48 5.77 –0.60 11 .56 
Block 20 –5.64 6.12 –0.92 11 .38 
Block 21 –3.67 5.12 –0.72 11 .49 
Block 22 –21.51 10.24 –2.10 11 .06 
Block 23 –25.89 9.92 –2.61 11 .03** 
Block 24 –23.11 7.90 –2.93 11 .01*** 
Block 25 –16.38 8.93 –1.84 11 .09 
Block 26 –6.89 5.11 –1.35 11 .21 
School mean baseline 0.37 0.29 1.27 11 .23 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 35.67 1,272.13 
Random error term for school j 3.92 15.39 31.37 11 < .01 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Note: Estimates  for previous Tables Q1-Q6 were calculate d from state achievement z-scores calculated across 
states. Estimates from Table Q8 were calculated by using scale scores from  the Missouri Assessment Program.  
Source: Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2010b. 
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Table Q9. Multilevel results for the sensitivity analysis examining the impact of Success in Sight on 
student mathematics achievement in Minnesota, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 3,622.99 11.12 325.76 9 < .01*** 
Treatment –34.34 15.99 –2.15 9 .06 
Grade 4 72.48 8.72 8.31 3,762 < .01*** 
Grade 5 198.13 8.90 22.27 3,762 < .01*** 
Size 0.01 0.10 0.11 9 .92 
Block 2 100.04 37.85 2.64 9 .03** 
Block 3 35.09 44.39 0.79 9 .45 
Block 4 63.51 47.22 1.35 9 .21 
Block 5 82.69 43.86 1.89 9 .09 
Block 6 –11.32 42.22 –0.27 9 .80 
Block 7 71.39 44.64 1.60 9 .14 
Block 8 90.93 41.44 2.20 9 .06 
Block 9 100.32 47.34 2.12 9 .06 
Block 10 58.42 59.79 0.98 9 .35 
Block 11 53.52 46.74 1.15 9 .28 
Block 12 44.62 48.17 0.93 9 .38 
School mean baseline 0.90 0.24 3.75 9 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom Random effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 220.72 48,718.54 
Random error term for school j 33.08 1094.02 41.15 9 < .01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education 2010b.  
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Table Q10. Multilevel results for the sensitivity analysis examining the impact of Success in Sight 
on student mathematics achievement in Missouri, 2009/10  


 Parameter Estimate 
Standard 


error t-ratio 
Degrees of 
freedom p-value 


 Intercept 
Treatment  


 Grade 4 
Grade 5  


 Size 
Block 14  
Block 15  
Block 16  
Block 17  
Block 18  
Block 19  


 Block 20 
Block 21  


 Block 22 
Block 23  


 Block 24 
Block 25  


 Block 26 
School mean baseline  


640.12 
–0.15 
23.80 
40.92 
–0.02 


–12.06 
–10.62 


4.14 
-6.93 
–7.86 
2.29 
4.45 


–1.76 
–5.52 


–13.87 
–17.73 


–6.24 
5.48 
0.68 


2.11 
3.02 
1.36 
1.36 
0.02 
7.95 
8.31 
8.23 
8.89 
8.37 
9.56 


10.00 
8.14 


18.59 
18.07 
13.30 
14.82 
8.62 
0.38 


303.87 
–0.05 
17.49 
30.06 
–1.21 
–1.52 
–1.28 
0.50 


–0.78 
–0.94 
0.24 
0.45 


–0.22 
–0.30 
–0.77 
–1.33 
–0.42 
0.64 
1.80 


 11 
11  


 4,415 
4,415  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 
11  


 11 


<.01*** 
.96 


<.01*** 
<.01*** 


.25 


.16 


.23 


.63 


.45 


.37 


.82 


.67 


.83 


.77 


.46 


.21 


.68 


.54 


.10 


 Random effects 
Random error for student i in school j  


 Random error term for school j 


Standard 
deviation 


37.03 
7.00 


Variance 
component 
1,371.38 


49.07 


Chi-
square 


 
68.98 


Degrees of 
freedom 


 11 


p-value 


<.01*** 


  


**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Missouri  Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 2010b. 
 
Table Q11. Weighted mean effect of the impact of Success in Sight  on student achievement in 
reading and mathematics, 2009/10  


95 percent 
confidence 


interval   Outcome measure 
Minnesota 


a effect size
Missouri 


a effect size
Weighted 


mean effectb p-value 
 Posttest reading scale score –0.01 –0.01 –0.01  –0.55–0.54 .98 


 Posttest mathematics scale score –0.14 –0.01 –0.07  –0.61–0.48 .82 
a. Calculated by dividing the  estimated difference in means by the control  group standard deviation.  
b. Calculated using CMA software by calculating separate  effect size estimates for each state, weighting the separate 
effects, and combining the weighted effects by computing the weighted mean effect using the new standard error.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b. 
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Appendix R. Supporting tables for impact analyses of secondary outcomes 


Baseline means, standard errors, and effect sizes for impact analyses of secondary outcomes 


Researchers conducted multilevel modeling to examine the difference between baseline treatment and control group means. The 
results reveal no statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups on their baseline mean capacity for school 
improvement scores (tables R1–R5).  


Table R1. Baseline means, standard errors, and effect sizes for treatment and control group capacity for school improvement outcomes, 
2008 


Estimated 
difference  


Baseline measure 
Data-based decisionmaki


Mean 
ng 4.43 


Treatment 


Standard 
deviation


0.53


Sample 
size
815


Mean
4.45


Control 


Standard 
deviation


0.54


Sample 
size 
701 


Standard 
errorValue


–0.02 0.06


95 percent 
confidence 


interval
–0.14–0.10


p-
value


.78


 


Effect 
size


–0.04
Purposeful community 3.32 0.65 815 3.34 0.62 701 –0.02 0.07 –0.15–0.12 .75 –0.03
Shared leadership 3.81 0.83 815 3.90 0.83 701 –0.09 0.14 –0.36–0.18 .52 –0.11


Note: Results are from multilevel models that account for the nesting of teachers in schools. Analyses included 26 schools in the treatment group and 26 schools 
in the control group. Differences between group means may not equal the estimated differences because of rounding.  
a. Calculated by dividing the estimated difference in means by the control group standard deviation. 
Source: 2008 teacher survey.  







 


 
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


 


 
    


  


Results from multilevel models for impact analyses of secondary outcomes  


Table R2. Multilevel results for the impact of Success in Sight on capacity for school improvement 
in data-based decisionmaking, 2010 


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 4.49 0.02 294.36 23 <.01*** 
Treatment 0.03 0.02 1.56 23 .13 
Size –0.0003 0.0001 –3.43 23 <.01*** 
Block 2 0.17 0.03 6.19 23 <.01*** 
Block 3 0.02 0.07 0.27 23 .79 
Block 4 0.14 0.07 2.02 23 .06 
Block 5 –0.05 0.11 –0.45 23 .66 
Block 6 0.19 0.06 3.08 23 .01*** 
Block 7 0.24 0.04 6.53 23 <.01*** 
Block 8 0.18 0.03 5.65 23 <.01*** 
Block 9 0.04 0.07 0.55 23 .59 
Block 10 –0.09 0.06 –1.65 23 .11 
Block 11 –0.21 0.09 –2.25 23 .03** 
Block 12 –0.006 0.06 –0.11 23 .91 
Block 13 0.35 0.05 6.58 23 <.01*** 
Block 14 0.28 0.09 3.00 23 .01*** 
Block 15 0.20 0.06 3.51 23 <.01*** 
Block 16 0.18 0.05 3.75 23 <.01*** 
Block 17 0.23 0.07 3.14 23 .01*** 
Block 18 0.18 0.11 1.67 23 .11 
Block 19 0.26 0.03 8.01 23 <.01*** 
Block 20 0.36 0.05 6.90 23 <.01*** 
Block 21 0.18 0.05 3.83 23 <.01*** 
Block 22 0.26 0.03 8.14 23 <.01*** 
Block 23 0.17 0.02 7.13 23 <.01*** 
Block 24 0.12 0.04 2.84 23 .01*** 
Block 25 0.24 0.04 6.45 23 <.01*** 
Block 26 0.22 0.05 4.08 23 <.01*** 
School mean baseline for data-based 
decisionmaking  0.22 0.10 2.14 23 .04** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for teacher i in school j 0.47 0.22 
Random error term for school j 0.06 0.004 33.42 23 .07 


**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: 2010 teacher survey.  
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Table R3. Multilevel results for the impact of Success in Sight on capacity for school improvement 
in purposeful community, 2010  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 3.45 0.03 113.57 23 <.01*** 
Treatment 0.03 0.04 0.70 23 .49 


Size –0.01 0.01 –1.08 23 .29 
Block 2 0.31 0.04 7.89 23 <.01*** 
Block 3 0.30 0.13 2.30 23 <.05** 
Block 4 0.33 0.04 8.08 23 <.01*** 
Block 5 –0.01 0.16 –0.01 23 .99 
Block 6 0.23 0.11 2.18 23 .04** 
Block 7 0.44 0.15 2.97 23 <.01*** 
Block 8 0.32 0.03 10.70 23 <.01*** 
Block 9 0.50 0.21 2.45 23 <.05** 
Block 10 –0.02 0.11 –0.20 23 .84 
Block 11 0.16 0.06 2.66 23 <.05** 
Block 12 0.05 0.05 0.93 23 .37 
Block 13 0.62 0.11 5.69 23 <.01*** 
Block 14 0.89 0.15 5.94 23 <.01*** 
Block 15 0.67 0.09 7.09 23 <.01*** 
Block 16 0.72 0.14 5.21 23 <.01*** 
Block 17 0.51 0.13 3.93 23 <.01*** 
Block 18 0.57 0.20 2.86 23 <.01*** 
Block 19 0.70 0.07 9.93 23 <.01*** 
Block 20 0.70 0.07 10.56 23 <.01*** 
Block 21 0.38 0.06 6.21 23 <.01*** 
Block 22 0.38 0.11 3.43 23 <.01*** 
Block 23 0.56 0.03 18.43 23 <.01*** 
Block 24 0.22 0.05 4.59 23 <.01*** 
Block 25 0.49 0.22 2.21 23 <.05** 
Block 26 0.40 0.20 1.96 23 .06 
School mean baseline for 
purposeful community  0.40 0.17 2.35 23 <.05** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for teacher i  
in school j  0.60 0.36 
Random error term for 
school j  0.18 0.03 81.93 23 <.01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: 2010 teacher survey. 
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Table R4. Multilevel results for the impact of Success in Sight on capacity for school improvement 
in shared leadership, 2010 


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-ratio p-value 


Intercept 3.90 0.05 81.99 23 <.01*** 
Treatment 0.16 0.07 2.49 23 .02** 


Size –0.001 0.0003 –3.07 23 .01*** 
Block 2 0.53 0.12 4.30 23 <.01*** 
Block 3 0.24 0.19 1.25 23 .23 
Block 4 0.38 0.25 1.52 23 .14 
Block 5 0.16 0.46 0.34 23 .74 
Block 6 0.38 0.14 2.66 23 .02** 
Block 7 0.38 0.24 1.62 23 .12 
Block 8 0.61 0.17 3.55 23 <.01*** 
Block 9 0.36 0.26 1.39 23 .18 
Block 10 0.10 0.29 0.35 23 .73 
Block 11 –0.16 0.27 –0.61 23 .55 
Block 12 –0.14 0.15 –0.97 23 .34 
Block 13 0.64 0.23 2.84 23 .01*** 
Block 14 0.74 0.19 3.82 23 <.01*** 
Block 15 0.71 0.18 3.94 23 <.01*** 
Block 16 0.70 0.19 3.57 23 <.01*** 
Block 17 0.62 0.20 3.14 23 <.01*** 
Block 18 0.42 0.23 1.84 23 .08 
Block 19 0.75 0.15 4.91 23 <.01*** 
Block 20 0.89 0.17 5.14 23 <.01*** 
Block 21 0.20 0.18 1.09 23 .29 
Block 22 0.42 0.14 2.96 23 .01*** 
Block 23 0.52 0.17 3.02 23 .01*** 
Block 24 0.41 0.16 2.58 23 .02** 
Block 25 0.54 0.27 2.03 23 .05** 
Block 26 0.24 0.35 0.70 23 .49 
School mean baseline for shared 
leadership  0.31 0.11 2.78 23 .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random effects p-value 


Random error for teacher i in school j 0.66 0.43 
Random error term for school j 0.33 0.11 182.33 23 <.01*** 


**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: 2010 teacher survey. 
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Table R5. Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons for benchmark analyses of 
secondary outcomes: Impact of Success in Sight on shared leadership, 2009/10 


Is the clustering 
corrected p-value 
less than or equal 
to the Benjamini-


Hochberg 
corrected p-value?  


Statistical 
significance 


after 
Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 


Clustering
corrected 
p-value  


Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 
calculation 


p-valuea  Outcome 
p-value 


rank 
 Shared leadership  .02 1 <.02 No Not significant 


a. The Benjamini-Hochberg correction calculation was calculated by multiplying the rank for the significant  p-value  
by the alpha level (.05) and dividing the result by the number of findings in the domain.  
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Appendix S. Analytic model for sensitivity analyses for secondary 
outcomes 


This appendix presents the analytic model for this study’s sensitivity analyses testing the 
robustness of the impact estimates of secondary outcomes. 


Sensitivity test for impact analysis of secondary outcomes: use of baseline  
capacity for school improvement practice covariate 


The analyses using the following model included all school staff participants who completed the 
2008 or 2010 teacher survey. 


Level 1: 


Yij  = β0j + rij  


where Yij is the posttest data-based decisionmaking, purposeful community, or shared leadership 
score of teacher i in a particular school j, β0j is the mean posttest data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, or shared leadership score of teachers in school j, rij is the random error 
for teacher i in school j.  


Level 2: 


β0j = γ00 + γ01(TREATMENT)j + γ02(SIZE)j + γ03(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ029(BLOCK 26)j + u0j  


where γ00 is the adjusted mean posttest teacher-reported capacity for school improvement score 
for average-size control schools, while controlling for assignment block; γ01 is the effect of being 
in the treatment or control group and represents the treatment–control difference in adjusted 
mean teacher-reported capacity for school improvement (in data-based decisionmaking, 
purposeful community, or shared leadership); γ02 is the regression coefficient for school size; 
γ03–γ029 are the regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks; and u0j is the random  
error term  for school j. 
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Appendix T. Supporting tables for sensitivity analyses for impact analyses of secondary outcomes  


Results from sensitivity test with no baseline capacity for school improvement covariate 


Table T1. Results from sensitivity analysis estimating treatment and control group differences in mean capacity for school improvement 
outcom  es, unadjusted for baseline, 2010 


Estimated 
difference   


Unadjusted posttest 
 measure 


 Treatment  Control 


Standard 
error Value 


95 percent 
confidence 


interval 
p-


value 


 


Effect 
Size  Mean 


Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
size Mean 


Standard 
deviation 


Sample 
 Size 


 Data-based decisionmaking 4.51  0.48 815 4.50 0.51  701 0.02 0.02 –0.02–0.06 .27 0.04 
 Purposeful community  3.47 0.66 815 3.46 0.62  701 0.02 0.04 –0.06–0.10 .63 0.03 


 Shared leadership  4.03 0.73 815 3.94 0.86  701 0.14 0.07 0.003–0.28 .05** 0.16 
**Significant at p = .05. 
 
Note: Results ar  e from multilevel models that account for the nesting of teachers in schools. Analyses included 26 schools in the treatment group and 26 schools 

in the control group. Differences between group means may not equal the estimated differences because of rounding.  
 
a. Calculated by dividing th  e estimated difference in means by the contro  l group standard deviation. 
 
Source: 2010 teacher survey.  

 
Table T2. Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons for sensitivity analyses of secondary outcomes: Impact of Success in 
Sight on shared leadership, 200  9/10 


Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 
calculation 


p-valuea 


Is the clustering 
corrected p-value 
less than or equal 
to the Benjamini-


Hochberg 
corrected p-value? 


Statistical 
significance 


after 
Benjamini-
Hochberg 
correction 


Clustering 
corrected 
p-value  Outcome  


p-value 
rank 


Shared leadership   .05 1 <.02 No Not significant 
a. The Benjamini-Hochberg correction calculation was calculated by multiplying the rank for the significa  nt p-value  by the alpha le  vel (.05) and dividing the 

result by the number of findings in the domain.
 







 


 


 


Appendix U. Analytic model for exploratory analysis 


Level 1: 


 Yij = β0j + β1j(GRADE 4)ij + β2j(GRADE 5)ij + rij 


where Yij is the posttest performance of student i in a particular school j, β0j is the mean posttest 
performance of students in school j, β1j is the coefficient for the fixed level 1 covariate for grade 
4, β2j is the coefficient for the fixed level 1 covariate for grade 5, and rij is the random error for 
student i in school j. 


Level 2: 


  


β0j = γ00 + γ01(PREACHIEVE)j + γ02(POSTDATA)j + γ03(POSTCOMMUNITY)j + 
γ04(POSTLEADERSHIP)j + γ05(SIZE)j + γ06(BLOCK 2)j …+ γ032(BLOCK 26)j + u0j, 


β1j = γ10, 


β2j = γ20 


where γ00 is the estimated mean posttest student achievement (in reading or mathematics) when 
all other predictors are zero, γ01 is the regression coefficient for baseline school mean 
achievement (in reading or mathematics), γ02 is the regression coefficient for the posttest school 
mean score for data-based decisionmaking, γ03 is the regression coefficient for the posttest school 
mean score for purposeful community, γ04 is the regression coefficient for the posttest school 
mean score for shared leadership, γ05  is the regression coefficient for school size, γ06–γ032 are the 
regression coefficients for the random assignment blocks, and u0j is the random error term for 
school j. 
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Appendix V. Supporting tables for exploratory analysis 


This appendix provides supporting tables for the exploratory analyses.  


Table V1. Multilevel results for exploratory analysis examining the relationship of capacity for 
school improvement practices and student reading achievement, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom Parameter Estimate t-Ratio p-value 


Intercept –0.40 0.61 –0.66 21 .52 
Data-based decisionmaking 0.10 0.19 0.53 21 .60 
Purposeful community 0.04 0.15 0.30 21 .77 
Shared leadership –0.16 0.07 –2.37 21 .03** 
Grade 4 –0.01 0.03 –0.26 8149 .79 
Grade 5 0.03 0.03 0.85 8149 .40 
Size –0.01 0.01 –2.47 21 .02** 
Block 2 0.06 0.05 1.10 21 .29 
Block 3 –0.03 0.13 –0.21 21 .84 
Block 4 –0.07 0.12 –0.59 21 .56 
Block 5 –0.17 0.05 –3.20 21 < .01*** 
Block 6 –0.12 0.05 –2.43 21 .02** 
Block 7 0.05 0.10 0.52 21 .61 
Block 8 0.08 0.05 1.54 21 .14 
Block 9 0.10 0.17 0.58 21 .57 
Block 10 –0.06 0.10 –0.56 21 .58 
Block 11 –0.10 0.12 –0.82 21 .42 
Block 12 –0.06 0.06 –0.94 21 .36 
Block 13 0.30 0.13 2.27 21 .03** 
Block 14 0.03 0.14 0.24 21 .82 
Block 15 0.10 0.11 0.91 21 .37 
Block 16 0.33 0.16 2.06 21 .05** 
Block 17 0.01 0.12 0.07 21 .95 
Block 18 0.09 0.11 0.77 21 .45 
Block 19 0.33 0.11 2.92 21 < .01*** 
Block 20 0.28 0.14 2.01 21 .06 
Block 21 0.13 0.13 1.05 21 .31 
Block 22 0.06 0.19 0.33 21 .75 
Block 23 –0.05 0.06 –0.90 21 .38 
Block 24 –0.06 0.07 –0.97 21 .35 
Block 25 0.14 0.10 1.35 21 .19 
Block 26 0.10 0.12 0.88 21 .39 
School mean baseline 0.77 0.13 5.83 21 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom Random Effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.94 0.88 
Random error term for school j 0.13 0.02 78.19 21 <.01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b; 2010 teacher survey. 
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Table V2. Multilevel results for exploratory analysis examining the relationship of capacity for 
school improvement practices and student mathematics achievement, 2009/10  


Standard 
error 


Degrees of 
freedom  Parameter Estimate t-Ratio p-value 


Intercept 1.68 1.06 1.58 21 .13 
Data-based decisionmaking –0.63 0.28 –2.21 21 .04** 
Purposeful community 0.53 0.15 3.53 21 < .01*** 
Shared leadership –0.28 0.09 –3.06 21 < .01*** 
Grade 4 –0.03 0.04 –0.83 8180 .41 
Grade 5 0.01 0.05 0.21 8180 .84 
Size –0.01 0.01 –4.41 21 < .01*** 
Block 2 0.44 0.10 4.57 21 < .01*** 
Block 3 0.08 0.07 1.21 21 .24 
Block 4 0.37 0.09 3.96 21 < .01*** 
Block 5 0.23 0.05 5.01 21 < .01*** 
Block 6 –0.04 0.07 –0.56 21 .58 
Block 7 0.43 0.08 5.38 21 < .01*** 
Block 8 0.39 0.12 3.34 21 < .01*** 
Block 9 0.27 0.09 3.05 21 < .01*** 
Block 10 –0.19 0.09 –1.97 21 .06 
Block 11 –0.03 0.15 –0.18 21 .86 
Block 12 0.17 0.11 1.56 21 .13 
Block 13 0.88 0.16 5.35 21 < .01*** 
Block 14 0.40 0.22 1.80 21  .09 
Block 15 0.49 0.13 3.65 21 < .01*** 
Block 16 0.79 0.16 4.99 21 < .01*** 
Block 17 0.64 0.15 4.29 21 < .01*** 
Block 18 0.52 0.14 3.62 21 < .01*** 
Block 19 0.77 0.11 6.71 21 < .01*** 
Block 20 0.95 0.16 5.82 21 < .01*** 
Block 21 0.67 0.13 5.26 21 < .01*** 
Block 22 0.50 0.19 2.66 21 .02** 
Block 23 0.14 0.07 2.07 21 .05** 
Block 24 0.25 0.06 3.89 21 < .01*** 
Block 25 0.46 0.11 4.30 21 < .01*** 
Block 26 0.86 0.13 6.64 21 < .01*** 
School mean baseline 0.49 0.11 4.31 21 < .01*** 


Standard 
deviation 


Variance 
component 


Chi-
square 


Degrees of 
freedom  Random Effects p-value 


Random error for student i in school j 0.97 0.95 
Random error term for school j 0.15 0.02 91.75 21 < .01*** 
**Significant at p  = .05; ***significant  at  p = .01.  
Source: Minnesota Department of Education  2010b; Missouri  Department of Elementary and  Secondary Education  
2010b; 2010 teacher survey. 
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Appendix D: Sample Reporting Views 
 







Reporting and Analytics Platform 


Our reporting platform offers a powerful set of capabilities around real-time reporting and 
analysis. With all of the data flowing into one platform, you will be able to dive into your 
data in multiple ways. These dashboards will enable you to drill down by time period, 
school and district, or by any other variable or question answer found in your data set.  
 
These dashboards offer rich visualizations, and allow us to create relevant comparisons 
and scorecards with various stakeholders in real time. We will work with you to predefine 
reports and views and have digest sent out to multiple levels of stakeholders through the 
system.  
 
Best of all, we will work with you and your stakeholders to build the best views, that will 
provide the most useful information and drive real positive change. Our focus is on 
making the platform easy to use and relevant, and we look forward to building these 
views with your principals, district leaders, and state staff in mind.  
 
We have included sample reports in the following screenshots. Please note, these views 
are not related to the survey instrumentation we plan to implement with NDE, but reflect 
the range of uses of the reporting platform.   
 
 







 
Figure 1. Embed Key metrics on your dashboards.  


With this platform, you have control over which key metrics are displayed on 
dashboards, and how they are presented.  


 
  







 
 
Figure 2. Cross Platform Usability 


Different stakeholders and users will interact with data best in different formats. Our 
platform allows you to take data on the go, and access it across multiple devices to get it 
into schools, classrooms, and meeting rooms. 
  







Figure 3. Filter and create 
different views 


It’s easy to filter data based 
upon metrics collected in the 
surveys, or to add metadata 
upfront. This provides 
additional filtering options to 
create greater insights.  


 
 







 
Figure 4. Track Student comments.  


Should you choose to use open-ended responses, our reports also show you detailed 
information about what students are saying.  
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Cost Proposal 
  


Charges Item  Includes Cost 
Fixed 
charges 


Survey design and 
refinement 


• Requirements definition with NDE 
staff 


• In person, cognitive interviews with 
students 


• Development of draft instrument 
• Pilot testing and refinement of 


survey 
• Refinement of survey year on year 
• Provision of recommendations to 


NDE 


• $56,000 in year 
one 


• $16,000 in each 
additional year. 


Project 
Management 


• Regular check-ins, written status 
reports 


• Attendance at required meetings 
and trainings 


• Coordination and scheduling of all 
activities 


• Presentations to stakeholder 
groups 


• Set up, planning, documentation of 
all meetings, actions 


• Risk, issue and action monitoring 
and mitigation 


• Set-up, attendance at planning 
meetings and associated costs 


• $18,000 per year 


Survey 
administration 
management and 
setup 


• Survey logistics management 
• Administration support 


o Roster development 
support 


o Communications and 
management materials 


o Help desk 
o Recorded webinars for 


school and district staff on 
survey administration 
protocols 


o Tracking of paper and 
online surveys 


• Reporting to the state level  


• $10,000 per year  


Data analysis • Psychometric analysis 
• Development of scoring  
• Development of technical reports 


• $15,000 per year 
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 School and District 
Level Reporting 


• Delivery of school and district level 
reports to each participating school 


• Access to online report platform 
allowing for multiple views and 
data interrogation 


• Highly customizable reporting 
views, Cambridge education will 
work to create views that are best 
aligned to principal needs and 
interests 


•  For more information and example 
views see Appendix D – Sample 
Reporting Views 


• $25,000 in Year 
One 


• Charged at $0.35 
per response, each 
year 


• Full roll out cost 
(maximum 
245,000*$0.25) 
$61,250 


 Project Website • Development of a dedicated 
project microsite with information 
for teachers, schools, parents, and 
other stakeholders 


•  


• $2,500 per year 


Per-
Survey 
charges 


Online surveys for 
students 


• Surveys paneled  
• Survey URLs emailed to schools 


for distribution  
• Survey response rates and 


tracking 
• Survey reminders 
• Collecting and cleaning all data  
• State response data file 
• State report 


• $.50 per survey 
response 


Paper surveys  • Includes all that online surveys 
include (as above) 


• K-3 survey and administration 
protocols 


• Paper fulfillment processes: School 
packing, Shipping to Nevada 
schools, Return shipping, 
Scanning  


• Tracking (including shipment 
tracking to and from all schools) 


• Images of all completed surveys, 
indexed by school and classroom 


• Merging paper with online survey 
data 


• $.75 per English 
paper survey 
ordered (additional 
languages priced 
based on volume) 


Indicative 
pricing 


 Year one (2015-16) price includes: 
• Survey development 
• Administration support 
• Surveying 35,000 students in 


grades 6-12 
• All online 


• $144,000 
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• Student survey only 
• All reporting to state 


 Years two through four price includes: 
• Survey refinement 
• Administration support 
• Responses for all 245,000 


students in grades 6-12 
• All online 
• Student survey only 
• All reporting to state-level 


• $245,000 


Additional 
Options 
(not 
included 
in 
baseline 
pricing) 


License Fees (As 
applicable) 


• Some of the scales proposed may 
require small license fees to be 
paid to their developers, the 
owners of the survey IP.  


• To be confirmed 


 Translations • Translating the survey 
• Translation QA 
• Paneling translated surveys online 
• Design of paper surveys 


• $2,500 per 
language/survey  
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Payment Schedule 
1.1. The Consultant shall invoice the Client for any sums stated in SCHEDULE (A) when, for 


a particular sum, the respective milestone is achieved.  
 


1.2. Acceptance by the Client shall at all times be timely and not unreasonably withheld.  
 


Schedule A 
Milestone 


Payment 
Number 


Description Milestone Value ($) Indicative 
cost based 
on year one 
total value 


(above) 


1 


 


Mobilization, of team, 
project kick off and 
planning  


Design 
completed, 
plans in place 
for surveys 


20% of 
anticipated 
contract value 


$28,800 


2 Design support and up-
front training 


Delivery of 
Draft Survey 
Instrument to 
NDE 


30% of contract 
value 


$43,200 


3 Surveys delivered, 
administration window 
opened 


Surveys 
administered, 
data collection 
ongoing 


40% of 
anticipated 
contract value 


$57,600 


4 Reports delivered, 
accepted 


Final reports 
delivered 


Remainder of 
actual contract 
value  


$14,400 


 


Cambridge Education certifies the pricing included in the PRICE PROPOSAL. 


Signed for and on behalf of Cambridge 
Education (LLC) 
Signature: 
 
 
 
Name and Position: 
 
 
Date: 
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Tab III – Attachment I, Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and 
Conditions of RFP 
  


1. Attachment I with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the 
organization must be included in this tab. 


 


2. In order for any cost exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered, vendors 
must provide the specific language that is being proposed in Attachment I.   


 


3. Only cost exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on Attachment 
I.   


 


4. Do not restate the technical exceptions and/or assumptions on this form.   
 


5. The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted 
after the proposal submission deadline.  If vendors do not specify any 
exceptions and/or assumptions in detail at time of proposal submission, the 
State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during 
negotiations. 
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Assumptions and Dependencies 
The pricing and timelines proposed are based on the assumptions and dependencies specified 
in this document. If any changes to the scope, scale, or timescale of this project are required, 
they could have an impact on the price, timeliness and/or the quality and extensiveness of 
deliverables.  


 


Work will commence upon contract award. State of Nevada shall be responsible for supply of 
data file(s) and other information to an appropriate and predefined quality and within the 
timescales specified below, in order for Cambridge Education to deliver the services included in 
this proposal. 


 


Price Structure 
All costs outlined are to meet the minimum requirements. Price of gathering of data through 
student surveys as well as the related prices associated with the analysis of the resulting data 
will include the following: 


a. Personnel costs associated with software customization and development 
b. Personnel costs associated data management and analysis 
c. Personnel costs associated with outreach and coordination with the state, district, 


schools, teachers, and project partners 
d. Direct costs related to requirements such as server capacity and technical support 
e. Hosting and software licensing costs 


Cost Dependencies 
The late delivery of rosters or the delivery of incomplete rosters may impact upon survey and 
reporting timescales and price. In addition, major errors resulting in significant rework  will result 
in delays to survey administration and reporting as well as additional costs which, as applicable, 
will be passed on to the state. Pricing assumes rosters will be submitted once in the year, and 
teachers can survey an unlimited number of students during the district-designated window. 
Pricing assumes reporting is at the teacher, school, district, and state levels, with a composite 
report for all participating classes. The rostering of additional districts and survey numbers in 
excess of those agreed will be charged at the standard rate. Additional rosters beyond those 
defined herein will incur additional costs.  


 


Pricing is dependent on a single procurement and contract with the State of Nevada. Pricing 
herein includes maintenance and direct costs associated with the upkeep of an online survey 
platform as well as the personnel costs for supporting districts to undertake a survey 
administration. Any additional off-site support requested by the state or any district will be 
agreed in a change order and charged at $1,000 per day. 
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SURVEYS ADMINISTERED  
1. Each school will administer surveys in school during designated survey 


window(s) in 2015-2016 school year. Additional windows may result in additional 
costs. 


2. School packs including survey materials will be delivered at the school level.  
a. School packs for paper surveys will be shipped with a number of surveys 


designated by the school as well as printed administration procedures and 
scripts. The state will be charged for each survey that is ordered, printed, and 
shipped. 


b. For online surveys, school coordinators will receive emails with survey URL 
to share with all survey takers, administration procedures, and scripts. The 
state will be charged for each online survey response. 


c. Additional deliveries will result in additional cost. 
3. Parent and teacher surveys are available online, only.  Parents and teachers will 


receive access information for the teacher survey via email. Accurate emails 
must be rostered for all participating parents and teachers. The state will be 
charged for each parent and teacher response. 


 SURVEY MATERIALS and COMMUNICATIONS 
1. A Website to hold communication documents can be provided for a fee. The 


State of Nevada is responsible for directing schools to the proper information.  
2. If one, merged roster with all schools and districts cannot be provided, 


Cambridge Education can work directly with school districts to assemble the 
information for a fee. 


SURVEY FULLFILLMENT and SURVEY WINDOWS 
1. Print-based surveys will be shipped in boxes that include a return shipping label. 


Costs of return shipping are included in the budget. 


TIMELINES 
1. State of Nevada will adhere to all contract timelines. Any missed milestone 


deliverable will require a reschedule of all deliverables (surveys and reports) or 
an additional cost.  


SURVEY LICENCE FEES 
1. State of Nevada may be liable to pay additional license fees, should NDE select 


a survey that contains licensed material. Cambridge Education will advise NDE 
of which scales would be subject to license fees and what the fees may be.  
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additional costs. 
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  School packs including survey materials 
will be delivered at the school level.  


a. School packs for paper surveys will 
be shipped with a number of 
surveys designated by the school as 
well as printed administration 
procedures and scripts. The state 
will be charged for each survey that 
is ordered, printed, and shipped. 


b. For online surveys, school 
coordinators will receive emails with 
survey URL to share with all survey 
takers, administration procedures, 
and scripts. The state will be 
charged for each online survey 
response. 


c. Additional deliveries will result in 
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  Parent and teacher surveys are 
available online, only.  Parents and 
teachers will receive access 
information for the teacher survey via 
email. Accurate emails must be 
rostered for all participating parents 
and teachers. The state will be 
charged for each parent and teacher 
response. 
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documents can be provided for a fee. 
The State of Nevada is responsible for 
directing schools to the proper 
information.  
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  If one, merged roster with all schools 
and districts cannot be provided, 
Cambridge Education can work 
directly with school districts to 
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  Print-based surveys will be shipped in 
boxes that include a return shipping 
label. Costs of return shipping are 
included in the budget. 
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  State of Nevada will adhere to all 
contract timelines. Any missed 
milestone deliverable will require a 
reschedule of all deliverables (surveys 
and reports) or an additional cost.  
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  State of Nevada may be liable to pay 
additional license fees, should NDE 
select a survey that contains licensed 
material. Cambridge Education will 
advise NDE of which scales would be 
subject to license fees and what the 
fees may be.  
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State of Nevada 


 
 


Brian Sandoval 
Department of Administration Governor 
Purchasing Division  
515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300 Greg Smith 
Carson City, NV  89701 Administrator 


 
SUBJECT: Amendment 1 to Request for Proposal 3179 


RFP TITLE: School Climate/SEL Survey 


DATE OF AMENDMENT: April 27, 2015 


DATE OF RFP RELEASE: April 6, 2015 


OPENING DATE: May 6, 2015 


OPENING TIME: 2:00 PM 


CONTACT: Annette Morfin, Procurement Staff Member 
 
 
The following shall be a part of RFP 3179.  If a vendor has already returned a proposal and any of the 
information provided below changes that proposal, please submit the changes along with this 
amendment.  You need not re-submit an entire proposal prior to the opening date and time. 
 
 
1. What is the budgeted value of an awarded contract? 
 


The dollar amount varies based on the determined roll out of the survey.  The budgeted 
amount begins at $175,000 a year for five years, but could be enhanced to up to $350,000 
depending on the scope of the survey and number of students surveyed. 


 
2. If our survey is exclusively online, what technologies/infrastructure already exists within the 


schools to allow students with disabilities to take the survey? For current partners, often times 
accommodations are made for individuals to read the survey aloud to vision impaired students. 
Will similar accommodations be possible?   


  
As of Spring 2015, all schools are set up to take tests and surveys online.  Read aloud 
accommodations are possible. 
 


3. The RFP references a 28-day turnaround for paper based survey but does not express a similar 
 timeline for online surveys. Is there a specific timeline expectation? 
 


28 days from the close of the administration of the survey. 
 


4. What is the Bighorn System and what are the expectations for the files and content to be 
transferred to and from it? Would providers be expected to build new technologies to 
communicate with the Bighorn System? 


 
Bighorn is NDE’s secure data transfer system for handling student level data.  Vendors 
would require secure file transfer capability, but will be able to communicate with Bighorn 
via the internet. 
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5. Is it a correct assumption that the Bighorn System would be used to roster student data? If so, 
how often are data collected and updated for the Bighorn System? What is the strategy for 
addressing discrepancies that exist between data available through the Bighorn System and 
actual students attending Nevada Public Schools? 


 
Rosters come from district level student information systems, not from Bighorn.  NDE does 
verify the data that is received from districts and it is updated daily.  NDE will walk the 
selected vendor through the process. 
 


6. Will reports be made public? 
 
Yes. 
 


7. Who will be the primary audience of survey information? 
 


There are a number of expected audiences.  Principals and districts will be able to use the 
data for school improvement efforts, the Department of Education will be able to use the 
information for technical assistance purposes, grantors and evaluators will be able to use the 
information as an evaluation of their effectiveness, parents will be able to see student 
perception of their school climate. 


 
8. What do you mean by Principal Certification in Section 3.7.3? 
 


Form required by the state, collected each year.  The Vendor doesn’t have to worry about 
this. 
 


9. What will be the expectations for the Vendor Presentations the week of June 11th? Will these 
 presentations be in person?  
 


Presentations do not need to be in person.  NDE would like to see an example of the survey, 
how it meets our needs, and an example of what sort of reports NDE would be able to 
generate. 
 


10. Can you clarify the meaning of “normed/valid” survey in this context? For example, are there 
 any specific characteristics you would expect of a survey that was normed and valid? 
 


NDE would expect the survey to have been developed by testing experts, piloted, and revised 
so that NDE knows the survey is dependable and stable for what the survey is designed to 
measure. NDE would like the constructs that make up the overall school climate ranking to 
be valid independently of one another, to aid with data-based decision-making in terms of 
intervention selection. 
 


11. Can you confirm the scope of the survey as defined in section 5.2 – is the assumption that the 
 total population to be surveyed will be 245,000 (based on a sample of 35,000 students in each 
 of six grades [6-12])? 
 


Yes, although potentially this will be done in a piloted roll-out of grade levels over time. 
 


12. 1. In Section, 1.8.1.1 it states that NDE wants to be able to gauge mental health factors at a 
 school level to promote the growth in that arena in the schools, as well as, to provide NDE with 
 comparison data from school to school. What specific aspects of mental health are desired? 
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NDE would like to understand students’ social and emotional strengths, as well as some of 
the mental health issues that are rated on instruments such as the YRBS (depression, 
bullying issues, etc.) 
 


13. In section 1.8.1.2 it states that "NDE also wants to be able to distill this information down to 
 sub-group populations, including race/ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status (SES), etc." Can 
 you provide clarification on these variables? How quickly can the selected vendor expect to 
 receive the desired sub-group information? Also, what level of assurance should the vendor 
 have, upon receipt of the subgroup information, that the data is accurate? 
 


NDE would assume that this information could be garnered as a part of the survey, or, if 
student identifiers are applied, they would work with district student information systems in 
order to match students with their demographics. 
 


14. Section 3.1.4.2 states that the data gathered should be analyzed into useable information. It also 
 outlines NDE's expectations around the data being sensitive to change. What is the timeline for 
 deployment of said interventions? Is there an expectation to conduct a survey administration 
 before and after an invention(s) is implemented? Will the NDE provide information about each 
 participating school, such as school demographics? Will student demographics also be 
 provided? 
  


NDE plans to implement the survey once in the fall as a baseline, and then in the spring for 
the next four years.  Many interventions in our piloting districts will be introduced at about 
the same time as the first survey administration.  The school demographics can be gathered 
at the school/district/ or state level. 
 


15. With respect to the 28 calendar day release referenced in Section 3.6.4, can there be a 
 preliminary release to NDE and then a final release to district and school level stakeholders at a 
 later date? 
 


There can be an earlier release to the NDE, but in order for the assessments to be used 
formatively, we want to get the information back to the schools as soon as possible, so still 
within that 28-day time frame.   
 


16. Section 3.7.1 references the need for psychometric support to scoring, data analysis and 
 reporting. To whom should this psychometric support be provided? Also, can more detail be 
 provided around the expectations for support? 


 
Vendors should be prepared to show NDE the school reports they expect to be able to garner 
as a result of the survey and be able to show NDE what information they expect us to be able 
to get through reading those reports.  By the third year, we would also like to see trend data 
in the form of reports. 


 
17. Section 4.1.2 references registration requirements with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s 
 Office as a foreign corporation prior to contract execution. About how much time would it take 
 to be recognized by the State and will any exceptions be made for a selected vendor, with 
 respect to the overall timeline, should this step be required? 
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NDE can’t speak to how long the Secretary of State’s office will take, but if the vendor 
begins taking the appropriate steps upon the issuance of the Letter of Intent and through no 
fault of their own are unable to keep to the deadline, exceptions can be made. 
 


18. Section 11.3.3.1 notes that "the contractor shall be subject to inspection and acceptance by the 
 State"; what data does the NDE require, e.g., student-level responses? What is the protocol and 
 frequency for inspection of the contractor? 
 


Once the contract is in place; NDE will work with the contracted vendor to make sure that 
the contract is being operated as it should.  Your response to the RFP will determine the 
“inspection and acceptance” by the independent evaluation committee. 
 


19. We would like to confirm that NDE does not want a transmission of respondent-level data. 
 That is, all deliverables to NDE will be aggregated to the school or district levels 


 
Yes. 
 


20. In addition to a technical report, would NDE like a report that aggregates survey data to the 
 state level at the end of each contract year? 
 


Potentially, but it isn’t currently a requirement of this project. 
 


21. Can NDE clarify the meaning of “principal certifications” described in section 3.7.3.3? 
 
See Answer to Question 8. 
 


22. Section 1.5 notes that this contract would service the seventeen (17) local school districts and a 
 Public Charter Authority. Can you confirm how many schools in total will be eligible for the 
 survey, and whether all will be required to participate or be allowed to opt in for the five year 
 project? Are they all PK-12 environments, or will the contractor be supporting alternative sites 
 and other custom environments? 
 


This is dependent upon the survey instrument being proposed.  At the minimum, NDE would 
like to survey all middle and high schools in the state, but are interested in looking at what is 
available for elementary schools as well.  Legislation will determine whether there is an opt 
in option or a requirement.  NDE doesn’t believe that has been determined at this time.  
Vendors can see the Department of Education website, particularly the Nevada Report Card, 
for more information about individual schools and the number of schools. 


 
23. Section 3.3.1.1 states: The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific grade 
 levels or a specific district, with the intention of full scale roll out by the end of the contract 
 period as more funding becomes available. Does NDE have a requirement for the # of schools 
 that need to participate in the pilot in year one or will the vendor be defining the pilot? Also, 
 how will the statewide roll-out be phased? I.e. would NDE be open to a slow roll-out to the 
 entire state over the course of the subsequent four years, or is the survey expected to be 
 administered to all schools in Year Two of the grant onward? 


 
NDE has certain requirements based on grant awards given to the State.  The Vendors would 
not necessarily be expected to administer to all schools in Year Two (dependent on current 
legislation that is not yet determined), but would meet with a team at NDE to help design the 
pilot.  At a minimum, NDE needs to include 3-6 districts in the first year. 
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24. Is NDE interested in other levels of reporting aside from school- and district-level (i.e. 
 aggregate reports by level, norming data or trend data over years, etc.)? 
 


Yes, very interested. 
 


25. How will NDE staff be engaged with this project? Does the State have regional coordinators 
 that could support the roll-out of this work to the schools? If so, how are they broken up, and 
 how much of their time could/would be allocated to this project? 


 
NDE has a small team of grant leaders who will meet to help with determining the roll out of 
the project, etc. but NDE does not have any local level school support outside of the first year 
of the pilot in the grant funded districts. 


 
26. Section 3.7.2 notes using the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer. Can NDE specify 
 the server environment for Nevada Bighorn and the requirements for the vendor’s use of this 
 portal in terms of transfer of responses to the vendor for analysis and report generation? Also, 
 what is the expectation from the State on where the survey will “live” - in the vendor's 
 environment or within the State's infrastructure for ongoing administration and reporting? 
 


Nevada Bighorn is a sequel server.  The vendor needs access to the internet and secure file 
transfer capabilities and will work with the NDE to develop specific protocol.  We expect the 
survey to ‘live’ with the NDE at the end of the five years, so NDE can work to develop an 
infrastructure that would allow NDE to continue administering the survey at the end of the 
grant which funds this project. 
 


27. Will reports be publicly posted? Are there specifications for the vendor on how data needs to be 
 presented (types of graphs/ charts, specific platform or format, etc.)? 
 


Yes, but NDE is interested in seeing their options as to what type of information is possible in 
terms of the reports. 
 


28. In section 3.4.1.6, it notes that the vendor is responsible for costs related to the meeting room 
 and meals. Would NDE be responsible for securing the rooms and ordering food for attendees? 
 Can you provide clarity on how these costs should be built into the Cost Proposal or how it can 
 be incorporated into the travel reimbursement if that is the intended process? 
 


The NDE can secure rooms, etc. and costs can be listed as ‘allocated meeting expenses’. 
 


29. Please confirm that NDE would like all responses to be anonymous, and no identifiers at the 
 respondent level are required as part of this grant. 
 


NDE would like this to be an anonymous survey, although de-identified numbers may be 
assigned in order to match student records for demographic purposes, etc. 
 


30. Will NDE require the raw data in addition to the school- and district-level reports? 
 


Yes. 
 


31. What reader software does NDE use for schools with visually impaired students? 
 


This is a district by district decision. 
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ATTACHMENT A – CONFIDENTIALITY AND CERTIFICATION OF INDEMNIFICATION 
Submitted proposals, which are marked “confidential” in their entirety, or those in which a significant portion of the 
submitted proposal is marked “confidential” will not be accepted by the State of Nevada.  Pursuant to NRS 333.333, only 
specific parts of the proposal may be labeled a “trade secret” as defined in NRS 600A.030(5).  All proposals are confidential 
until the contract is awarded; at which time, both successful and unsuccessful vendors’ technical and cost proposals 
become public information.   
 
In accordance with the Submittal Instructions of this RFP, vendors are requested to submit confidential information in 
separate binders marked “Part I B Confidential Technical” and “Part III Confidential Financial”. 
 
The State will not be responsible for any information contained within the proposal.  Should vendors not comply with the 
labeling and packing requirements, proposals will be released as submitted.  In the event a governing board acts as the final 
authority, there may be public discussion regarding the submitted proposals that will be in an open meeting format, the 
proposals will remain confidential.  
 
By signing below, I understand it is my responsibility as the vendor to act in protection of the labeled information and agree 
to defend and indemnify the State of Nevada for honoring such designation.  I duly realize failure to so act will constitute a 
complete waiver and all submitted information will become public information; additionally, failure to label any information 
that is released by the State shall constitute a complete waiver of any and all claims for damages caused by the release of 
the information. 
 
This proposal contains Confidential Information, Trade Secrets and/or Proprietary information as defined in Section 2 
“ACRONYMS/DEFINITIONS.”  
 
Please initial the appropriate response in the boxes below and provide the justification for confidential status. 
 


Part I B – Confidential Technical Information 


YES  NO X 
Justification for Confidential Status 


 


 


A Public Records CD has been included for the Technical and Cost Proposal 


YES X NO (See note below)  
Note:  By marking “NO” for Public Record CD included, you are authorizing the State to use the “Master CD” for Public 
Records requests. 
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ATTACHMENT C – VENDOR CERTIFICATIONS 
 
Vendor agrees and will comply with the following: 
 
(1) Any and all prices that may be charged under the terms of the contract do not and will not violate any existing federal, 


State or municipal laws or regulations concerning discrimination and/or price fixing.  The vendor agrees to indemnify, 
exonerate and hold the State harmless from liability for any such violation now and throughout the term of the contract. 


 
(2) All proposed capabilities can be demonstrated by the vendor. 
 
(3) The price(s) and amount of this proposal have been arrived at independently and without consultation, communication, 


agreement or disclosure with or to any other contractor, vendor or potential vendor. 
 
(4) All proposal terms, including prices, will remain in effect for a minimum of 180 days after the proposal due date.  In the 


case of the awarded vendor, all proposal terms, including prices, will remain in effect throughout the contract negotiation 
process. 


 
(5) No attempt has been made at any time to induce any firm or person to refrain from proposing or to submit a proposal 


higher than this proposal, or to submit any intentionally high or noncompetitive proposal.  All proposals must be made in 
good faith and without collusion. 


 
(6) All conditions and provisions of this RFP are deemed to be accepted by the vendor and incorporated by reference in the 


proposal, except such conditions and provisions that the vendor expressly excludes in the proposal.  Any exclusion must 
be in writing and included in the proposal at the time of submission. 


 
(7) Each vendor must disclose any existing or potential conflict of interest relative to the performance of the contractual 


services resulting from this RFP.  Any such relationship that might be perceived or represented as a conflict should be 
disclosed.  By submitting a proposal in response to this RFP, vendors affirm that they have not given, nor intend to give at 
any time hereafter, any economic opportunity, future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip, favor, or 
service to a public servant or any employee or representative of same, in connection with this procurement.  Any attempt 
to intentionally or unintentionally conceal or obfuscate a conflict of interest will automatically result in the 
disqualification of a vendor’s proposal.  An award will not be made where a conflict of interest exists.  The State will 
determine whether a conflict of interest exists and whether it may reflect negatively on the State’s selection of a vendor.  
The State reserves the right to disqualify any vendor on the grounds of actual or apparent conflict of interest. 


 
(8) All employees assigned to the project are authorized to work in this country. 
 
(9) The company has a written equal opportunity policy that does not discriminate in employment practices with regard to 


race, color, national origin, physical condition, creed, religion, age, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, developmental 
disability or handicap.   


 
(10) The company has a written policy regarding compliance for maintaining a drug-free workplace. 
 
(11) Vendor understands and acknowledges that the representations within their proposal are material and important, and 


will be relied on by the State in evaluation of the proposal.  Any vendor misrepresentations shall be treated as fraudulent 
concealment from the State of the true facts relating to the proposal. 


 
(12) Vendor must certify that any and all subcontractors comply with Sections 7, 8, 9, and 10, above. 
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   LICENSE AND SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 
PLEASE CAREFULLY READ THIS LICENSE AGREEMENT BEFORE ACCEPTING BELOW. PROCEEDING WITH REGISTRATION, OR 
ACCESSING, USING, PRINTING, OR DISPLAYING THE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES INDICATES CUSTOMER’S ACCEPTANCE 
OF THE TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT. IF CUSTOMER DOES NOT AGREE WITH THESE TERMS, CUSTOMER SHOULD DECLINE 
REGISTRATION AND CUSTOMER MAY NOT ACCESS, USE, PRINT, OR DISPLAY THE LICENSED PRODUCTS(S) AND SERVICES. IN THIS 
AGREEMENT, ALL REFERENCES TO CUSTOMER SHALL ALSO INCLUDE ITS LICENSED USERS. 


1 LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES 


1.1 This agreement (“License”) is entered into by and between the Customer and Service Provider, each referred to 
herein as a “Party” and collectively as the “Parties,” effective as of the date signed by Pearson below (“Effective 
Date”). The Service Provider is NCS Pearson, Inc., a Minnesota corporation, with corporate headquarters at 5601 
Green Valley Drive, Bloomington, Minnesota 55437, United States of America, through its Clinical Assessment division 
(“Pearson”). The Customer is a person, organization, public entity, business entity or enterprise which: (a) has paid a 
fee to, or is otherwise authorized by Service Provider, to access and use the Licensed Product(s) and Services, and has 
conferred the right on certain of its individual employees or agents to be its Licensed User(s); and (b) Customer and 
its Licensed Users have agreed to be bound by the terms and conditions of this License. 


Customer: Nevada Department of Education 
515 E. Musser St, Suite 300 
Carson City, NV 89701 


 


1.2 Licensed Product(s) and Services. The Service Provider has developed certain proprietary products, documentation, 
software applications and platforms, (the “Licensed Product(s)”) which it makes available to Customers via the 
Internet on a subscription basis, and may include, but not be limited to, additional services related to support, 
implementation, training, professional development, and other services as offered by Service Provider and ordered by 
the Customer (the “Services”) at the quantities described and the Term indicated in the written Schedule(s) agreed 
between Customer and Service Provider, which may be listed below, (collectively, the “Licensed Product(s) and 
Services”). The parties incorporate into this License by attachment or reference the Schedule(s) listed below, if any.    


Schedule 1 Pearson’s Proposal Response to RFP 3179, School Climate/SEL Survey 
 


1.3 Term. The initial term for Customer’s access to the Licensed Product(s) and Services shall begin on the date that 
Pearson makes the Licensed Product(s) and Services available for Customer use, and shall continue for a period 
consistent with the fees paid to Pearson. This License shall end at the expiration of the then-current term, unless the 
parties mutually agree to renewal, and if so, shall be renewed so long as Service Provider receives the applicable fees 
for the renewal term prior to the expiration of Customer’s then-current Term and Customer complies with the terms 
of this License. The fees for any such renewal term shall be at Service Provider’s then-current rates, unless otherwise 
mutually agreed in writing.   


1.4 Fees. The Customer agrees to pay Service Provider, in accordance with Service Provider’s invoice terms, the fees 
charged for the Licensed Product(s) and Services in accordance with this License. The Service Provider agrees to 
license the Licensed Product(s) and provide the Services, during the Term. The Customer shall pay all applicable local 
sales and use taxes and/or duties arising from or relating to the transactions contemplated in this License.  Proof of 
tax exempt status must be provided to Service Provider for any order to be treated as a tax exempt transaction.  If 
payment is not made in a timely manner under the terms of the License, Service Provider reserves the right to either 
suspend or terminate the Customer’s access and account at its discretion, and thereafter to collect any amount due 
and pursue any other remedies that may be available.  


1.5 License Grant. During the Term of and subject to the terms and conditions of this License, including payment of all 
applicable fees, the Service Provider hereby grants to the Customer a non-exclusive, non-transferable, limited license 
and right to use, and permit its Licensed Users to use, the Licensed Product(s) and Services during the Term. Except as 
expressly stated herein, this License does not grant the Customer any rights, title, or interest in, patents, copyrights, 
database right, trade secrets, trade names, trademarks (whether registered or unregistered), or any other rights or 
licenses with respect to the Licensed Product(s) and Services.  


1.6 Provision and Access. Service Provider agrees to provide Customer access to and use of the Licensed Product(s) and 
Services. Service Provider may, in its discretion, from time to time, as determined by Service Provider, add new 
features, functionality or content to the Licensed Product(s) and Services; limit, modify or discontinue existing 
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features, functionality or content made available with the Licensed Product(s) and Services; or incorporate revisions 
into the Licensed Product(s) and Services as may be deemed appropriate by Service Provider. All Licensed Product(s) 
and Services features, modules, and changes to the Licensed Product(s) and Services provided or made available 
hereunder, including all future enhancements, will be considered part of the Licensed Product(s) and Services and are 
subject to, and will be governed by, the terms of this License.  Notwithstanding the above, Service Provider in its sole 
discretion, may issue a New Product. The “New Product” shall mean new products, programs or modules developed 
by Service Provider that provide features, functions or applications not included in the Licensed Product(s) and 
Services originally licensed by Customer and for which additional license fees may apply as determined by Service 
Provider. A New Product may be usable with or in addition to the Licensed Product(s) and Services originally licensed 
by Customer. New Products will be licensed to Customer under the terms of Service Provider’s then-current license 
agreement only after payment of applicable Fees.    


1.7 Availability. Service Provider may from time to time perform scheduled maintenance and upgrades on the Licensed 
Product(s) and Services, and during such periods the Licensed Product(s) and Services may not be accessible. Service 
Provider will make reasonable efforts to communicate to Customer information regarding such scheduled 
maintenance and upgrades. Customer acknowledges that the availability of an on-line service is at times dependent 
on factors beyond Service Provider’s control and that there may be non-scheduled periods of unavailablity, and 
Customer releases Service Provider from any and all liability related to or resulting from any scheduled or non-
scheduled periods of unavailablity.   


2  INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS 


2.1 Ownership. The Service Provider owns or licenses all intellectual property and proprietary rights in the Licensed 
Product(s) and Services, including all copyrights, patents, trademarks, trade secrets, work product, data, and all other 
proprietary and intellectual property rights in existence now or arising in the future in and to the Licensed Product(s) 
and Services, and any enhancements to the Licensed Product(s) and Services thereof, with such rights protected by 
copyright, trade secret, and other intellectual property laws. 


2.2 U.S. Government Restricted Rights, applicable if Customer is U.S. government.  If Customer is the United States 
Government or any agency or instrumentality thereof, the Licensed Product(s) and Services are provided with 
RESTRICTED RIGHTS. Use, duplication, or disclosure by the U.S. Government of the Licensed Product(s) and Services  
are subject to restriction as set out in: (a)(c)(1)(ii) of the Rights in Technical Data and Computer Information clause at 
DFAR 252.227-7013 (October 1988), if You are subject to Department of Defense Federal Acquisition Regulations; or 
(b) FAR 52.227-19 (June 1987), if You are not subject to the DFAR. Licensed Product(s) and Services is a "commercial 
item" as that term is defined in 48 C.F.R. §2.101, consisting of "commercial computer software" and "commercial 
computer software documentation" as such terms are defined in 48 C.F.R. §12.212 and 48 C.F.R. §227.7202, as 
applicable, and all as amended from time to time. Consistent with 48 C.F.R. §12.212, 48 C.F.R. §227.7202 and 48 
C.F.R. §52.227-19, and other relevant sections of the Code of Federal Regulations, as applicable, and all as amended 
from time to time, all U.S. Government end users acquire Licensed Product(s) and Services only with those rights set 
forth herein. 


2.3 Third Party Providers. Customer also may be subject to additional terms and conditions that may apply when 
Customer uses affiliated services, third-party content or third-party software.  The Customer acknowledges that the 
Licensed Product(s) and Services may enable or assist Customer to access the website content of, correspond with, 
and purchase products and services from, third parties via third-party websites and that it does so solely at its own 
risk.  The Service Provider makes no representation or commitment and shall have no liability or obligation 
whatsoever in relation to the content or use of, or correspondence with, any such third-party website, or any 
transactions completed, and any contract entered into by the Customer, with any such third party.  Any contract 
entered into and any transaction completed via any third-party website is between the Customer and the relevant 
third party, and not the Service Provider.  The Service Provider recommends that the Customer refers to the third 
party’s website terms and conditions and privacy policy prior to using the relevant third-party website.  The Service 
Provider does not endorse or approve any third-party website nor the content of any of the third-party website made 
available via the Licensed Product(s) and Services. 


3  CUSTOMER’S OBLIGATIONS 


3.1 Use and Conduct. Customer shall not, and shall not permit its Licensed Users to: (a) do anything to infringe upon, 
harm or take any action contrary to, or that would diminish the validity of, any ownership rights in the Licensed 
Product(s) and Services; (b) introduce any computer virus or other code or routine intended to disrupt, monopolize, 
flood, damage, alter, or delete any information into the Licensed Products(s) and Services, (c) remove or alter any 
copyright, trademark or patent notices that appear on any portion of the Licensed Product(s) and Services; (d) copy, 
rent, lease,  sublicense, distribute publicly, modify, create derivative works, or otherwise commercially exploit the 
Licensed Product(s) and Services; (e) modify, alter, enhance, delete, or reproduce any portion of the Licensed 
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Products(s) and Services, (f) reverse engineer, decompile, disassemble or otherwise reproduce Licensed Product(s) 
and Services, or (g) otherwise act in a fraudulent, tortuous, malicious, illegal, or grossly negligent manner. Customer’s 
rights in Licensed Product(s) will be limited to those expressly granted herein, and Service Provider reserves all rights 
not expressly granted in this document. 


3.2 Customer Content. The Customer or its Licensed Users shall have sole responsibility for the legality, reliability, 
integrity, accuracy and quality of the Customer Data and any content provided to Service Provider. To the extent that 
the Licensed Product(s) and Services allows Customer to input or post any Customer Data and other content, 
Customer will not input or post any Customer Data and other content that (a) infringes any patent, copyright, trade 
secret or other proprietary right of any other party, or is (b) indecent, obscene, libelous, slanderous, illegal, or 
otherwise inappropriate. Customer acknowledges and agrees that Service Provider may delete, or require Customer 
to delete, any such inappropriate content from the Licensed Product(s) and Services upon determining in its sole 
discretion, or upon receiving notice from Customer or any third party of any claim, that such content is infringing 
upon the intellectual property rights of a third party, or that such content is indecent, obscene, libelous, slanderous, 
illegal, or otherwise inappropriate. 


3.3 Access; Passwords. Customer acknowledges and agrees that, by granting user identifications and passwords, 
Customer controls, defines and manages access to all Customer Data and related records and data that will be used 
within the Licensed Products(s) and Services. Service Provider shall provide Customer with the ability to generate 
passwords and/or user identifications, which shall be used by Customer to provide access to the Licensed Products(s) 
and Services. Customer will instruct its Licensed Users as to the importance of maintaining the confidentiality of 
passwords and/or user identifications. Customer acknowledges that Customer’s data security may be compromised if 
Licensed Users do not follow appropriate security procedures to maintain the security of the Licensed Products(s) and 
Services, including, without limitation, maintaining the confidentiality of User names and passwords, frequent 
changing of passwords, creation of appropriate passwords, and maintaining appropriate internal controls to monitor 
access to and use of the Licensed Products(s) and Services. Customer will promptly report any security concerns to 
Service Provider through Service Provider’s technical support line. Customer will secure all necessary prior parental 
and student consents (if any are required) for the collection, storage and use of education records and personal 
information within the Licensed Products(s) and Services. 


3.4 Compatible Platforms/Hardware. Customer is responsible for meeting hardware, operating system, and other 
technical requirements necessary to properly access the Licensed Products(s) and Services. Service Provider will not 
be responsible for any incompatibility between the Licensed Products(s) and Services and any ISP or any versions of 
operating systems, hardware, browsers or other products not specifically approved by Service Provider for 
Customer’s use with the Licensed Products(s) and Services. Service Provider will make written requirements available 
to Customer at Customer’s request. Customer is responsible for providing the necessary environment and equipment 
to access the Licensed Products(s) and Services, including access to the Internet.    


4  CUSTOMER DATA; DATA PRIVACY AND SECURITY  


4.1 Definition and Ownership. “Customer Data” shall mean all data input by Customer into the Licensed Product(s) and 
Services, whether input by Customer, its Licensed Users, or by the Service Provider on the Customer's behalf, that 
pertains to Customer or its Licensed Users. All Customer Data submitted by Customer to Service Provider, whether 
posted by Customer or by its Licensed Users, or the Service Provider on the Customer's behalf, is and shall remain the 
sole and exclusive property of Customer or its Licensed Users.   


4.2 Customer Data.  Service Provider is provided a limited license to Customer Data to collect, process, store, generate, 
and display Customer Data to the extent necessary in the providing of the Services. Service Provider will not access 
data entered by Customer in the course of using the Licensed Product(s)s and Services, except in the following limited 
circumstances: (a) to provide Customer with technical support, solely at Customer’s request and with Customer’s 
permission; (b) on a limited-access basis to install updates or produce regular backups; (c) on an anonymous, 
aggregated basis only, provided that we use non-personally identifiable statistically aggregated data raw response 
data and other information collected for our development, research, quality control, operations management, 
security and internal marketing purposes, and to enhance, develop or improve the Licensed Product(s) and Services, 
and if non-identifiable data is provided to our researchers, developers and contractors, they shall be equally 
committed or obliged to protect such information, and d) to comply with valid legal requirements such as a law, 
regulation, search warrant, subpoena or court order. 


4.3 Family Educational Rights, and Privacy Act (FERPA), if applicable to Customer.  In order to ensure that Service 
Provider’s Customers are in compliance with FERPA, Service Provider shall not use personally identifiable student data 
in any manner other than as required to fulfill performance of the services to the Customer for the Licensed 
Product(s) and Services.  Service Provider will not disclose that data to any person or entity other than as authorized 
by the Customer or to comply with any valid legal requirements.  
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4.4 Data Privacy and Security.   Without limiting Service Provider’s obligation of confidentiality herein, Service Provider 


shall maintain a data privacy and information security program, including physical, technical, administrative, and 
organizational safeguards, that is designed to: (a) ensure the security and confidentiality of the Customer Data; (b) 
protect against any anticipated threats or hazards to the security or integrity of the Customer Data; (c) protect against 
unauthorized disclosure, access to, or use of the Customer Data; (d) ensure the proper disposal of Customer Data; 
and, (e) ensure that all employees, agents, and subcontractors of Service Provider, if any, comply with all of the 
foregoing.   


4.5 Server Locations, U.S. and Canada: Service Provider serves U.S. and Canadian Customers through servers located in 
the Customer’s respective countries, as follows: (a) For Customers located in the U.S., the Customer Data under this 
License are stored on Service Provider’s servers located in Iowa City, Iowa, in the United States of America, and 
accessible only by authorized employees, agents and contractors of Service Provider. Service Provider takes numerous 
measures to maintain the security and confidentiality of Customer Data including provision of secure hosting facilities 
for the storage of Customer Data that use encryption and/or physical security measures, as well as firewall protection 
and restricted, password protected access. (b) For Customers located in Canada, the Customer Data under this 
License are stored on Service Provider’s servers located in Toronto, Ontario, in Canada, and accessible only by 
authorized employees, agents and contractors of Service Provider. Service Provider takes numerous measures to 
maintain the security and confidentiality of Customer Data including provision of secure hosting facilities for the 
storage of Customer Data that use encryption and/or physical security measures, as well as firewall protection and 
restricted, password protected access. 


4.6 Customer Data Escrow. Any Customer Data entered by Customer is made available to Customer through the Licensed 
Product(s) and Services.  Customer has the ability to export its data at any time.  In addition, if at any time Customer 
decides to discontinue use of the Licensed Product(s) and Services, Customer Data will be destroyed and removed 
from all servers and Customer will be offered the option of receiving a copy of all such data prior to its destruction.  


5  CONFIDENTIALITY 


5.1 Each party may be given access to Confidential Information from the other party in order to perform its obligations 
under this License.  A party's Confidential Information shall not be deemed to include information that: (a) is or 
becomes publicly known other than through any act or omission of the receiving party; (b) was in the other party's 
lawful possession before the disclosure; (c) is lawfully disclosed to the receiving party by a third party without 
restriction on disclosure; (d) is independently developed by the receiving party, which independent development can 
be shown by written evidence; or (e) is required to be disclosed by law, by any court of competent jurisdiction or by 
any regulatory or administrative body. 


5.2 Each party shall hold the other's Confidential Information in confidence and, unless required by law, not make the 
other's Confidential Information available to any third party, or use the other's Confidential Information for any 
purpose other than the implementation of this License.  Each party shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that the 
other's Confidential Information to which it has access is not disclosed or distributed by its employees or agents in 
violation of the terms of this License. 


6  WARRANTY; LIMITATION OF LIABILITY  


6.1 Disclaimer of Warranties. PEARSON EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMS ALL WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING, BUT 
NOT LIMITED TO, ANY IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. PEARSON 
DOES NOT WARRANT THAT THE FUNCTIONALITY CONTAINED IN THE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES WILL 
MEET CUSTOMER’S REQUIREMENTS, OR THAT THE OPERATION OF THE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES WILL BE 
UNINTERRUPTED OR ERROR-FREE, OR THAT DEFECTS IN THE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES WILL BE 
CORRECTED.  FURTHERMORE, PEARSON DOES NOT WARRANT OR MAKE ANY REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING THE 
USE OR THE RESULTS OF THE USE OF THE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) AND SERVICES IN TERMS OF ITS CORRECTNESS, 
ACCURACY, RELIABILITY OR OTHERWISE.  SOME JURISDICTIONS MAY NOT ALLOW THE EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
IMPLIED WARRANTIES, SO THE ABOVE EXCLUSION MAY NOT FULLY APPLY TO CUSTOMER. 


6.2 Limitation of Liability. NEITHER PARTY SHALL BE LIABLE FOR ANY SPECIAL, EXEMPLARY, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL OR 
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THIS LICENSE, LICENSED PRODUCT(S), THIRD 
PARTY SOFTWARE, SUPPORT, SERVICES, OR OTHER ITEMS PROVIDED; HOWEVER, THAT THE FOREGOING 
EXCULPATION OF LIABILITY SHALL NOT APPLY WITH RESPECT TO DAMAGES INCURRED AS A RESULT OF THE GROSS 
NEGLIGENCE OR WILLFUL MISCONDUCT OF A PARTY. IN ANY EVENT, IN RESPECT OF ANY CLAIM, DEMAND OR ACTION 
ARISING OUT OF THIS LICENSE, CUSTOMER SHALL BE LIMITED TO RECEIVING ACTUAL AND DIRECT DAMAGES IN A 
MAXIMUM AGGREGATE AMOUNT EQUAL TO THE CHARGES PAID BY CUSTOMER TO SERVICE PROVIDER HEREUNDER 
FOR THE APPLICABLE LICENSED PRODUCT(S) OR SERVICES ON WHICH THE CLAIM IS BASED.  IN ADDITION, IN NO 
EVENT WILL THE LIABILITY OF SERVICE PROVIDER EXCEED THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF MONEY PAID BY CUSTOMER TO 
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SERVICE PROVIDER DURING THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING TWELVE (12) MONTH PERIOD WITH RESPECT TO THE 
PARTICULAR SUPPORT SERVICES ON WHICH THE CLAIM IS BASED.      


7  TERMINATION  


7.1 Either Party shall have the right to terminate this License in whole or in part, without cause and for convenience upon 
ninety (90) days written notice to the other Party.  In addition, either party shall have to the right to terminate this 
License, in whole or in part, if the other party breaches any of its obligations under this License. To terminate this 
License, the non-breaching party shall provide written notice of breach to the breaching party.  The breaching party 
shall have 30 days from receipt of such notification to cure such breach.  In the event such breach is not cured within 
such 30 day period, either party may provide the other party written notice of termination of this License.  In the 
event of any termination of this License, Customer shall not be relieved of any obligation to pay any sums of money 
that have accrued prior to the date of termination. Notwithstanding the above, there shall be no cure period for 
Customer’s breach of Service Provider’s Intellectual Property Rights under this License. If this License is terminated or 
expires for any reason, Service Provider will allow Customer access to Licensed Product(s) for not more than thirty 
(30) days for the sole purpose of exporting Customer’s Data. 


8  INDEMNIFICATION  


8.1 To the extent a Party is permitted by law to do so, each Party shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the other 
Party and its officers, directors, affiliates, agents, contractors, and employees, from any claims, actions, proceedings, 
losses, damages, expenses and costs (including without limitation court costs and reasonable legal fees) arising out of 
or relating to any act, error or omission, negligence, or misconduct of the Party in connection with its obligations and 
performance under this License, provided that the indemnifying Party is given prompt notice of any such claim and 
being given the opportunity to control the defense of the claim. 


8.2 The Service Provider shall indemnify and defend the Customer, and its officers, directors, affiliates, agents, 
contractors, and employees, against any claim that the Licensed Product(s) and Services, in the form delivered by the 
Service Provider to the Customer, infringes any patent, copyright, or trade mark of a third party existing at the time of 
delivery, provided that: (a) the Service Provider is given prompt written notice of any such claim; (b) the Customer 
provides reasonable co-operation to the Service Provider in the defense and settlement of such claim, at the Service 
Provider's expense; and (c) the Service Provider is given sole authority to defend or settle the claim. In no event shall 
the Service Provider be liable to the Customer to the extent that the alleged infringement is based on: (a) a 
modification of the Licensed Product(s) and Services by anyone other than the Service Provider; or (b) the Customer's 
use of the Licensed Product(s) and Services in a manner contrary to the instructions given to the Customer by the 
Service Provider. 


9  GENERAL PROVISIONS 


9.1 Independent Contractor.  Each Party and its employees are independent contractors and not employees of the other 
Party. Nothing herein shall be deemed to establish a partnership, joint venture, association or employment 
relationship between the Parties. Neither party will have any right to enter into any contracts or commitments in the 
name of, or on behalf of the other or to bind the other in any respect whatsoever. 


9.2 Force Majeure.  Neither Party shall be held liable to the other Party for delays or failure of performance where such is 
caused by supervening conditions beyond that Party’s control, including acts of God, civil disturbance, war, riot, fire, 
flood, strikes or labor disputes. The delayed party shall use its best efforts to minimize the delays so caused, and 
notify the other party promptly upon the occurrence of any such event, and inform the other party of its plans to 
resume performance. If any provision of this License is invalid or unenforceable under any applicable statute or rule 
of law, this License shall be enforced to the maximum extent possible to effectuate the original express intent of the 
Parties. 


9.3 Counterparts; Entire Agreement.  This License may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same agreement.  The parties agree that a 
facsimile signature may substitute for and have the same legal effect as the original signature. This License, including 
any incorporated Schedules, constitute the complete and entire agreement between the Parties, and supersedes all 
prior discussions, understandings, arrangements, proposals and negotiations with respect to same. This License shall 
not be modified or amended without the written agreement of both Parties. 


9.4 Headings; Severability; Waiver.  Section headings are used for convenience only and shall not affect the scope, 
meaning, or intent of this License or any provisions herein. If any provision of this License is found to be invalid, illegal 
or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions of this License shall remain in full 
force and effect. The failure by one party to require performance of any provision shall not affect that party's right to 
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require performance at any time thereafter, nor shall a waiver of any breach or default of this License constitute a 
waiver of any subsequent breach or default or a waiver of the provision itself. 


9.5 Assignment.  This License or any of the rights granted by this License may not be assigned, in whole or in part or 
otherwise delegated, conveyed, pledged or transferred by Customer to any third party without the prior written 
consent of Service Provider.  Any attempted assignment, transfer, or delegation without such consent shall be void.    


9.6 Notices.  Any and all notices shall be sent by U.S First Class or Certified Mail or by a courier service furnishing proof of 
delivery (postage and delivery prepaid). In the case of notices to Service Provider, such notices shall be sent to: NCS 
Pearson, Inc., 5601 Green Valley Drive, Bloomington, Minnesota 55437 Attn.: Clinical Assessment Contracts. In the 
case of notices to Customer, such notices shall be sent to Service Provider’s address of record for Customer. Either 
party may change its notice address by notifying the other in like manner.  


9.7 Governing Law.  This License and any claims arising from or related to this License shall be governed by and construed 
in accordance with the laws of the State of Minnesota, and the federal laws of the United States of America. The State 
and Federal courts in Minnesota will have exclusive jurisdiction over any controversy relating to this License. All issues 
involving Copyright, Trademark, and Patent will be construed in accordance with the laws of the United States. The 
parties expressly exclude the application of the United Nations Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of 
Goods. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this License to be duly executed and effective as of the Effective Date 
above written. 
 


CUSTOMER SERVICE PROVIDER 
Nevada Department of Education NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
By:  
Printed Name:  
Title:  
Date:  


By:  
Printed Name:  
Title: 
Date:  
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EXCEPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
some contractual arrangements, our 
assessment materials may be embargoed in 
a particular geographic or customer group 
and not available for purchase except by the 
contracted customer.  Therefore, should 
Pearson be the successful bidder, Pearson is 
willing to provide additional services as may 
be needed to satisfy the requirements of any 
future agreements with other local 
governments within the limits of Pearson's 
qualifications and embargo constraints and 
subject to the availability of resources to 
perform such services and provide such 
materials as required by the contract. 


3 11.3.3.2 36 of 52 Pearson warranties are limited to those 
warranties as described in Section 6 of the 
Review 360 License and Services 
Agreement, attached to and incorporated in 
this response, and to any future Contract 
resulting from this response. 


4 11.4.1.1 37 of 52 Pearson proposes to the State a non-
exclusive, non-transferable, limited license 
and right to use, and permit its Licenses 
Users to use, the Review 360 Licensed 
Product(s) and Services during the term of 
any awarded Contract. Except as expressly 
stated herein, this License does not grant the 
State any rights, title, or interest in, patents, 
copyrights, database right, trade secrets, 
trade names, trademarks (whether registered 
or unregistered), or any other rights or 
licenses with respect to the Review 360 
Licensed Product(s) and Services. 


5 11.4.2, 
11.4.2.1 
11.4.2.2, and 
11.4.2.3 


37, 38 and 39 of 
52 


Pearson warranties are limited to those 
warranties as described in Section 6 of the 
Review 360 License and Services 
Agreement, attached to and incorporated in 
this response, and to any future Contract 
resulting from this response. 
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RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
6 11.4.2.2 38 of 52 Pearson will hold the Customer harmless and 


indemnify the Customer against any third 
party claim that any Licensed Product, in the 
form delivered by Pearson to the Customer, 
infringes or violates any valid United States 
patents or copyrights of a third party existing 
at the time of delivery; provided that Pearson 
must be given prompt, written notice of the 
claim and allowed, at its option, to control the 
defense and settlement of any such claim. 
Pearson’s obligations under this Section do 
not apply to any infringement arising out of 
the use of Licensed Product in combination 
with systems, equipment or computer 
programs not supplied by Pearson, or any 
unauthorized modification of Licensed 
Product. 


7 Attachment D – 
Section 5 
Incorporated 
Documents 


2 of 10 Pearson submits its response on the basis 
that the State will consider any resulting 
contract for products and services provided 
by Pearson to the State to include and 
incorporate this Attachment B and the 
proposed product license agreement. 


8 Attachment D – 
Section 8 Billing 
Submission 


2 of 10 Pearson notes that compensation includes 
license fees for licensed access to the system 
as provided on an annual subscription basis, 
and these fees are due at the time the access 
begins under licensed use. Pearson will work 
closely with the State to prepare an 
appropriate payment billing schedule. 
Pearson also anticipates that this section will 
be updated following the award and in any 
resulting contract to reflect the mutually 
agreed compensation and schedule of project 
milestones. 


9 Attachment D – 
Section 9 
Inspection and 
Audit 


2 of 10 Pearson has no objection to an audit by the 
Customer of records related to any contract 
resulting from the RFP, subject to reasonable 
advance notice and to such audit(s) being 
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RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
conducted at the location where such 
Pearson records are kept and during regular 
business hours. Any documentation provided 
as part of such audits shall be deemed 
confidential to Pearson. 


10 Attachment D – 
Section 10.D 
Time to Correct 


3 of 10 Pearson proposes that in the event of breach, 
the breaching party shall have 30 days from 
receipt of such notification to cure such 
breach.  


11 Attachment D – 
Section 10.E(3) 
and E (4) 
Winding Up 
Affairs Upon 
Termination 


4 of 10 Pearson is proposing its pre-existing and 
proprietary off-the-shelf print and software 
products and related materials in its response 
to the RFP. Therefore, upon termination or 
expiration of any awarded contract, the 
State’s license to use Pearson's products will 
immediately terminate, and no ownership 
rights or other intellectual property rights will 
transfer to the State as a result of any such 
termination. Pearson acknowledges that the 
State retains the rights in State-specific data 
and materials, including any student data 
belonging to any end user school or district, 
and that the State will have the ability to 
export /download their data from the system 
at any time, including upon termination of the 
contract. However, Pearson will retain all 
rights, including but not limited to, all 
intellectual property rights in any of its print, 
software or training products and associated 
materials provided to the State or any end 
user school or district.  Pearson does not 
grant the State the right to make copies of, 
prepare derivative works of, or reproduce any 
software or print materials, or any other rights 
beyond those granted by Pearson as part of 
the license.  


12 Attachment D – 
Section 11. 
Remedies 


4 of 10 Pearson notes that the States’ remedies are 
limited to purchase price and as subject to 
the applicable license agreement. 
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RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
13 Attachment D – 


Section 12. 
Limited Liability 


4 of 10 Pearson proposes the following language to 
be included in any awarded Contract: Neither 
party shall be liable for any special, 
exemplary, indirect, incidental or 
consequential damages arising out of or in 
connection with this Contract, applicable 
license agreement , license product(s), third 
party software, support, services, or other 
items provided; However, that the foregoing 
exculpation of liability  shall not apply with 
respect to damages incurred as a result of 
the gross negligence or willful misconduct of 
a party. In any event, in respect of any claim, 
demand or action arising out of this Contract, 
Customer shall be limited to receiving actual 
and direct damages in a maximum aggregate 
amount equal to the charges paid by the 
State to Pearson hereunder for the applicable 
Licensed Product(s) or Services on which the 
claim is based. In addition, in no event will the 
liability of service provider exceed the total 
amount of money paid by the State to 
Pearson during the immediately preceding 
twelve (12) month period with respect to the 
particular support services on which the claim 
in based. 


14 Attachment D – 
Section 14. 
Indemnification 


4 of 10 Pearson proposes adding the following to this 
provision: This provision is subject to 
Contractor’s receiving prompt written notice 
of any claim and being given the opportunity 
to control the defense of the claim. 


15 Attachment D – 
Section 16. 
Insurance 
Schedule 


6 of 10 Pearson maintains a comprehensive 
insurance program and generally complies 
with Customer’s insurance coverage 
requirements; however, there may be certain 
provisions of the State’s insurance 
requirements with which Pearson’s policies 
do not technically comply.  Pearson clarifies 
that, upon request, it shall provide insurance 
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RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
certificates, not policies and evidence, to the 
Contracting Agency of the State. 
 


16 Attachment D – 
Section 16. A. 
Insurance 
Coverage  


6 of 10 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Insurance Coverage as listed 
under the Insurance Schedule provision as 
noted in bold font: 
 
To the extent the additional insured status 
applies, the Contractor’s policies Any 
insurance or self insurance available to the 
State shall be in excess of and non-contributing 
with, any similar insurance maintained by the 
State required from the Contractor. Contractor’s 
insurance policy shall apply on a primary basis. 
Until such time as the insurance is no longer 
required by the State, Contractor shall provide 
the State with renewal or replacement evidence 
of insurance as soon as reasonable 
practicable following the renewal or 
replacement no less than thirty(30) days 
before the expiration or replacement of the 
required insurance.  


17 Attachment D – 
Section 16. B (1) 
Additional 
Insured 


7 of 10 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Additional Insured section as 
listed under the Insurance Schedule provision 
as noted in bold font: 
 
By endorsement to the general liability 
insurance policy, the State of Nevada, its 
officers, employees and immune contractors as 
defined in NRS 41.0307 shall be included 
named as a additional insured for all liability 
arising from the Contract. 
 
 


18 Attachment D – 
Section 16. B (3) 
Cross Liability 
 


7 of 10 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Cross Liability  listed under the 
Insurance Schedule provision as noted in bold 
font: 
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RFP  
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EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
All policies requiring additional insured 
states required liability policies shall provide 
cross-liability coverage as would be achieved 
under the standard ISO separation of insured’s 
clause. 
 


19 Attachment D – 
Section 16. B (4) 
Deductibles and 
Self-Insured 
Retentions 


7 of 10 Pearson notes that all deductibles and self-
insured retentions shall be paid by Contractor. 
 


20 Attachment D – 
Section 16. B (5) 
Policy 
Cancellation 


7 of 10 Pearson notes in the event Contractor receives 
notice of cancellation of coverage, Contractor 
shall promptly replace the affected policy so 
that no lapse of insurance occurs. 


21 Attachment D – 
Section 16. B 
(6)(a) Approved 
Insurer 


7 of 10 Pearson agrees that each insurer policy shall 
be issued by insurance companies authorized 
to do business in the State of Nevada or eligible 
surplus lines insurers reasonably acceptable to 
the State. 


22 Attachment D – 
Section 16. C(1) 
Evidence of 
Insurance 


7 of 10 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Evidence of Insurance section  
listed under the Insurance Schedule provision 
as noted in bold font: 
 
…The certificate must name the State of 
Nevada its officers, employees and immune 
contractors as defined in NRS 41.0307 as the 
certificate holder… 


23 Attachment D – 
Section 16. C(2) 
Additional 
Insured 
Endorsement  


7 of 10 Pearson notes that it has manuscript written 
policies, therefore the ISO forms listed in this 
provision are not applicable 
 
 


24 Attachment D – 
Section 16.C (3) 
Schedule of 
Underlying 
Insurance 
Policies 
 


7 of 10 Pearson notes that if Umbrella or Excess policy 
is evidenced to comply with limits, and is 
required, it will provide a certificate of 
insurance, not a copy of the underlying 
Schedule. 
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EXCEPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
25 Attachment D – 


Section 16.C (4) 
Schedule of 
Underlying 
Insurance 
Policies 
 


7 of 10 Pearson notes that its policies are proprietary; 
therefore we do not provide copies to third 
parties.  


26 Attachment D – 
Section 21. State 
Ownership of 
Proprietary 
Information 
 


8 of 10 As previously stated, Pearson is proposing a 
proprietary and pre-existing product that 
contains a non-exclusive, non-transferable, 
limited license. While Pearson acknowledges 
that the State retains the rights in State-
specific data and materials, Pearson shall 
retain all rights, including but not limited to, all 
intellectual property rights in any of its print, 
software or training products and associated 
materials provided to the State or any end 
user school or district.   


27 Attachment D – 
Section 26. 
Warranties 
 


9 of 10 Pearson products are offered only under the 
warranties contained in and offered under 
Pearson’s Review 360 License and Service 
Agreement, attached to the response, and 
incorporated by reference into any future 
agreement. 


28 Attachment D – 
Section 29 
Assignment of 
Antitrust Claims 


9 of 10 Pearson notes in the event that a court of 
competent jurisdiction has determined that 
antitrust violations occurred by Pearson and 
orders Pearson to refund any such 
overcharges, Pearson agrees to comply with 
such order. 


29 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, 
Indemnification 
Clause 


46 of 52 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Indemnification section  
listed under Attachment E as noted in bold 
font: 
Contractor shall indemnify, hold harmless 
and, not excluding the State's right to 
participate, defend the State, its officers, 
officials, agents, and employees (hereinafter 
referred to as “Indemnitee”) from and against 
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EXCEPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
all liabilities, claims, actions, damages, 
losses, and expenses including without 
limitation reasonable attorneys’ fees and 
costs, (hereinafter referred to collectively as 
“claims”) made, brought, or incurred by 
any third party for bodily injury or personal 
injury including death, or loss or damage to 
tangible or intangible property caused, or 
alleged to be caused, in whole or in part, by 
the negligent or willful acts or omissions of 
Contractor or any of its owners, officers, 
directors, agents, employees or 
subcontractors.  This indemnity includes any 
claim or amount arising out of or recovered 
under the Workers’ Compensation Law or 
arising out of resulting from the failure of 
such contractor to conform to any federal, 
state or local law, statute, ordinance, rule, 
regulation or court decree.  It is the specific 
intention of the parties that the Indemnitee 
shall, in all instances, except for claims 
arising solely from the negligent or willful acts 
or omissions of the Indemnitee, be 
indemnified by Contractor from and against 
any and all claims resulting from the 
negligence, recklessness or willful 
misconduct of the Contractor.  It is agreed 
that Contractor will be responsible for primary 
loss investigation, defense and judgment 
costs where this indemnification is applicable.  
In consideration of the award of this contract, 
the Contractor agrees to waive all rights of 
subrogation against the State, its officers, 
officials, agents and employees for losses 
arising from the work performed by the 
Contractor for the State. 


30 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 


46 of 52 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Insurance Requirements 
section  listed under Attachment E as noted 
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EXCEPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
3179, Insurance 
Requirements 


in bold font: 
“…any warranty periods under this Contract 
are satisfied, insurance against claims for 
injury to persons or damage to property which 
may arise from or in connection with result 
from the performance of the work…” 
 
“…The State in no way warrants that the 
minimum limits contained herein are sufficient 
to protect the Contractor from liabilities that 
might arise out of result from the 
performance of the work…” 


31 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, A (1) (a) 
and (2)(a) 
Commercial 
General Liability 
– Occurrence 
Form and 
Automobile 
Liability 


46 of 52 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Section A (1) and (2) section  
listed under Attachment E as noted in bold 
font: 
“The policy shall be endorsed to include the 
following additional insured language:  
The State of Nevada shall be named 
included as an additional insured with 
respect to liability arising out of the activities 
performed by, or on behalf of the Contractor, 
including automobiles owned, leased, hired or 
borrowed by the Contractor.” 


32 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, A(3)(a) 


46 of 52 Pearson requests the deletion of the 
requirement regarding that its Worker’s 
Compensation and Employers’ Liability policy 
contain a waiver of subrogation against the 
State of Nevada. 


33 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, B. 
Additional 
Insurance 
Requirements 


46 of 52 Pearson respectfully requests the following 
revisions to the Section B section  listed 
under Attachment E as noted in bold font: 
 
The Commercial General Liability and 
Automobile Liability policies shall include, 
or be endorsed to include, the following 
provisions: 
1. On insurance policies where the State 
of Nevada is named as an additional insured, 
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EXCEPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


EXCEPTION 
(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be 


identified) 
the State of Nevada shall be an additional 
insured to the full limits of liability purchased 
by the Contractor even if those limits of 
liability are in excess of those required by this 
Contract. 
 


34 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, C. Notice 
of Cancellation 


46 of 52 Pearson clarifies that the insurance industry 
revised the standard ACORD form certificates 
as of October 1, 2010, replacing the notice 
language such that notices are now provided 
to the first named insured only. Therefore, 
upon receipt of any notice of cancellation, 
non-renewal, or material modification of any 
such insurance policy or policies, copies of 
said notice will promptly be forwarded to the 
Customer by Pearson. 


35 Attachment E – 
Insurance 
Schedule for RFP 
3179, E. 
Verification of 
Coverage 


46 of 52 With respect to maintaining insurance 
policies, Pearson does not agree that not 
providing certificates should be a material 
breach of the any resulting contract as 
certificates may get lost, misplaced or lost in 
the mail. In addition, with respect to the State 
reserving the right to require complete 
certified copies of all insurance policies, 
Pearson notes that its policies contain 
proprietary information that cannot be 
disclosed to third parties.  


 
ASSUMPTION SUMMARY FORM 


ASSUMPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


ASSUMPTION 
(Complete detail regarding assumptions must be 


identified) 
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Pearson Technical Proposal to State of Nevada RFP 3179 
for School Climate/SEL Survey 


SECTION 3 – SCOPE OF WORK 
3.1 PROPOSING VENDORS MUST PROVIDE A COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF THE 


RECOMMENDED SURVEY AND RELATED SERVICES OR PRODUCTS. 
3.1.1 NDE is open to consideration of proposed online or computer adaptive surveys, as 


well as, to traditional paper/pencil formats. 
3.1.2  NDE is open to consideration of surveys administered to students only, or to 


students, staff, and parents. 


3.1.3 At a minimum, NDE is intending to survey all middle and high school students, but 
NDE is interested in surveying younger students as well, if the surveys are normed 
and validated for younger ages. 


3.1.4 Tasks, Activity, Deliverables and Objectives 


3.1.4.1 Task:  Administer a normed/valid survey to middle and high school students in the 
State. 


A.  Objective: Rate, at a minimum, the student’s perception on student 
engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the 
social and emotional growth of students. 


B.  Activity:  Administer the survey during a prescribed survey window. 
C.  Deliverable: Ensure notification of privacy rights are follows. 
D.  Distribute surveys and survey administration instructions to all schools 


located in Nevada. 
E.  Activity:  Collect responses while protecting survey security. 
F.  Deliverable:  Secure surveys collected. 


3.1.4.2 Task:  Analyze the data gathered into useable information. 


A.  Objective: Be able to read the data and determine needs and strengths at the 
school and district level.  NDE expects the data generated to be sensitive to 
change once interventions are implemented. 


B.  Activity: Generate school and district reports explaining how schools rated in 
the categories mentioned above refer to Section 3.1.4.1 A). 
1. These may be broken down into sub-populations, where appropriate.


C.  Deliverable:  School and district reports of school climate ratings. 


R e s p o n s e  


Review360® aligns well with the requirements you state in Section 3, Scope of Work. 


• Administering the Survey
Review360 is a web-based system, and it includes on-screen administration for all survey forms for
teacher, student, and parent. You may also use paper forms for students and parents, if that is
more appropriate for a particular district or school environment. Further, Review360 can
accommodate a mixture of on-screen and paper forms. Paper-based forms will need to be entered
into the Review360 system, and we provide a “data clerk” web page to facilitate this process.
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Here’s a screen shot that shows links to both the student login instructions and to printable, blank 
student forms. 


 


 
 


• Age Range of Survey 
Review360 can be used to screen students in grades K – 12, 
and the assessment used—the BASC™-2 Behavior 
Assessment System for Children, Second Edition, Behavior 
and Emotional Screening System (BESS; Kamphaus & 
Reynolds, 2007) is normed for Pre-K – 12 (norms for ages 2 
through 21). 


• Objectives, Tasks, Activities, and Deliverables 
The BASC-2 BESS assesses behavioral and emotional 
functioning of children and adolescents in the context of their school environment. It assesses a wide 
array of behaviors that represent both behavioral problems and strengths, including internalizing 
problems, externalizing problems, school problems, and adaptive skills. The assessment produces a 
single Total Score on that is a reliable and accurate predictor of a broad range of behavioral, 
emotional and academic problems. Using Review360, teachers can administer the survey within a 
prescribed survey window, with assurance that privacy rights are observed.  
 
On the following page, we provide a screen shot of the student survey form as it appears online. 
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Screening conducted within the Review360 system delivers data gathered into usable information. 
Review360 reports provide data that helps determine needs and strengths at both school and district 
level. Data includes information on student engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning 
environment, and the social and emotional growth of students. Data can be disaggregated into sub-
populations and can report school climate ratings. Reports in Review360 can be aggregated and 
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disaggregated by organizational level. Screener reports can also be disaggregated by risk level, grade, 
ethnicity, and gender. Additionally, custom reporting groups can be established in Review360. 
Reporting groups can be created for a broad group of students, .i.e. Grade 6, or an ad hoc list of 
specific students. 


Review360 Universal Screening Reports 


After the screener is administered and the data is entered, the principal or appropriate staff 
can review the data by means of the reports and graphs available. The reports can look at 
individual student scores, classroom issues, or they can be used to compare students' scores. 


Students identified as at risk by a specified score can be referred to the appropriate staff for 
follow-up evaluation or additional behavioral support at both the campus and district-wide 
level. School-wide, classroom, and individual strategies and interventions can be 
implemented for corrective measures and preventative actions. Parents and guardians of 
identified students can be notified and engaged in accordance with school or district policies. 


The following figure shows an individual student’s summary of results after three 
administrations. 
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Review360 users can view more detailed information about a specific administration from 
this report. See the following figure. 


 


 Page 39 


 







 Pearson Technical Proposal to State of Nevada RFP 3179 
 for School Climate/SEL Survey 


 


 


 


 


Student data can be used for improved decision making regarding school-wide, student-
focused initiatives, allocation of resources, and professional development needed. 


In addition to viewing student results, school administrators can identify teachers in need of 
further assistance and support in classroom management if those teachers' evaluations of 
student behavior are outside the norms for other teachers. See the following figures for 
samples. 
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Green: Normal  
Risk 


YYeellllooww::  EElleevvaatteedd  
RRiisskk  


Red: Extremely 
Elevated Risk 
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3.2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
3.2.1 Proposing vendors must describe in brief general terms how the proposed survey can fit the 


State’s requirements and any specific benefits that the State would receive by choosing this 
approach over any alternatives. 


R e s p o n s e  


As we have stated in our response to item 3.1, Review360 fully 
satisfies the State’s requirements.  


Review360 is a holistic, research-based behavior improvement 
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solution that supports early and appropriate identification and intervention with at-risk 
students, which is key to improving outcomes for everyone. 


 


Pearson and Review360 can deliver the survey and 
these support services: 


Program management 


Survey design (The BESS is already designed, 
validated, and ready to use.) 


Item development (Pearson does offer this service. 
The BESS is developed, ready to use.) 


Form publishing, which includes 


Test administration, logistics, and data processing 


Scoring, data analysis, reporting 


(All included in Review360; Pearson does also provide these services.) 


With Review360, we can also provide school and/or classroom walkthroughs. Specifically, the 
Review360 team has developed measures similar to the PBIS School-wide Evaluation Tool 
(SET). In addition to a school-wide walkthrough assessment which administrators can access 
on line, educators can use a classroom walkthrough assessment to determine if teachers are 
employing the essential elements of classroom management. 


Approximately one out of five students has mental health issues varying from ADHD, 
aggression, defiance, anti-social behaviors, anxiety and depression. However, only about one 
percent of those students is properly identified or qualifies for special services.  


Universal Screening Identifies At-Risk Students 


Review360 provides systematic monitoring with universal screeners that address this 
prevalence of emotional behavior problems by assessing students’ social-emotional 
functioning. By collecting ratings from direct observations, educators can compute local 
norms to determine which students are and are not at risk. The aggregated norms assist in 
early identifying students with atypical behavior, students who may need a more 
comprehensive evaluation. A systematic framework focuses on various levels of support and 
screens for students who are at-risk. As a result, educators can identify at-risk students early 
and administer support. The consequence is improved short- and long-term outcomes for all 
students. 


Universal Screening is an 
essential component of 


helping educators recognize 
and prevent escalating 


behaviors. Universal 
Screening also provides 


educators with insight for 
data-based decision-


making within RTI models 
f   
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Review360 is a solution that works across multiple tiers of intervention and delivers a 
comprehensive system to help Nevada schools  


• Leverage the resources you already have in place. 


• Use effective methods for improving behavioral and academic outcomes for students. 


• Develop and activate plans for managing the classroom. 


• Facilitate frequent communication by generating daily and summary behavior progress reports for 
parents/stakeholders. 


• Provide legally defensible behavioral data. 


Review360 enables educators to personalize the behavioral aspect of learning for individual 
students. Review360 provides the platform and methods to help your administrators and 
teachers skillfully support personalized learning by managing behavior. 


Review360 helps administrators and teachers set school-wide expectations for behavior of all 
students, while providing tools to manage a wide range of behavioral issues. It helps 
educators implement tiered behavior plans. It addresses students at the Core level of 
instruction, at-risk students needing Targeted instruction, and high-risk students needing 
Intensive instruction in both general education and pull-out settings will all levels of school 
personnel. 


Review360 helps educators  


• Focus on the individuality of the whole student to help educators support his/her personal growth 
in all areas 


• Consolidate and maximize available resources to promote policy and strengthen capacity at the 
state, district, school, and classroom level 


• Leverage new technology to make a positive and measurable impact on the development of 
students and educators 


Review360, endorsed by the Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE), is an ideal 
solution, designed for students Pre-K through Grade 12, to help your staff reduce suspensions, 
implement anti-bullying initiatives, implement PBIS and generally improve the school climate.  


The Review360 software system will help you improve student behavior in general education 
populations by providing staff with the following: 


• Universal screening with immediate reporting to help identify students who are at risk so that 
they may benefit from early and productive intervention 


• Progress monitoring to assess student improvement and program effectiveness 
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• Best practices approaches for common behavioral issues 


• Teacher-friendly program implementation support 


• In addition to empowering teachers, Review360 provides district-level administrators with the 
same expert, systematic approach to data, data analysis, and reporting. Review360 capitalizes on 
the advantages of graphic communication in two aspects of the system: reports like the examples 
we have shown you above and the district dashboards.  


The Review360 Dashboard, the home page for all Review360 users, provides a common 
interface that serves as a “grounding point” for your users. To support comfortable and 
productive use of Review360, the dashboard immediately makes it clear where your teachers 
and administrators quickly find assistance, should they need it. Functional “widgets” for 
frequently used capabilities and information can be arranged on the dashboard for optimal 
visibility. 


 
District Dashboard. 


Educators can add dynamic charts and graphs to their dashboard to enable them to make data-
driven decisions in real-time. 
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Review360 delivers a comprehensive system designed to support implementing good school 
climate practices. Review360 is 


• Proven. All the resources in Review360 are research and evidence-based.  


• User friendly. Educators reach Review360 through a familiar Internet browser.  
This enables your educators to comfortably ramp up and begin leveraging the program.  


• Effective. Schools using Review360 have significantly reduced suspensions and office referrals.  
The Return on Investment is substantial in terms of expense and, more importantly, in terms of 
students remaining in positively-oriented classrooms that successfully foster learning. Recent 
research has shown that, when a student has been suspended twice, the student’s risk of dropping 
out of school increases by 42%. 


Regarding economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners, we share with 
you the following case study of the successful impact made with Review360 in a school district in 
another state. 
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The reduction of out-of-office suspensions had a dramatic, positive effect on students’ time in 
the classroom and administrative costs for the district. 
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3.3 PROJECT TIMELINE 
3.3.1 Proposing vendors must submit a preliminary project timeline as part of the information 


provided.  This should correspond with the time constraints (refer to Section 1.2.1). 


3.3.1.1 The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific grade levels or a 
specific district, with the intention of full scale roll out by the end of the contract 
period as more funding becomes available. 


R e s p o n s e  


Preliminary Project Timeline 
 
The following represent estimated completion dates or dates of occurrence for key steps in the 
implementation process. Initially, the survey is implemented in pilot locations in the Fall of 2015; the 
survey will be implemented statewide the following year and continue for the next four years, ending 
by September 2019. 
 
Key Step in Implementation Estimated Completion/Occurrence Date 
 
Introduction to Review360  


Welcome Packet Sent ................................................................................. July/August 2015 


Initial Kick-off Meeting ............................................................................... July/August 2015 


 


Implementation  


Technology Collaboration Conference Call  ................................................. July/August 2015 


Implementation Plan Review ...................................................................... July/August 2015 


 


Review360 Configuration 


Configuration Meeting ....................................................................................... August 2015 


District Data Import Due Date ............................................................................ August 2015 


Configuration Data Input, Import, and Testing Complete …………………… ............. August 2015 


 


Review360 and BASC-2 BESS Training 


Training Confirmation Schedule Sent .................................................................. August 2015 


Training Sessions Begin ...................................................................................... August 2015 


Training Sessions End ......................................................................................... August 2015 
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We will work with you to tailor this timeline to meet your needs for the initial year and 
following years of the survey program. We will include at least one planning meeting with 
NDE staff each year and pay for the meeting room and meals provided for the meeting. 


 


3.4 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
3.4.1 Proposing vendors must describe their approach to promoting a working relationship with 


NDE, including but not limited to the following factors: 


3.4.1.1 Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of methods including e-
mail, phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings; 


3.4.1.2 An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in terms of services 
and planning needed to complete a successful Survey administration; 


3.4.1.3 Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and 
advise on Survey issues; 


3.4.1.4 Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-
administered surveys and ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can 
participate; 


3.4.1.5 Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review requirements 
of the United States Department of Education; 


3.4.1.6 Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be held each 
contract year;   


A.  Contracted vendor will pay for the meeting room and meals provided for 
the meeting. 


3.4.1.7 Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings; and 


 
3.4.1.8 Routine presentations related to program management and planning meetings. 


R e s p o n s e  


Pearson uses PMI (Project Management Institute) methodology in general project management and 
schedules in Microsoft Project (which allows for a GANTT view). Based on the principles of PMI, 
Pearson tools and processes are designed to effectively plan, develop, and deliver large-scale 
solutions. 


• We will review, modify, and finalize project schedules to verify key tasks, objectives, activities, and 
deliverables for implementing Review360 for the survey program.  


• From planning to delivery and through project closure, we will document, review, and finalize NDE 
contract requirements for the survey program.  


• We will establish communication protocols to provide streamlined information to the contract 
manager and other NDE staff members, as appropriate. This will include a communication matrix 
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containing team members, their backups, contact information, and a monthly report containing 
the status of milestones, accomplishments, and risks. 


• We will conduct annual planning and regular status meetings to fully understand Nevada’s 
requirements, review schedules, and track progress on implementing Review360 for the survey 
program. Meeting minutes will be distributed after each meeting; key action items and 
deliverables will be clearly marked.  


• Our quality control strategies are designed to avert risk and minimize issues.  


• Our experienced staff have previously worked on or led similar large-scale programs. 


Managing the Program 
Effective communication is crucial to the success of the programs we support. Carrying out the project 
management plan day to day requires constant attention to schedule, resources, and scope. 
Moreover, we help you respond to shifting policy demands that can affect program scope in the short 
term and strategy in the long term. In keeping with good project management practices, our program 
management includes the components described below. 


Pearson’s Review360 Implementation Specialist is available to talk with or meet with the NDE 
throughout the contract term. This specialist is the primary point of contact on issues regarding the 
survey program. To enable easy contact for NDE staff, we will provide contact information for the 
specialist and other key staff, including office phone number, cell phone number, and email address. If 
the specialist is unavailable, another pre-arranged designee serves as point of contact. 


Fulfilling Requirements for Meetings, Reports, Schedules, and Other Deliverables 
Our work plan includes a kickoff meeting, a planning meeting each year, in-person training for Year 1 
using a “train-the-trainer” approach, extensive support by phone, required reports, and other 
deliverables specified in the Scope of Work.  


The specialist, while serving our large-scale Review360 customers, provides the support you have 
described in the RFP. The specialist also provides the following additional support for our customers: 


• Attends district-level Review360 training as a resource for answering questions and addressing 
any concerns 


• Assists in preparing training agenda tailored to customer-specific requirements 


• Attends Review360 webinars developed for specific customers 


• On an ad hoc basis, develops and provides Review360 customers with various reports, extra 
communications to stakeholders, and guidance for using Review360 


 


Within Pearson, the specialist performs many functions to support our Review360 customers. For 
example, the specialist meets twice monthly with Review360 product managers and technical systems 
managers on behalf of our customers. The specialist serves internally as the advocate for issues and 
enhancements that concern customers.  


 Page 51 


 







 Pearson Technical Proposal to State of Nevada RFP 3179 
 for School Climate/SEL Survey 


 


In summary, the specialist’s efforts for implementing Review360 extend substantially beyond 
conventional program management to dimensions of true advocacy for teachers and administrators 
using Review360 on behalf of students. 


Using Our Experience and Skill to Meet Nevada’s Expectations  
Based on the experience Pearson staff has obtained from years of working with states and districts 
nationwide, Nevada will be well served by the final work plan we develop for the survey program. Our 
plan addresses project scope, schedule, quality, staffing, communication, and risk management. Our 
team members understand the interdependence of policy decisions, changing requirements, and 
complex assessment programs. This familiarity—as well as our team’s skills and knowledge of 
contemporary program management and customer concerns—shapes our approach to management 
and helps us anticipate and solve potential issues.  


 


3.5 FUNCTIONAL AND TECHNICAL REQUIREMENT 
3.5.1 Survey Design, Item Development, and Form Publishing 


 
3.5.1.1 Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides valid and reliable 


information on perceptions of student engagement, interpersonal relationships, 
school safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of 
students; and 


3.5.1.2 Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all students, including 
those with a disability, access to the survey, including but not limited to printing 
vision-impaired survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts and 
the ability to create Braille survey booklets based on order amounts from school 
districts if the survey is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


R e s p o n s e  


Extensive psychometric documentation for the validity and reliability for the BASC-2 BESS is 
available. We have provided excerpts here and can make a manual with detailed 
psychometrics available to you. 


Psychometrics for BESS 
Surveying is an essential component of school-based prevention for the data-based decision-making 
within RTI models of service delivery. When rating forms like the BESS are used, it is important to 
understand and evaluate their quality. When assessing quality, there are many factors to consider, 
ranging from the relevance and importance of the items being rated to how useful and predictive 
obtained scores are for a given setting.  


Reliability 
From a psychometric standpoint, a key component to determining quality is reliability, which refers to 
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the dependability or reproducibility of a test score. Scores that are consistent across time or multiple 
ratings are considered reliable; scores that differ across time or multiple ratings, when there are no 
“real” reasons for such differences (e.g., a true difference in how a student behaves), are considered to 
be unreliable. Using a rating form that produces reliable scores is very important; the ability to assign 
meaning to or interpret a score is severely limited with scores that are unreliable. 


The following three different indicators of reliability for the BESS were examined, each of which 
measures a slightly different aspect of reliability. 


Internal consistency measures the degree to which all items assess the same construct. For example, 
items on the BESS are designed to determine a student’s overall risk for developing or having a 
behavioral or emotional problem. In this case, internal consistency provides an indication of how well 
the items are working together to provide an overall score reflecting the amount of risk for behavioral 
and emotional problems. 


Internal consistency reliability estimates for the BESS Teacher and Student Forms were computed 
using the split-half method, in which the items on each form were separated into two halves that were 
matched on item content The split-half method refers to the consistency of scores between each half 
test, with each half having a similar balance of items representing those particular problems For 
example, on the Teacher, Child/Adolescent Form there are four items related to depression Of these 
items, two were assigned to the first half and two were assigned to the second half After all items 
were assigned to a half, the two halves were correlated with each other The Spearman–Brown 
prophecy formula was applied to this correlation, resulting in a reliability estimate that reflected the 
length of the entire test form. Reliability estimates ranged from 90 to 97, with Teacher Form 
reliabilities consistently the highest across all age groups. A split-half reliability estimate was also 
computed for the Spanish version of the Student Form, resulting in a reliability coefficient of 86 (based 
on 115 Spanish student forms). 


Test–retest reliability measures the similarity of ratings made by the same rater over a relatively brief 
period of time (in which a “real” change in behavior is not expected). A high level of consistency 
provides support that the ratings are not greatly influenced by factors irrelevant to the skill being 
rated (e.g., the mood of the rater, the time the rating is completed). 


Test–retest reliabilities for the BESS Total Scores are high for both teacher and student forms. 
Correlation values (adjusted for sample variability, Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) were 80 for 
the Student, Child/Adolescent Form and 91 for the Teacher, Child/Adolescent Form. 


Inter-rater reliability measures the similarity of ratings made by different raters (e.g., two different 
teachers) about the same student at about the same time, indicating how different individuals 
compare in their perceptions of a student’s behavior and in their interpretation of the rating scale 
items. A high level of consistency provides support that the items being rated are being interpreted 
similarly by different raters, and that the overall ratings are robust across raters. The correlation for 
the BESS Teacher Form is high, r= 71.  
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Validity 
In addition to consistency of scores, it is also important to consider how well a rating form works in a 
particular setting or application. In the case of BESS forms, this is evidenced by how well the score 
from each form predicts behavioral, social skills, or motivational problems. Such evidence is often 
provided in a variety of ways, including the type of behaviors that are being rated (content validity), 
how well scores compare to scores from other tests designed to assess problem behaviors 
(correlations with other measures), and how well scores predict future outcomes (predictive validity). 


Concurrent and Predictive Validity 


Excerpt from Concurrent And Predictive Validity Of The Behavior And Emotional Screening System, 
Graduate Thesis, Amber Rae Wallbrown, Marshall University, 2013. 


This study evaluated the concurrent and predictive validity of the BA S C - 2 Behavioral and 
Emotional Screening System (BASC - 2 BESS). It was compared to the Behavior 
Assessment System for Children, Second Edition (BASC - 2) to determine the congruent 
validity between the instruments. Predictive validity was examined by comparing the 
instruments to office referrals. The rating scales were administered to parents (96% mother, 
4% father) of 8 identified and 15 non - identified students (mean age of 10.3 years; 52% 
male, 48% female). Pearson correlation coefficients examining the consistency between the 
two instruments were generally strong and positive, supporting the use of both instruments 
for assessing a child for behavioral or emotional problems. An analysis of hits and misses 
found the BASC - 2 BESS accurate for predicting office referrals and therefore usable for 
screening students for possible behavioral problems. 


Content Validity 


For the BESS forms, items were selected  from a pool of hundreds of items that were written to tap a 
broad range of behavioral and  emotional problems Using a multistage process, items were evaluated 
using a number of statistical techniques (e g , factor analysis and differential item functioning 
analysis) to determine how  well the items represented some of the most prevalent behavioral and 
emotional domains (e g ,  externalizing problems, internalizing problems) and to ensure the items 
performed similarly for  a number of different groups (i.e., comparisons were made between 
male/females and between  different races/ethnicities) Items that consistently performed well across 
several iterations of  analyses were retained for final BESS forms. 
 
Regarding Braille survey forms, Pearson provides a permission request form that enables customers to 
secure permission to translate the copyrighted BESS form into Braille. Pearson will also provide a list 
of sources for performing the translation. An alternative approach is for the educator to read the 
survey items to the visually impaired student, record the student’s response, and enter it in 
Review360.  
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3.6 TEST ADMINISTRATION, LOGISTICS, AND DATA PROCESSING 
3.6.1 Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/help desk two (2) weeks prior to, 


during, and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s). 


3.6.2 Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools two 
(2) weeks before the testing window. 


3.6.3 Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment to 
minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school scores to 
NDE in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines. 


3.6.4 NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a timeframe to be 
negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the answer 
documents if the assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


3.6.5 Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules 
consistent with existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting. 


R e s p o n s e  


We maintain ongoing support for Review360 through a Help Desk which may be accessed by 
email or by phone. Review360 support is available by phone (877.411.7360) or email 
(psssupport@pearson.com) between the hours of 6:00 AM and 4:00 PM Pacific Time, Monday 
through Friday (excluding holidays). This support is available continually for your Review360 
system, not only in the range (two weeks prior, during, and two weeks after) of the testing 
window. In addition, extensive online resources for Help are immediately accessible within 
the system. 


We will make the online survey forms, including blank forms that may be printed for paper 
administration, accessible at least two weeks before the testing window. Scoring for surveys 
administered online is conducted immediately. For online administration, the BESS scores (T-
Score, F-index, Consistency Index and Response Pattern Index) are all calculated in the 
Review360 system. In addition, both Combined-Sex and Separate-Sex norms can be used for 
the analysis in real time. Surveys administered on paper are scored by the educators who 
administer them and then will need to be entered by school, district, or NDE staff into the 
Review360 system by means of a "data clerk" page. After entry into the system, those scores 
are immediately available. Reporting is available immediately on data present in the system. 


We will work with you on aligning our business decision rules for file layout, data processing, 
and reporting with yours. Our BESS reporting is consistent with this assessment’s reporting 
across the U.S. 
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3.7 SCORING, DATA ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING 
3.7.1 Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and 


reporting. 


3.7.2 Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for 
secure data transfer to and from NDE and to and from the school districts. 


3.7.3 Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include the following: 


3.7.3.1 Upcoming assessment schedule; 


3.7.3.2 Reporting; 


3.7.3.3 Principal certifications; 


3.7.3.4 Administration manuals; 


3.7.3.5 Additional materials order; and 


3.7.3.6 Assessment materials pickup. 


3.7.4 Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each contract year. 


3.7.4.1 The format and content for this technical report must meet industry standards. 


3.7.5 Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school score reporting to 
teachers and parents in both English and Spanish. 


R e s p o n s e  


The BESS is easily administered online through the Review360 system. The system records the 
responses to assessment items, scores the assessment, and performs data analysis and reporting. If 
the survey is administered by paper, school or district (or NDE) staff enter the responses into the 
Review360 system by means of an easy-to-use “data clerk” page that captures the data for record, 
scoring, analysis, and reporting. 
 
We will work with you to use the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer to and from NDE and 
to and from the schools or districts. We presently work with many Review360 customers to transfer 
data in a secure and successful manner. 


After execution of contract, we will provide online the following: 


• Upcoming assessment schedule; 
• Reporting; 
• Principal certifications (not vendor responsibility, per Amendment to RFP); 
• Administration manuals 


Additional materials order and assessment materials pickup are not applicable, since the assessment 
is provided online, and blank forms for paper administration, if preferred, are provided for 
downloading and printing by schools and districts. 
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SECTION 4 – COMPANY BACKGROUND AND REFERENCES 


4.1 VENDOR INFORMATION 
4.1.1 Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format below. 


Question Response 
Company name: NCS Pearson, Inc. 
Ownership (sole proprietor, partnership, 
etc.): 


NCS Pearson, Inc. (a Minnesota company) is 100% owned by 
PN Holding, Inc. (a Delaware company). 


State of incorporation: Minnesota 
Date of incorporation: March 28, 1962 
# of years in business: 53 years 
List of top officers: Douglas G. Kubach – President  


Steven A Wells – Secretary and Senior Vice President  
Paul D. Fletcher – Treasurer 
A complete list of current directors and officers of NCS 
Pearson, Inc., is included in Section IX - Other Informational 
Material. 


Location of company headquarters: 5601 Green Valley Drive, Bloomington, MN 55437 
Location(s) of the company offices: Corporate/IRS Reporting Address:  


                                            NCS Pearson, Inc. 
   5601 Green Valley Drive 
   Bloomington, MN 55437-1099 
                              Hennepin County 
  
Ordering Address: NCS Pearson, Inc. 
   19500 Bulverde Rd 
   San Antonio, TX 78259-3707 
   Bexar County 
     
Remittance Address: NCS Pearson, Inc. 
   13036 Collections Center Drive 
   Chicago, IL 60693-0130 
   Cook County 


Location(s) of the office that will provide 
the services described in this RFP: 


                                            NCS Pearson, Inc. 
   19500 Bulverde Rd 
   San Antonio, TX 78259-3707 
   Bexar County 


Number of employees locally with the 
expertise to support the requirements 
identified in this RFP: 


Pearson does not have local employees with expertise to 
support the requirements of this RFP, though we are 
committed to providing expertise according to the 
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Question Response 
requirements as addressed in Section 3 of this proposal. 


Number of employees nationally with the 
expertise to support the requirements in 
this RFP: 


Pearson has approximately 30 people with expertise to 
support the requirements of this RFP. 


Location(s) from which employees will be 
assigned for this project: 


Pearson employees are from geographically diverse 
locations, though we are committed to providing expertise 
according to the requirements as addressed in Section 3. of 
this proposal. 


 


4.1.2 Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation organized pursuant to the laws 
of another state must register with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office as a 
foreign corporation before a contract can be executed between the State of Nevada and the 
awarded vendor, unless specifically exempted by NRS 80.015. 


Response: NCS Pearson, Inc. is registered as a Foreign Corporation with the State of Nevada. The 
NV Business ID is NV19841011933 with expiration of 8/31/2015. 
 
4.1.3 The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of Nevada, must be appropriately 


licensed by the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office pursuant to NRS76.  Information 
regarding the Nevada Business License can be located at http://sos.state.nv.us.  


 
Question Response 


Nevada Business License Number: NV19841011933 
Legal Entity Name: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing business as? 


Yes X No  


 
If “No”, provide explanation. 


4.1.4 Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing requirement(s).  Vendors 
shall be proactive in verification of these requirements prior to proposal submittal.  
Proposals that do not contain the requisite licensure may be deemed non-responsive. 


Response: We provide proof of our Nevada Business License in our response to 4.1.3 above. 
 
4.1.5 Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of Nevada agency?   


Yes  No X* 
*to the best of our knowledge 
 
If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for whom the work was 
performed.  Table can be duplicated for each contract being identified. 
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Question Response 


Name of State agency: N/A 
State agency contact name: N/A 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


N/A 


Type of duties performed: N/A 
Total dollar value of the contract: N/A 


 


4.1.6 Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an employee of the State of 
Nevada, or any of its agencies, departments, or divisions? 


Yes  No X 


 
If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render services, while on annual 
leave, compensatory time, or on their own time? 
 
If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an agency of the State of 
Nevada, or (b) any person who has been an employee of an agency of the State of Nevada 
within the past two (2) years, and if such person will be performing or producing the 
services which you will be contracted to provide under this contract, you must disclose the 
identity of each such person in your response to this RFP, and specify the services that each 
person will be expected to perform. 
 


4.1.7  Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract breaches, civil or 
criminal litigation in which the vendor has been alleged to be liable or held liable in a matter 
involving a contract with the State of Nevada or any other governmental entity.  Any pending 
claim or litigation occurring within the past six (6) years which may adversely affect the 
vendor’s ability to perform or fulfill its obligations if a contract is awarded as a result of this 
RFP must also be disclosed. 
Does any of the above apply to your company? 


Yes  No X* 


 
*to the best of our knowledge 
 
If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be duplicated for each issue 
being identified. 
 


Question Response 
Date of alleged contract failure or 
breach: 


N/A 


Parties involved: N/A 
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Question Response 
Description of the contract failure, 
contract breach, or litigation, including 
the products or services involved: 


N/A 


Amount in controversy: N/A 
Resolution or current status of the 
dispute: 


N/A 


If the matter has resulted in a court 
case: 


Court Case Number 
N/A N/A 


Status of the litigation: N/A 
 


 
4.1.8 Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in Attachment E, Insurance 


Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your organization currently have or will your organization be 
able to provide the insurance requirements as specified in Attachment E. 


Yes  No X* 


 
*Please refer to the exceptions to Attachment E documented in Attachment B. 


 
Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance requirements must be identified on 
Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and 
Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be taken into consideration as part 
of the evaluation process; however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not specify any 
exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider 
any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.  
 
Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the Certificate of Insurance 
identifying the coverages as specified in Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 
3179. 


Response: Pearson will provide the Certificate of Insurance upon contract award. 
 
4.1.9 Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the services described 


in this RFP.  Limit response to no more than five (5) pages. 


Response: NCS Pearson, Inc. provides educational assessment and information solutions in the 
United States. The company offers assessment, instruction, and digital technology to create 
products and services that support educators in personalizing learning for each student; 
provides clinical assessment in the areas of personality, behavior, ability, achievement, speech 
and language, and career interests; publishes scientific assessments to hire and develop 
workforce; and provides standards-based teacher certification testing programs. It also provides 
automated solutions for text analysis and speech assessment; student information 
management, reporting, and analysis for K-12 education; educational assessment products, 
services, and solutions for states, large school districts, and national assessments; and digital 


 Page 60 


 







 Pearson Technical Proposal to State of Nevada RFP 3179 
 for School Climate/SEL Survey 


 


and online learning solutions. In addition, the company offers computer-based testing for 
information technology, academic, government, and professional; and solutions for state 
education agencies, PK-12 school districts, higher education, and learners and parents. NCS  
 
Pearson, Inc. was formerly known as National Computer Systems, Inc. and changed its name to 
NCS Pearson, Inc. in September 2000. The company was founded in 1962 and is based in 
Bloomington, Minnesota. As of September 20, 2000, NCS Pearson, Inc. operates as a subsidiary 
of Pearson Education, Inc. 
 
With Pearson providing the Review360, the State of Nevada will benefit from the support of an 
organization with extensive resources and a commitment to providing individualized attention. 
Based in London, Pearson employs approximately 36,000 people in more than 60 nations around 
the world. Pearson currently provides large-scale assessment services in more than 32 states and 
Puerto Rico, the US Department of Education, the College Board, the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), and for other state consortia. No other education 
company can offer our wealth of experience, knowledge, resources, and solutions. We apply 
these assets toward an overarching goal: To help individuals improve their lives through 
enhanced educational opportunity. 
Pearson is the world’s leading education company, providing educational materials, 
technologies, assessments, and related services to educators and students of all ages. Pearson 
provides PowerSchool, the most widely used web-based Student Information System (SIS), as it 
supports 12 million students in all 50 states and more than 65 countries. Pearson is a global 
leader in providing a wide range of assessments for personality, behavior, ability, achievement, 
speech and language, and career interests. Our respected brands include the Wechsler family of 
assessments and many other assessments recognized as Best Practice. We publish curriculum 
under a range of respected imprints including Scott Foresman, Prentice Hall, Addison-Wesley, 
Allyn and Bacon, Benjamin Cummings, and Longman.  
Our mission is to improve teaching and lifelong learning. As the nation’s most comprehensive 
provider of educational assessment products, services, and solutions, Pearson has provided 
district, state, and national assessments for 60 years. We help students, adults, educators, and 
professionals use assessment, information, research, and innovative technologies to promote 
learning and personal development, advance academic achievement, improve instructional 
productivity, and transform educational communities. 
 
Background on Review360 
Review360 started as an idea uniquely created by educators and psychologists who 
collaborated with software developers to transfer their ideas into a tangible software 
program for behavior solutions in the classroom environment. Their collaboration led 
them to establish Psychological Solutions Software, Inc. (PSS). Now a part of the 
Assessments & Instruction group of NCS Pearson, PSS was founded by Drs. Stewart 
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Pisecco and Bob McPherson who, at the time, were faculty members in the College of 
Education at the University of Houston. The credibility of PSS continues to be the 
foundation of their experienced team. PSS provides expertise in subject matter with a 
team of experienced educators who collaborate from the product development to on-
site training. 


Dr. Pisecco applied his years of research and experience in educational psychology and 
counseling to his students at the College of Education. Through his continued research 
and time in the field, he became particularly interested in the research literature on the 
typical reasons that teachers struggle with behavioral intervention. He consulted with 
school districts and focused on training educators how to improve student behavior. He 
was frequently asked two questions, the first asked him by teachers and the second by 
administrators: 


• How can I identify strategies that I can use to improve the behavior of my students? 
• How can I get those effective strategies consistently—and with fidelity—implemented in the 


classroom? 


Every good behavioral consultant realizes that the trick to identifying effective 
strategies is knowing which questions to ask and what type of information to collect. 
Implementing those strategies consistently and with fidelity, however, challenges 
educators in a different way and requires sensitivity to the needs of the individual 
stakeholders in the schools and a broader systems’ view of the organization. But, 
ultimately the answer is pretty simple. Give people what they want, and most of the 
time they will use it. 


Subsequently, beginning in 2000, Dr. Pisecco developed a systematic software program 
that facilitates the process of designing behavior interventions. Pisecco and his 
colleague McPherson mapped out how this program would guide teachers through the 
process of choosing good behavioral strategies for disruptive students and monitoring 
their effectiveness. Dr. Pisecco began committing his time outside the university to 
researching and testing the effectiveness of the software with teachers in order to make 
effective improvements. 


PSS was founded on the idea that we could use technology to help teachers better 
manage disruptive student behavior by making it easier for them to implement 
research-based strategies that we know work in the classroom. Over the years, PSS has 
grown with the addition of other experts in educational psychology who specialized in 
researching and devising strategies for students with learning and emotional 
disabilities. In addition, the company is a culmination of experienced educators, 
psychologists, behavior specialists, and software engineers who share the common 
belief that all children are capable of success. 
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Developed, tested, and proven in urban school districts and now used in districts of all sizes, 
the Review360 solution is the only web-based, positive behavior management software 
system substantiated across multiple tiers of intervention.  


Review360 is designed to focus on all of a school district's positive behavioral interventions 
and support (PBIS) needs and is constructed to address a myriad of specific behaviors within 
each of the seven research identified behavior categories: 


• Inattention-organization 
• Hyperactivity- impulsivity 
• Social deficiencies 
• Defiance 
• Aggression 
• Academic problems 
• Self concept.  


 
4.1.10 Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP to the public and/or 


private sector.  Please provide a brief description. 


Response: NCS Pearson, Inc., through its Clinical Assessment business (Pearson), proposes 
Review360®. Pearson further includes Psychological Software Solutions, Inc., (“PSS”), a wholly-
owned subsidiary acquired in 2012.  PSS (Pearson) has offices located at 4119 Montrose Blvd., 
5th Floor, Houston, Texas 77006.  NCS Pearson, Inc., Clinical Assessment, and PSS are all referred 
to as “Pearson”.  
Beginning in 2000, Dr. Pisecco developed Review360 (under PSS). 
 
4.1.11 Financial information and documentation to be included in Part III, Confidential Financial 


Information of vendor’s response in accordance with Section 9.5, Part III – Confidential 
Financial Information.  


4.1.11.1 Dun and Bradstreet Number: See Part III, Confidential Financial Information 


4.1.11.2 Federal Tax Identification Number: See Part III, Confidential Financial Information 
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4.2 SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION 
 


4.2.1 Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors? 


 


Yes  No X 


 
 


  


 Page 64 


 







 Pearson Technical Proposal to State of Nevada RFP 3179 
 for School Climate/SEL Survey 


 


4.3 BUSINESS REFERENCES 
 


4.3.1 Vendors should provide a maximum of three (3) business references from similar projects 
performed for private, state and/or large local government clients within the last three (3) 
years. 


 
4.3.2  Vendors must provide the following information for every business reference provided by the 


vendor and/or subcontractor: 


 
The “Company Name” must be the name of the proposing vendor or the vendor’s proposed 
subcontractor.   


 


4.3.3  Vendors must also submit Attachment F, Reference Questionnaire to the business 
references that are identified in Section 4.3.2.   
 


4.3.4 The company identified as the business references must submit the Reference 
Questionnaire directly to the Purchasing Division.  
 


4.3.5 It is the vendor’s responsibility to ensure that completed forms are received by the 
Purchasing Division on or before the deadline as specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline for inclusion 
in the evaluation process.  Reference Questionnaires not received, or not complete, may adversely 
affect the vendor’s score in the evaluation process.   
 


4.3.6 The State reserves the right to contact and verify any and all references listed regarding 
the quality and degree of satisfaction for such performance. 


 
Response: Pearson provides the reference information on the following pages. 
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Reference # 1: Garland Independent School District (ISD), Garland, TX 


Company Name: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 


Project Name: Review360 Implementation 
Primary Contact Information 


Name: Dr. John Poynter 
Street Address: 720 Stadium Drive 
City, State, Zip: Garland, TX 75040 
Phone, including area code: (972) 494-8255 
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address: jcpoynt@garland.net  


Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


Garland ISD purchased Review360 in 
2007 to increase the consistency of 
district behavioral services and 
monitor the progress of students with 
behavioral problems. The district 
implements Review360 across the 
entire district. GISD reports improved 
delivery of their behavioral services 
and improved outcomes. The district 
also reports that they are better able 
to monitor student progress since 
implementing Review360. GISD 
recently expanded implementation of 
Review360 to monitor the progress of 
students with other low incidence 
disabilities. 


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 2007 
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Original Project/Contract End Date: Currently using 
Original Project/Contract Value:  
Final Project/Contract Date:  
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


 


 
 
 


Reference #2: 
San Antonio Independent School District 
San Antonio, TX 


Company Name: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 


Project Name: Review360 Implementation 
Primary Contact Information 


Name: Vangie Aguilera 
Street Address: 1702 North Alamo St 
City, State, Zip: San Antonio, TX 78215 
Phone, including area code: 210-225-2406 Ext:103 
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address: vaguilera@saisd.net 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  
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Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


San Antonio ISD purchased Review360 
to address progress monitoring and 
behavioral intervention needs for their 
most severe behavioral and emotional 
challenged students.  Since then they 
have expanded to include incident 
reporting. 


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 2008 
Original Project/Contract End Date: Currently using 
Original Project/Contract Value:  
Final Project/Contract Date:  
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


 


 
 
 


Reference #3: 
Round Rock Independent School District 
Round Rock, TX 


Company Name: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 


Project Name: Review360 Implementation 
Primary Contact Information 


Name: Mary Cardiff 
Street Address: 1313 Round Rock Avenue 
City, State, Zip: Round Rock, TX 78681 
Phone, including area code: 512-464-5140 
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address: mary_cardiff@roundrockisd.org 
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Alternate Contact Information 
Name:  
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., software 
applications, data communications, 
etc.) if applicable: 


Round Rock ISD purchased Review360 
to improve student outcomes in 
special education.  They use the 
different data collection 
methodologies that Review360 offers.  
Additionally, Review360 was awarded 
an RFP to address Behavioral RTI in 
Round Rock ISD. 


Original Project/Contract Start Date: 2008 
Original Project/Contract End Date: Currently using 
Original Project/Contract Value:  
Final Project/Contract Date:  
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original budget/ 
cost proposal, and if not, why not? 


 


In addition to the above references (for which Reference Questionnaires are submitted), we 
offer the following reference. 
 
Charleston County School District 
Approximate number of students enrolled: More than 46,000 students in the district 
Approximate number of students with disabilities: 5,000 
Number of Years using proposed system: Since 2013 
Charleston County School District purchased Review360 in 2013 to conduct universal screening 
to identify which students would need additional help. CCSD is currently implementing in 11 
elementary and middle schools. 
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4.4 VENDOR STAFF RESUMES 
 


A resume must be completed for each proposed key personnel responsible for performance under 
any contract resulting from this RFP per Attachment G, Proposed Staff Resume. 
 
Response: Pearson provides the resumes for each proposed key personnel in Attachment G using 
the State format. 
We provide resumes for the following: 
• Dr. Rosemarie Allen 
• Andre Banks 
• Doug Maraffa 
• Dr. Diane Donaldson 
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ATTACHMENT G – PROPOSED STAFF RESUME 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 -ALLEN 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Rosemarie Allen Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Director of Educational Operations for Review360® 
# of Years in Classification: Six # of Years with Firm: Six 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Dr. Allen serves presently as Director of Educational Operations for Review360. Previously, she worked 
in numerous positions in School Psychology during her 30+ years with the Dallas Independent School 
District (DISD). Among her responsibilities at DISD was serving as Associate Superintendent of 
Student Support and Special Services.  
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Dr. Allen’s work as a Review360 Director of Educational Operations during the past six years, with 
Pearson, is directly relevant to potentially supporting the implementation of Nevada’s School 
Climate/SEL Survey. Pearson’s Clinical Assessment group, which includes Review360, is located 
primarily at 19500 Bulverde Road in San Antonio, TX  78259. 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Dr. Allen holds three degrees and continued post-doctoral graduate study: 


 Post-Doctoral Graduate Level Study, Psychology Department, Trinity University and North Texas 
State University, 1978-1979  


 Doctor of Education with a major in Guidance and Counseling, and a minor in Psychology, Texas 
A&M University/Commerce, 1977 
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 Master of Education with a major in Guidance and Counseling, and a minor in Psychology, Texas 
Tech University, 1971 


 Bachelor of Science in Education with majors in English and Government, Texas Tech University, 
1969 


 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
License Obtained  
 


Licensed Psychologist, Texas State Board of Examiners of Psychologists, 1979  
 
Certifications  
 


 Nationally Certified School Psychologist 


 Licensed Specialist in School Psychology, Texas Education Agency  


 Teacher, Professional Certificate, Texas Education Agency  
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
 
Angela Pittman 
Executive Director, Special Education 
Dallas Independent School District 
3700 Ross Ave.  
Dallas, TX 75206 
972-581-4135 
apittman@dallasisd.org 
 
Mariagrazia Sheffield 
Executive Director, Special Education 
Ft. Worth Independent School District;  
mariagrazia.sheffield@fwisd.org 
817-814-2830. 
 
Sowmya Kumar 
Assistant Superintendent, Office of Special Education Services 
Houston Independent School District 
713-556-7025 (office) 713-556-7099 (fax) 
skumar@HoustonISD.org 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 -BANKS 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Andre Banks Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Director of Implementation for Review360® 
# of Years in Classification: Eight # of Years with Firm: Eight 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Mr. Banks serves presently as Director of Implementation for Review360. Previously, he worked in 
several positions in Behavior Management during his 20+ years with the Dallas Independent School 
District (DISD). Among his responsibilities at DISD was leading the district’s Behavior Program for 
students with Emotional Disturbance/Behavior Disorders (ED/BD).  
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Mr. Banks’ work as a Review360 Director of Implementation during the past eight years, with Pearson, 
is directly relevant to potentially supporting the implementation of Nevada’s School Climate/SEL 
Survey. Pearson’s Clinical Assessment group, which includes Review360, is located primarily at 19500 
Bulverde Road in San Antonio, TX  78259. 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Mr. Banks holds two degrees: 
 Master of Education Degree, Special Education (1986) 


University of North Texas 
Denton, TX  
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 Bachelor of Arts Degree, Art Education (1984) 
Prairie View A&M University 
Prairie View, TX 


 
CERTIFICATIONS 


Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 
 


Mr. Banks is a Certified Trainer for several crisis intervention programs: 
 Nonviolent Crisis Intervention 


 Texas Behavior Support Initiative 


 Boys Town’s Specialized Classroom Management, Well Managed Classroom and Common Sense 
Parenting 


 Challenge Course (ROPES) facilitation 


 Family counseling - Southwest Family institute 


 Facilitated IEP Meetings (4GL Schools) – Trainer 


 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 
and email address.   


 
Insert here a minimum of three (3) references with the above information. 


Darren Hemphill, Principal 
Dlhemphill@yahoo.com 
Garland Independent School District 
Ph: (214) 537-844       Fax: (972) 240-3723 
 
 
Ivor Weiner, Ph.D., Professor, Special Education 
ivor.weiner@csun.edu 
The Michael D. Eisner College of Education 
California State University, Northridge 
Ph: (818) 677-2598     Fax: (818) 677-5575 
 
 
Thomas Kelchner, Ph.D., Director Special Education 
thomas.kelchner@gccisd.net 
Goose Creek Consolidated School District 
Ph: (281) 839-6089    Fax: (281) 420-4368 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 –MARAFFA 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Doug Maraffa Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Implementation Specialist 
# of Years in Classification: Five # of Years with Firm: Five 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Mr. Maraffa serves presently as an Implementation Specialist for Review360®. Previously, he was an 
adjunct professor at Kingwood College and an Education Specialist in Behavior for Texas Region 4 
Education Service Center. He served as State Leader for the State of Texas Behavior/Discipline 
Management Network. Prior work included positions as Program Specialist for Behavior Management 
at several Texas school districts. His initial work as a special education teacher occurred in a self-
contained unit where he taught students with Emotional Disturbances. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Mr. Maraffa’s work as a Review360 Implementation Specialist during the past five years, with Pearson, 
is directly relevant to potentially supporting the implementation of Nevada’s School Climate/SEL 
Survey. Pearson’s Clinical Assessment group, which includes Review360, is located primarily at 19500 
Bulverde Road in San Antonio, TX  78259. 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Mr. Maraffa holds two degrees: 


 Master of Science Degree, Special Education, Texas A&M University Mesquite, Mesquite, TX 


 Bachelor of Science Degree, Education, Stephen F Austin University, Nacogdoches, TX 
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CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 


Mr. Maraffa is a Certified Trainer for several crisis intervention programs: 


 Mandt Crisis Intervention 


 CPI-Non-Violent Crisis 


 Boys Town 


 TBSI trainer 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Kathy Gray 
Transition Coordinator 
Aldine ISD 
281.985.6608 
mkgray@aldineisd.org 
 
 
Alicia Morford 
Behavior Coordinator 
Alief ISD 
281.498.8110 
Alicia.morford@aliefisd.net 
 
 
Latricia Borner 
Behavior Coordinator 
Houston ISD 
713.556.7025 
lborner@houstonisd.org 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 –DONALDSON 
 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: NCS Pearson, Inc. 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Diane Donaldson Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Assessment Consultant, Pearson’s Clinical Assessment 
# of Years in Classification: 10 # of Years with Firm: 10 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Assessment Consultant responsible for consulting and support related to Clinical Assessment. 
Measurement Consultant responsible for clinical training of psychological, speech and language, and 
occupational therapy assessment tools. As Associate Professor of School Psychology and School 
Counseling, fulfilled academic responsibilities plus oversight for the recruiting and mentoring of 
students and adjunct faculty. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
For Pearson Clinical Assessment for the past 10 years, Dr. Donaldson served as Assessment 
Consultant. The primary location for Pearson’s Clinical Assessment is 19500 Bulverde Road, San 
Antonio, TX  78259. 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Dr. Donaldson holds a PhD degree in Educational Psychology from the University of Southern 
California, School of Education. 
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CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 


• Pupil Personnel Services Credential (Life) 


• Administrative Services Credential (Clear) 


• Standard Elementary Teaching Credential (Life) 


• Licensed Educational Psychologist (LEP) 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Insert here a minimum of three (3) references with the above information. 
 
Deeds Gill, MS, NCSP 
Lead School Psychologist 
Fresno Unified School District 
3058 N Millbrook Ave 
Fresno, CA 93703 
(559) 248-7387 
deeds.gill@fresnounified.org 
 
 
Scott Fry, MS 
Chairperson of Psychological Services 
Stockton Unified School District 
(209) 933-7135 ext. 2513 
sfry@stockton.k12.ca.us 
 
 
Deborah Holk 
Riverside Unified School District 
Principal/Coordinator 
Phone Number: (951) 352-8488 Ext. 66050 
Email: dholk@rusd.k12.ca.us 
dholk@rusd.k12.ca.us 
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Other Informational Material 


Pearson Nevada Fact Sheet 


List of current directors and officers of NCS Pearson, Inc. 


Review360 Case Studies 


Links to Review360 Resources 
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Pearson in the World 
► 2014 Human Rights Campaign Best Places to Work 


► 2014 Software & Information Industry Association CODiE 


► 2013 Tech & Learning magazine Awards of Excellence 


► 2013 Green Power Leadership Award from US 


Environmental Protection Agency 


 
 
 


At Pearson,  


we are dedicated 


to helping learning 


flourish in Nevada 
 


At Pearson, we help our clients make important decisions every 


day. Decisions that shape the way our children learn, inform the 


methods used in our schools, facilitate better transitions of 


students to the workforce, and improve the systems and 


approaches used in workplaces of all kinds. 


 


With more than 42,000 employees in 80 countries, including 85 in 


Nevada, Pearson delivers assessment, curriculum, data 


management, reporting, and professional development products 


and services. We strive to provide educators with information they 


need to teach effectively.  


 


As the nation’s most comprehensive provider of educational 


assessment solutions, Pearson has been a trusted partner in 


district, state, and national assessments for 60 years. We help 


students, adults, educators, and professionals use assessment, 


research, and innovative technologies to promote learning and 


personal development while advancing academic achievement. 


 


Our products and services in Nevada include early childhood 


education, Connections Academy, professional development, 


response to intervention (RTI), PowerSchool, and instructional 


products. We also have test centers in Las Vegas and Reno. 


 


 


Pearson in the Community 
► Supports nonprofit organizations through Community 


Health Charities of Nevada 


► With the National Alliance of Black School Educators, 
launched the Education is a Civil Right initiative 


► With the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21), launched 


the 21st Century Learning Exemplar Program 


► Awards Pearson Prize in Higher Education scholarships to 
students dedicated to public service, leadership, and 


community 


  


Total wages of Pearson employees in Nevada:  


$2,115,304 
Pearson facilities in Nevada (in square feet): 


4,641 
Number of Pearson employees in Nevada:  


85 
Minority, Women, Veteran supplier spending  


(2009–2014): 


$130,712 
2013 


► Visit us at www.Pearson.com 
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List of Current Directors and Officers of NCS Pearson, Inc. 


.
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NCS PEARSON
560I GREEN VALLEY DRWE
BI'OMINGTON, MN 55437


TDL:(952)681-3OOO
Fax(952)681-3O66


www. peafsonncs. com


NCS Pearson, Inc.


Revised: May 1,2015
(a Minnesota Corporation)


DIRECTORS


DIRECTOR


Philip Hoffman


Bjarne P. Tellmann


OFFICERS
OFFICER


Douglas G. Kubach
President


Steven A. Wells
Secretary and
Senior Vice President


Paul D. Fletcher
Treasurer and Vice President


Gary A. Mainor
Vice President


Bjarne P. Tellmann
Vice President


Carol A. Johnson
Assistant Secretary


Debra L. Risch
Assistant Treasurer


Robert Whelan
Vice President


Philip Hoffman
Vice President


Thomas Jozkowski
Vice President


James W. Montanari
Vice President


DATE OF OFFICE


Feb-01-2005


Jun-30-2014


DATE OF OFFICE


Oct-O8-2009


Dec-O1-2000
Oct-10-2006


Jan-O1-2014


Sep-19-2000


Jun-30-2014


Feb-O1 -2002


Jan-O1-2004


May-O1-2006


Jan-16-2008


May-04-2010


Jan-03-2012
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OFFICER


Benjamin Major
Vice President


Joseph Marinaro
Vice President


Anne Parmley
Vice President


Walter A. Sherwood
Vice President


Maureen Mattera
Vice President


Kevin Sullivan
Vice President


OFFICERS
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Review 360 Case Studies 
We provide the following case studies in support of Review360. 
 
Case Study One 
Our first case study involves a large urban school district in the Southwest that implemented Review 360 for 
370 students with behavioral plans. The results are as follows: 


Behavioral progress improved (compared to prior year baseline) by six percentage points; where 
implementation consistency was strong, the increase was 10 points (20 percent). 


Impact of Review 360 on improved student academic performance was measured using state assessment 
data. On reading, students’ passing rate improved by 18 percent. On math, students’ passing rate improved 15 
percent. 


Case Study Two 
A school district was spending $2 million annually to place students in a non-public school setting. The district 
created an internal setting and implemented Review 360 to provide a consistent model for the delivery of 
behavioral services and collection of data. 


All 40 students were served throughout the year in the district 


On average, students met their goals 78 percent of the time 


The district realized a significant cost savings as a result 


Case Study Three 
A school district was spending a significant amount of money on Extended School Year (ESY) services. By 
establishing qualification guidelines for ESY and creating a consistent model for the collection of progress data 
using Review 360, they achieved the following: 


Reduced number of students served by 64 percent 


Reduced ESY services costs nearly $500,000 


Case Study Four 
Brownsville ISD (Texas) implemented Review 360. Success was evaluated based on improvement for student 
disciplinary outcomes, as outlined below: 


Total suspensions were reduced by 25 percent 


In-school suspensions declined by 15.5 percent 


Out-of-school suspensions reduced by nearly 42 percent 


Financial recoupment: $529,065 
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You can view the following support materials for Review360: 


• Research basis for Review360 
http://meetreview360.com/images/Research%20Basis%20of%20Review360.pdf  


• White paper about improving student behavior 
http://meetreview360.com/images/5steps%20wp.pdf  


• Behavior Matters Conversation Series: Working with Students with Emotional and Behavioral 
Disabilities with Andre Banks and Doug Maraffa 
http://thebehaviorco.com/behavior-matters-conversation-series-working-with-students-with-
emotional-and-behavioral-disabilities-with-andre-banks-and-doug-maraffa/  
From this page, you can also access the newsletter and other videos 
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State of Nevada 


MASTER 
  Part II – Cost Proposal 


RFP Title: School Climate/SEL Survey 


RFP: 3179 
Vendor Name: NCS Pearson, Inc., Clinical Assessment within the School division 


Address: 19500 Bulverde Road, San Antonio, TX  78259 


Opening Date: May 6, 2015 


Opening Time: 2:00 PM 
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Cost Proposal 


5. COST  
 


5.1  Proposing vendors must submit a per-pupil cost for administration of the assessment. 
 
5.2 For aggregate cost associated with an entire class/year of students, the projected student 


population of 35,000 students per grade should be used and noted  in the Cost Schedule 
(refer to  Attachment H, Cost Schedule). 


 
5.3 Any support costs for products or services not included in the per-pupil cost of the 


assessment should be listed on a fee schedule with the following information: 
 


5.3.1 Listing of each product or service; 


5.3.2 Original project proposed price; 


5.3.3 Annual licensing fee, if applicable; and 


5.3.4 Annual maintenance fee. 


 
5.4 Clearly specify the nature of all expenses anticipated (refer to Attachment H, Cost 


Schedule). 
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ATTACHMENT H – COST SCHEDULE 


 


 


Vendor      NCS Pearson, Inc.__ 


 


 


Description Price per Each 


 


Cost for School Reports 


 


$  Included per each 


 


 


Cost for Set Up 


 


$ 5,000.00 (Year One only) 


 


 


Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey 


 


$ 1.00 (Annually) per each 


 


 


In accord with requirement 5.2, we provide the aggregate cost for a population of 35,000 


students for one grade for Year One. 


 Cost for license per pupil @ $1.00 for 35,000 students $35,000 


 Cost for Set Up (Year One only) 5,000 


 Cost for Training 12,000 


 Cost for Implementation Support 3,000 


 Cost for Annual Meeting 5,375 


Total for Year One for one grade of 35,000 students $60,735 


If NDE implements Year One for six grades, the aggregate cost totals $60,735 (cost for 35,000 


students for one grade) plus licenses for 175,000 more students (5 X 35,000 students), which equals 


$235,735. 


 


Fee Schedule for Support Costs 
 


Service Price Annual 


License 


Annual Maintenance 


Training $12,000 for Year 


One* 


NA NA 


Implementation 


Support 


$3,000 per year NA NA 


Annual Meeting $5,735 per year** NA NA 
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*Onsite training $2,000 per day, six days for Year One, using Train the Trainer mode. 


Online training available at $500 per ½ day. 
 


 


**Annual Meeting: We estimated the costs for the Annual Meeting on the following 


assumptions. 


 Duration one day 


 Three NDE staff employees attending 


 Four Pearson employees attending 


 Meeting space $500 


 Food $525 


 Pearson airfare $3600 


 Pearson lodging $960 


 Pearson rental car $150 
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ASSUMPTION SUMMARY FORM 


 


ASSUMPTION # 
RFP SECTION 


NUMBER 
RFP  


PAGE NUMBER 


ASSUMPTION 
(Complete detail regarding assumptions must 


be identified) 


1 5.2 18 of 52 Fee Schedule for Training is only for Year 


One and is based on the assumption that the 


State will need Onsite training for six days in 


Year One, using Train the Trainer mode. It is 


assumed, as described in the RFP, the State 


intends to expand the program; Pearson will 


revisit training options and costs with the 


State at that time.  


2 5.3 18 & 19 of 52 Fee Schedule for an Annual Meeting is based 


on the following assumptions:  


1) That the duration will only be one day 


2)That there will be only three NDE staff 


employees attending 


3)That there will only be Four Pearson 


employees attending 


4)Estimated meeting space rental $500 


5) Estimated food budget shall be $525 


6)Estimated Pearson airfare $3600 


7)Estimated Pearson lodging $960 


8)Estimated Pearson rental car $150 


3 5.3 19 of 52 The Cost for Setup is only for Year One and 


based on the assumption that the number of 


students and size of program shall not change 


from what is described in the RFP. If details 


and size of program do change, Pearson will 


need to revisit with the State for possible 


updated costs. 
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Scope of Work 
 


1. NDE is open to consideration of proposed online or computer adaptive surveys, as well 
as, to traditional paper/pencil formats. 


 
In order to maximize participation across the state, and ensure that every school has a 
high participation rate, Panorama has developed a number of survey administration 
options. These include online surveys and paper surveys for students, parents, and 
teachers. 
We recommend making online survey administration the default for districts, and letting 
district opt in to paper survey administration if necessary. If NDE decides to include 
parent surveys in this project, Panorama can support districts that wish to administer 
surveys both online and on paper to maximize response rates. 
Alternatively, if desired by NDE, we can use a uniform paper or online survey 
administration model across the state. 
 


2. NDE is open to consideration of surveys administered to students only, or to students, 
staff, and parents. 


 
To capture a complete picture of school climate, school safety, SEL, and growth, 
Panorama recommends surveying parents and staff in addition to students. 
 
Through the family survey, we would gather data about parental perceptions of school 
climate, school safety, and SEL. Family survey data is especially important at the 
elementary level, where student survey measures are less comprehensive than at the 
secondary level. 
 
Additionally, if desired by NDE, Panorama can include parent survey measures around 
parent engagement and student behaviors outside of school (such as the effort toward 
schoolwork the child demonstrates at home). We encourage districts to include these 
measures because they provide context that is helpful for school leaders as they work to 
improve climate, safety, and SEL.  
 
Staff surveys help provide another perspective on a school’s culture and learning 
environment. Panorama’s measures can gather information about how adults see the 
climate on campus as well as how faculty perceive students’ SEL competencies. If desired, 
Panorama can also include measures about the effectiveness of professional development 
around NDE’s priorities in this area. For example, have staff members received 
professional development that will help them support students’ social and emotional 
learning? 
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If desired by NDE, Panorama also has a special module in which teachers assess SEL in 
specific students. Each teacher would log on to Panorama and rate a randomly selected 
subset of their students in a small number of social and emotional competencies. Then, 
Panorama would aggregate this data at the school and district levels as a measure of 
student social and emotional learning. We have found that this information is valuable as 
a complement to student self-reports of SEL. Furthermore, asking teachers to rate 
specific students can reduce the measurement error associated with asking teachers to rate 
all of their students in general. (If desired, we can also report this teacher assessment of 
student SEL data at the student level, but most of our clients prefer to avoid student-level 
reporting and only aggregate at the school and district levels.) 
 


3. At a minimum, NDE is intending to survey all middle and high school students, but 
NDE is interested in surveying younger students as well, if the surveys are normed and 
validated for younger ages. 


 
Panorama recommends surveying students in grades 3-5, as well as middle and high 
school students. The Panorama Student Survey includes a special version for grades 3-5 
that reflects the lower reading and cognition levels of younger students. Our instruments 
have been validated for those grades, and they have been successfully implemented in 
grades 3-5 in many diverse districts, including Dallas ISD, New York City DOE, and 
the State of Michigan’s EAA turnaround district. 
 
Panorama also brings significant experience surveying students in grades K-2, but we 
generally recommend focusing on grades 3-12. 
 


4. Task:  Administer a normed/valid survey to middle and high school students in the 
State. 


 
4.1 Objective: Rate, at a minimum, the student’s perception on student 


engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the 
social and emotional growth of students. 


 
To collect valid and reliable data on student engagement, relationships, school safety, 
learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students, Panorama 
proposes to administer the Panorama Student Survey, which was developed in 
partnership with the Harvard Graduate School of Education under the leadership of 
Professor Hunter Gehlbach, Ph.D. The Panorama Student Survey is used by school 
systems across the country, including Dallas ISD, New York City DOE, Knox County 
Public Schools, and the State of Michigan’s EAA. 
 
The Panorama Student Survey consists of nine primary scales, as well as nine 
supplemental scales that dive more deeply into school climate and SEL. The survey is 
designed so that the items within each scale work together as a valid unit, but state 
agencies and districts can select which of the eighteen scales they find most relevant. 
Panorama would work with NDE to select which scales are most applicable for this 
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project. NDE could also choose a survey model in which a set of core scales are 
administered statewide, and then districts can select which of the remaining scales they 
wish to include. 
 
The Panorama Student Survey includes the following scales: 


1. Primary: 
a. Pedagogical Effectiveness 
b. Classroom Environment  
c. Expectations and Rigor  
d. Student Engagement  
e. Supportive Relationships  
f. Sense of Belonging  
g. Interest in Subject 
h. Grit 
i. Learning Strategies 


2. School Safety Supplement 
a. School Safety  


3. Social Emotional Learning Supplement: 
a. Emotion Regulation 
b. Learning Strategies 
c. Mindset 
d. Classroom Effort 
e. Social-Perspective Taking Effort 
f. Teacher-Student Relationships 
g. Teacher Personal Interest in Students 


 
-- 
 
Alternatively, or in addition, Panorama can administer scales from other open-source 
surveys that cover the topics in question, such as the climate and social emotional 
learning scales that San Francisco Unified, Fresno Unified, Long Beach Unified, and 
Santa Ana Unified used on the Panorama Platform as part of the CORE initiative in 
California. 
 


4.2 Activity:  Administer the survey during a prescribed survey window. 
 
Panorama would work with NDE to determine the level of flexibility that districts will 
have to set their own timelines. 
 
In general, with our state agency projects, we work with our state partner to establish a 
general time frame during which all districts should administer the survey. We then work 
with each district to set a specific window within that time frame. 
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(It is our understanding that NDE wishes to offer districts that flexibility. We think that 
providing this flexibility is the best model, but we can also work with NDE to establish 
greater consistency across districts if desired.) 
 
The Panorama Platform does not have any required “administration windows” or other 
restrictions, and technically we support any survey administration window that is 
appropriate for NDE and the district. Each year, Panorama supports hundreds of survey 
programs with different timelines spread over the course of the year. This flexibility in 
survey administration timelines has been an important component of our work with 
different state education agencies raising response rates statewide.  
 
 


4.3 Deliverable: Ensure notification of privacy rights are follows. 
 
Panorama will work with NDE and participating districts to ensure that the privacy 
rights of students and families are protected. In most cases, Panorama administers surveys 
under “notification / opt-out” rules, where the district or SEA notifies parents of the 
survey program and provides parents (or emancipated minors and of-age students) with 
the option to opt out. In these cases, Panorama can provide template materials for those 
notifications and opt-out letters.  
 
Additionally, Panorama works with districts to ensure that students/families who have 
opted out are removed from rosters and are not able to take the survey. In cases where 
students/families opt out after taking the survey, Panorama will ensure that data from 
those students is removed, in collaboration with the district. (Panorama can also work 
with districts on “opt-in” programs if affirmative consent is deemed necessary.) 
 
Lastly, beyond parental notification and opt-out rights, Panorama follows a strict privacy 
policy and internal protocols to ensure the protection of student data. Our full privacy 
policy is available online: https://www.panoramaed.com/privacy. Most importantly, 
NDE or participating districts – not Panorama – own the data. The data collected will 
never be used for marketing or advertising purposes.  
 


4.4 Distribute surveys and survey administration instructions to all schools located 
in Nevada. 


 
Panorama has a library of resources that include pre-survey communications and survey 
administration instructions. In past state-level engagements, Panorama has created a 
special website for participating districts with a library of resources customized to that 
state’s survey program. We would work with NDE to create a similar customized 
resource library for this survey program. 
 
Well in advance of the survey administration window, we would provide district and 
school administrators with access to this resource library, and conduct outreach through 
district coordinators to ensure schools were making use of the resource. 
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For a paper survey administration, Panorama would print and ship copies of surveys to 
each campus well before the survey window. In each box, we would include paper copies 
of all administration instructions to guarantee that teachers/proctors have the materials 
they need for successful administration. Additionally, we would include a pre-paid FedEx 
return label for the school to return completed surveys to Panorama for speedy 
processing. 
 
(For parent surveys, Panorama can also print and mail surveys to each household, with a 
pre-paid return envelope included.) 
 
For online administration, we have a number of options for providing students (and 
optionally parents and staff) with access to the survey. In most districts, students log on 
with their student ID numbers. We automatically provide students with the correct 
survey for their school and grade level, and ensure that students only take the survey once. 
We can also have students log on with randomly generated one-time-use codes for each 
student, or a shared access code that is used across the school. We would work with 
NDE to determine the ideal method of survey administration. 
 
 


4.5 Activity:  Collect responses while protecting survey security. 
 
Panorama Education protects client data using bank-grade security. We follow the best 
practices of the education and financial services industries in designing procedures and 
protocols around data security and privacy. Our work is built on trust, and our clients 
depend on us to manage millions of confidential records. We have developed a highly 
secure infrastructure for data collection and analysis, with security standards that far 
exceed FERPA. 


The Panorama Platform is built with a focus on security. Key features include:  
• Secure Sockets Layer (SSL) technology protects all user sessions on the Panorama 


platform. 
• All servers are located in the United States within Amazon.com’s highly-secure data 


centers, which also house the servers that run the Amazon.com e-commerce website 
and applications for the U.S. Department of State, NASA, and NASDAQ. 


 
Access to servers and data is strictly controlled. Servers are firewalled to prevent 
unauthorized access. We use two-factor authentication for additional security. SSH is 
protected with key files, not passwords. 
 


4.6 Deliverable:  Secure surveys collected. 
 
Panorama Education goes to great lengths to ensure that surveys are collected securely 
and confidentially. For online surveys, each student logs on to take surveys using his or 
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her student ID or a unique, random access code that the Panorama Platform creates for 
the student. (Districts may select their preference, or NDE may establish the protocol.)  
 
Either way, using roster data files, the platform will automatically provide each student 
with the correct survey for his or her grade level, classes, and school. (Panorama has a 
rigorous quality control process in place to ensure accuracy.) Schools can manage 
distribution of these access codes using lists and other materials provided by Panorama, 
or Panorama can email codes to students, if students have school email accounts. 
 
For paper surveys, Panorama manages the entire printing, shipping, and analysis process. 
For the schools that select a paper survey administration, Panorama will use district roster 
data to ship surveys to each school, shrink wrapped for individual teachers or class 
periods. In order to protect the confidentiality of students, Panorama can provide an 
envelope for students to put their surveys in at the completion of the survey 
administration. Panorama will give schools pre-paid FedEx return boxes and labels, and 
schools will ship completed surveys back to Panorama for processing. Each paper survey 
form has a unique barcode that allows Panorama to link each student’s responses to their 
school. At the end of hybrid online/paper survey programs, the digitization of the paper 
surveys is then integrated into the online survey response database. 
 
Throughout this process, Panorama collects data in a way that allows linking with 
student demographic and performance data, while also ensuring that the confidentiality 
of each student’s responses is protected: no one can see how any individual student 
responds. 
 
(If desired, Panorama can also administer completely anonymous surveys, without the 
link to demographics.) 
 
If surveys are administered online, during the survey administration process Panorama 
will provide each district with a response rate dashboard that shows live survey 
completion rates on a school-by-school basis, plus overall district-wide completion rates. 
This response rate dashboard will allow district coordinators to identify schools with low 
participation and intervene before the survey window closes. 
 
 


5. Task:  Analyze the data gathered into useable information. 
 


5.1 Objective: Be able to read the data and determine needs and strengths at the 
school and district level.  NDE expects the data generated to be sensitive to 
change once interventions are implemented. 


 
The most important piece of a survey program is providing actionable feedback to 
determine areas of strength and areas of growth at every level. Panorama analyzes survey 
data, in conjunction with other data collected by each school and district, in order to 
provide meaningful feedback to teachers, school leaders, district and state officials. We 
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provide teacher-level reports, school reports, grade-level reports (e.g. “9th Grade 
Students”), district-wide reports and state-level reports. We can also provide additional 
custom reports at Nevada Department of Education’s request.  
 
Through our reporting and analytics platform, we offer each school district and state 
administrator an interactive report, plus a printable version, that highlights key 
takeaways. Our analytics and improvement model focuses on the following areas: 


• Reports are available quickly, within 2-3 weeks of all schools submitting their 
surveys to Panorama. 


• Heat map views of the different aspects of the Climate/SEL surveys immediately 
highlight (through color-coding) areas of strength and areas of growth for each 
school and district. 


• Interactive reports allow educators to explore their data and examine survey results 
by subgroup. For instance, a principal can break down student engagement 
between boys and girls, or a district administrator can look at student-teacher 
relationships among ninth graders versus tenth graders. All interactive features are 
available instantly (<1 second loading time) to encourage exploration, even for 
large data sets.  


• If desired, Panorama can connect student survey results to other data that NDE 
or districts already collect, enabling rich analysis by subgroup. For instance, 
educators could explore questions such as “How did students who receive free or 
reduced price lunch experience class differently than students with higher family 
incomes?” or “How were student-teacher relationships different for Hispanic 
students versus white students?” In our experience administering climate and SEL 
surveys, this analysis is critical, as overall averages obscure important subgroup 
differences. 


• If desired, teacher and school reports can include comparison data across Nevada. 
We generally recommend accompanying each question with a comparison score 
from the district, a comparison score from the state overall, and comparisons 
focused on subgroup breakdowns.  


 
Panorama can customize the categories (e.g., school climate), comparison data and break 
downs that are used to display survey results in the online and PDF reports at NDE’s 
request. 
 


5.2 Activity: Generate school and district reports explaining how schools rated in 
the categories mentioned above (refer to Section 3.1.4.1 A) These may be 
broken down into sub-populations, where appropriate. 


 
For each school and district report the data will be broken down by the individual topics 
(e.g. student engagement, teacher-student relationships and school climate). These topics 
form the underlying framework of Panorama’s interactive reports and are used on 
summary pages to highlight areas of strength and growth for schools and districts. 
(Panorama can also customize these categories as desired.) 
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The reports are automatically configured to provide district, state and/or other 
comparison data at the category level to provide additional context. It is also possible to 
break down each category by sub-populations such as gender, race/ethnicity or grade 
level. Panorama has confidentiality protections in place to ensure that we never display 
data for small subgroups (by default, fewer than five students, but the threshold is 
customizable). If desired, Panorama can also break down results by student performance 
and outcome data beyond demographics. For example, Panorama can break down results 
by GPA, attendance, summative assessment scores, and interim assessment scores, so 
educators can see, for example, how sense of belonging at school differs among students 
with low, medium, and high GPAs. Our districts find this data invaluable for assessing 
climate and SEL on campuses and identifying strategies for improvement. 
 


 
5.3 Deliverable:  School and district reports of school climate ratings. 


 
As part of the report distribution process, every school and district administrator will 
receive an interactive report specific to their school or district, as well as a printable PDF 
report. Panorama’s secure reporting website supports granular permissions that specify 
who should have access to each report. For example, some of our clients specify that 
principals should have access to district reports in addition to school reports.  
 
Additionally, Panorama will provide a public reporting website where parents can access 
school survey results. We will work with NDE to determine whether all reports and 
analyses are available to parents, or whether the public website contains a subset of data 
available to school leaders. (It is our understanding that NDE wishes to make results 
available to parents; however, we can also omit the public reporting component and only 
share results with school officials, if desired.) 


 
Executive Summary 
 
Panorama Education partners with school districts and state departments of education to 
design and implement survey programs for students, parents, and staff. Through our 
technology platform and client services team, we ensure that surveys are administered 
according to best practices, and we provide reports and analysis that are clear, actionable, 
and, most importantly, help teachers and principals grow. 
 
Panorama runs large-scale survey programs online and on paper in over 6,500 schools 
across 35 states, with clients including the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, the Connecticut Department of Education, Dallas Independent 
School District, and Fresno Unified School District.  
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The foundation of Panorama’s survey programs is three best-in-class instruments 
developed in partnership with the Harvard Graduate School of Education: the Panorama 
Student Survey, the Family-School Relationship Surveys, and the Panorama Teacher-
Staff Survey. These surveys offer more than forty rigorously validated and widely used 
scales, with topics ranging from family engagement to grit to teacher professional 
development. Rather than enforcing a one-size-fits all model, each of our surveys is set 
up as a library of scales, so that each district and state can choose the topics it cares about 
most. We make all of our surveys free and open-source, for any district or school to use. 
 
The technology that powers our work is the Panorama Platform, a flexible, highly-secure, 
easy-to-use technology platform built for conducting surveys in schools. With 
Panorama’s technology, NDE can administer surveys online and on paper. The 
Panorama Platform analyzes survey data and presents teachers and administrators with 
clear, constructive feedback through online reports and printable PDFs that they can use 
to improve their teaching and their schools.  
 
With a large in-house engineering team, we have invested significant resources in making 
the Panorama Platform the best tool for exploring school climate and SEL data in 
districts of all sizes. Most of our clients provide us with demographic and performance 
data for their students, and we are able to provide exploration tools that let educators 
view their climate and SEL data in conjunction with other data that schools already 
collect, while strictly protecting student confidentiality. For example, teachers use 
Panorama to explore the connection among attendance, GPA, and GPA in their 
classrooms; or principals can use Panorama to ask whether students who do not feel like 
they belong on campus are more likely to get in trouble or skip class; or district leaders 
can investigate how gender and race-ethnicity correlate with engagement. There is much 
more to school climate and SEL than an overall score: we are proud to help districts 
discover the underlying trends and patterns that they can use to improve their students’ 
outcomes. 
 
In addition to its technology platform, Panorama provides professional services, 
implementation consulting, technical assistance, and customer support to its clients. 
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Timeline 
 
Fall 2015 Pilot 
 
 
September 2015 


 
• Contract begins 
• Kickoff meeting between Panorama and NDE teams (we 


recommend in-person) 
• Fall timeline and project plan finalized 
• Survey scales selected from Panorama Student Survey (and 


other surveys if desired) 
• Pilot districts identified, with main point of contact for each 


October 2015 
 


• Panorama, NDE, and pilot districts finalize fall survey 
administration model 


• Pilot districts submit roster data to Panorama 
• Survey administration training for district and/or school 


coordinators, if possible 
• Panorama provides pre-administration resources to district 


November 2015 • Survey administration window for pilot district(s) 
• Pilot districts, Panorama, and optionally NDE monitor 


response rates in real time 
 
Note: based on the capacity of the pilot districts, we may alternatively 
recommend a post-Thanksgiving survey administration window in early 
December. We generally prefer to avoid survey administrations between 
Thanksgiving and winter vacation if possible. However, we are eager to 
support a faster timeline that allows us to close survey administration 
before Thanksgiving. 


December 2015 • Reports are available to NDE, districts, and schools within 
1-3 weeks of the survey window closing 


January 2016 • Reflection process among pilot districts, NDE, and 
Panorama to plan for the full-scale rollout. 


• Panorama and NDE begin planning for the Fall 2015 
and/or Spring 2016 statewide implementation, depending 
on NDE’s final rollout plans  (we recommend in-person) 


 
Note: If desired, Panorama would be happy to support NDE with a 
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spring 2016 survey program as well, in the form of either a second round 
for the pilot districts or a larger-scale rollout. 


 
 
 


Project Management 
 


6. Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of methods including e-
mail, phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings; 


 
Throughout the year, Panorama’s team will remain in close contact with NDE. 
Panorama’s team will work closely with NDE staff to manage the entire initiative and 
ensure clear lines of communication among all parties. We will provide regular reports on 
each stage of the survey process, and will organize and participate in calls, webinars, 
videoconferences and in-person meetings on a regular basis (e.g. biweekly) and as 
necessary. 
 


7. An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in terms of services 
and planning needed to complete a successful Survey administration; 


 
Each school district and state department of education has a different vision for its survey 
program and a different vision for how its staff will interact with our team. Panorama 
prefers to work with states as partners: we collaborate with them throughout the survey 
process as both a technology provider and an advisor. We know effective survey programs 
require more than technology, and we are committed to working with NDE, district staff 
and school staff to ensure that the entire initiative is a success. We are always improving 
our product, and we love when clients request features or offer feedback. We work to 
spread best practices across the country and serve as a knowledge base for our clients. 
 


8. Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and advise 
on Survey issues; 


 
To ensure as successful a survey process as possible, Panorama will designate a team 
leader from our client services team to be the main point of contact for NDE, as well as 
one or two supporting assistant project managers. These project managers will bring 
significant experience from other large district and statewide survey projects and will be 
available at any point to offer technical expertise on survey issues.   
Additionally, Dr. Hunter Gehlbach, the developer of the Panorama Student Survey and 
one of the leading experts on both survey methodology and social emotional learning in 
K-12 education, will be available to answer questions throughout the survey design 
process. Our operations, customer support and engineering teams will also provide expert 
advice and best practices to NDE throughout the process. 
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9. Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-administered 


surveys and ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can participate; 
 
Panorama will work with NDE to develop procedures for survey administration. 
Panorama will ensure that its staff follows those adopted procedures. By providing 
technical support to districts, Panorama will work to ensure that district staff similarly 
complies with the adopted procedures for State-administered surveys. Panorama will 
work with NDE and districts to ensure that students who are in enrolled in public 
schools can participate. 
 


10. Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review requirements of the 
United States Department of Education; 


 
The Panorama Student Survey was developed in partnership with the Harvard Graduate 
School of Education and involved a rigorous development and validation process (please 
see the full technical report in Appendix B). The survey was developed to meet the 
rigorous standards of the research community and the U.S. Department of Education. 
 
Additionally, in implementing the assessment, we will work with NDE and districts to 
ensure that the survey is implemented in a way that meets the U.S. Department of 
Education’s compliance and peer review requirements. 
 


11. Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be held each contract 
year;   


 
Panorama will facilitate and arrange a planning meeting with NDE at the beginning of 
each year. At that meeting, we will work with NDE to finalize the project timeline and 
administration model as well as reflect on the previous year’s survey administration.  
Further, at that meeting (and other subsequent meetings) we hope to share with NDE 
the best practices we have developed from running hundreds of survey programs and 
conducting research in the field – and some of the lessons we have learned from our other 
statewide projects. 
 


12. Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings; and 
 
To help ensure an effective survey program, Panorama would be happy to attend and/or 
lead workshops that provide training to Nevada’s school and district survey coordinators. 
Based on our experience with large-scale survey programs, we would propose an 
additional two levels of training in addition to the in-person trainings to ensure 
everything goes smoothly. 


1. Panorama will provide a series of live and recorded webinars for survey 
coordinators to explain the survey process and the coordinators’ role and 
responsibilities, as well as to answer any questions. 
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2. Panorama will provide a detailed, specific implementation guide for school and 
district survey coordinators. School survey coordinators will receive the guide well 
in advance of the program launch, and Panorama will also enclose a copy with 
each box of survey materials shipped to schools.  


 
13. Routine presentations related to program management and planning meetings. 


 
Panorama would be happy to present with NDE as it relates to program management or 
other planning meetings. Additionally, Panorama would be happy to provide materials or 
reports that would be helpful for NDE’s presentations. 


 
Functional and Technical Requirements 
 


14. Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides valid and reliable 
information on perceptions of student engagement, interpersonal relationships, school 
safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students; and 


 
Please find the Panorama Student Survey technical report in Appendix B, describing the 
rigorous development and validation process behind the survey’s core scales, as well the 
strong validity and reliability evidence the survey has demonstrated. This technical report 
is a subset of the documentation and research behind Panorama’s surveys. We are happy 
to provide more information upon request. 
 


15. Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all students, including those 
with a disability, access to the survey, including but not limited to printing vision-
impaired survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts and the ability to 
create Braille survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts if the survey 
is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 
 


Panorama supports providing all students with access to the survey. For students with 
disabilities that would otherwise prevent their full participation, Panorama recommends 
that Nevada provide those students with accommodations that mirror what the students 
would receive for standardized testing. The Panorama Platform is designed to meet these 
specifications and accommodate these supports.  
For example, the entire Panorama platform is compatible with screen readers and 
compliant with federal Section 508 Standards for website accessibility. In some cases, 
students with special needs may need to take the survey on paper instead of online, have a 
proctor or teacher read the questions aloud, or require a reformatted paper survey with 
larger answer bubbles. Panorama can work with NDE to make sure that those students 
with special needs receive these accommodations and that the accommodations are 
properly communicated in survey administration protocols. 
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If districts are administering surveys on paper, Panorama can provide necessary Braille 
and/or large print accommodations. 
 
 


Test Administration, Logistics, and 
Data Processing 
 


16. Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/help desk two (2) weeks prior to, 
during, and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s). 


 
Throughout survey administration, Panorama will provide a dedicated email address for 
Nevada Department of Education school staff and central office to contact us with 
questions. This help desk is well staffed by our support team for very quick response 
times (<2 hours on average). All users on the platform, including district administrators, 
principals, teachers, and other staff, will have access to technical support and assistance 
from Panorama’s support team. If desired, Panorama can also offer phone support to 
school coordinators at an additional cost, though we recommend email support for school 
coordinators to ensure that school sites receive unambiguous instructions in writing. 
In addition to our standard support channels, each district coordinator as well as the 
NDE team will have office and cell phone numbers for the Panorama client services 
directors working on this project. 
The Panorama project lead and assistant project leads will be available throughout the 
year by phone and email to work with the NDE team coordinating the project. 


17. Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools 
two (2) weeks before the testing window. 


 
For paper surveys, at least two weeks before the survey window opens, each school 
coordinator will receive a box of survey materials (or multiple boxes for large schools). 
The school materials box will include shrink-wrapped packages for each teacher, with 
survey forms for each student, plus a handful of extras for students who were not present 
in the roster data at the time of printing. Each shrink-wrapped teacher package will 
include an administration guide (developed with NDE) for teachers or proctors, and the 
box will include an additional copy of the implementation guide for school coordinators.  
Additionally, each school materials box will include a pre-paid FedEx label for shipping 
completed surveys back to Panorama.  
For online surveys, district and school survey coordinators will be emailed instructions as 
well as spreadsheets of student access codes for online survey administration at least two 
weeks prior to the opening of the survey window.  
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A survey administration across Nevada is a significant logistical operation. To that end, 
Panorama would provide two dashboards to help NDE monitor the progress of the 
survey administration. For paper surveys, the first dashboard shows the status of each 
package of outgoing surveys shipped to schools as well as the status of each incoming 
package coming back from schools. For online surveys, the second dashboard shows the 
live response rate of every individual school (including online surveys that have been 
completed and scanned paper surveys). These dashboards can be used by NDE to target 
outreach and follow-up to schools to make sure the response rate is as high as possible 
statewide.  


18. Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment 
to minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school scores 
to NDE in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines. 


 
At the planning meeting preparing for the survey administration for the upcoming year, 
Panorama plans to work with NDE to create a timeline that results in NDE getting data 
to schools, districts and NDE comfortably before the NDE data analysis deadline.  
Panorama will work to minimize turnaround time throughout this process to get data to 
each school and district as well as NDE as soon as possible. 
 
Additionally, it is important to note that Panorama’s analytics and reporting system is 
powered by a well-designed technology platform, not human analysts, to ensure reliability 
and minimize turnaround time. We will set up Panorama’s analytics and reporting tools 
to NDE’s specifications before survey administration closes so that reports are available as 
quickly as possible. 
 


19. NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a timeframe to be 
negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the 
answer documents if the assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


 
Panorama generally provides reports within 2 weeks of receiving all online or 
paper/pencil surveys. However, in no instance will electronic reports take more than 28 
days to be provided to schools. 
 


20. Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules 
consistent with existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting. 
 


Panorama will provide data export files of the survey results in XSLX, CSV, or other 
formats as requested by NDE. Additionally, we can work with NDE to provide the 
survey data in the ideal format to import the survey data to the Bighorn Portal. 
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Scoring, Data Analysis, and Reporting 
 


21. Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and 
reporting. 


 
Panorama’s Research Team has developed psychometrically valid survey items and 
psychometrically appropriate scoring techniques for data analysis and reporting. We will 
manage the psychometric scoring and analysis, providing NDE with documentation. 
 


22. Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for 
secure data transfer to and from NDE and to and from the school districts. 


 
Panorama will score all assessment and transfer necessary data to NDE and school 
districts using the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer. 
 


23. Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include the following 
(Upcoming assessment schedule; Reporting; Principal certifications; Administration 
manuals; Additional materials order; and Assessment materials pickup.) 


 
For Panorama’s statewide projects, Panorama recommends creating an online resource 
library for districts and schools to receive information about the survey program. This 
resource library will include administration protocols and manuals, timelines, security 
sheets, instructions for ordering extra materials, and guides to reports. Additionally, 
Panorama will also provide links to live response rate dashboards and FedEx pickups and 
each school’s and district’s interactive report.  
 


24. Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each contract year. 
The format and content for this technical report must meet industry standards. 


 
Panorama’s Research Team, in conjunction with the Client Services Team, will provide a 
rigorous technical report each year describing the survey process, methodology, and 
research. We are happy to provide examples of Panorama-authored technical reports 
upon request. 
 


25. Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school score 
reporting to teachers and parents in both English and Spanish. 


 
Panorama is happy to provide a guide to the online school and district reports for 
teachers, parents and the community at large in both English and Spanish. 
 


Page 35







 


 
 
 


 
 
 


Tab VII: 
 


Section 4- 
Company Background and 


References 
 


Page 36







1.1 VENDOR INFORMATION 
 


1.1.1 Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format 
below. 


 
Question Response 


Company name: Panorama Education 
Ownership (sole proprietor, 
partnership, etc.): 


Corporation 


State of incorporation: Delaware 
Date of incorporation: 4/2/2012 
# of years in business: 3 
List of top officers: Aaron Feuer, CEO 


Xan Tanner, COO 
Sarah Glover, Director of Client 
Services 
Dr. Hunter Gehlbach, Director 
of Research 
Jason Larsen, Director of 
Engineering 


Location of company headquarters: 109 Kingston St. 5th Floor 
Boston, MA 02111 


Location(s) of the company offices: Boston, MA 
Location(s) of the office that will 
provide the services described in this 
RFP: 


Boston, MA 


Number of employees locally with the 
expertise to support the requirements 
identified in this RFP: 


0 


Number of employees nationally with 
the expertise to support the 
requirements in this RFP: 


31 


Location(s) from which employees 
will be assigned for this project: 


Boston, MA 


 
1.1.2 Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation 


organized pursuant to the laws of another state must register with 
the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office as a foreign 
corporation before a contract can be executed between the State 
of Nevada and the awarded vendor, unless specifically exempted 
by NRS 80.015. 


 
Panorama is currently in the process of registering as a Nevada Business and will have 
the process completed by time of contract award should we be awarded this contract. 
 


Page 37







1.1.3 The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of 
Nevada, must be appropriately licensed by the State of Nevada, 
Secretary of State’s Office pursuant to NRS76.  Information 
regarding the Nevada Business License can be located at 
http://sos.state.nv.us.  


 
Question Response 


Nevada Business License 
Number: 


Panorama is currently in the 
process of registering as a 
Nevada Business and will have 
the process completed by the 
time of contract award should 
we be awarded this contract. 


Legal Entity Name: Panorama Education 
 


Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing 
business as? 


 
Yes ✔ No  


 
If “No”, provide explanation. 


 
1.1.4 Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing 


requirement(s).  Vendors shall be proactive in verification of 
these requirements prior to proposal submittal.  Proposals that do 
not contain the requisite licensure may be deemed non-
responsive. 


 
Panorama does not currently believe that any requirements are required for our 
potential wok with the State of Nevada.  
 


1.1.5 Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of 
Nevada agency?   


 
Yes  No ✔ 


 
If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for 
whom the work was performed.  Table can be duplicated for 
each contract being identified. 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency:  
State agency contact name:  
Dates when services were 
performed: 
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Question Response 
Type of duties performed:  
Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


 


 
1.1.6 Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an 


employee of the State of Nevada, or any of its agencies, 
departments, or divisions? 


 
Yes  No  ✔ 


 
If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render 
services, while on annual leave, compensatory time, or on their 
own time? 
 
If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an 
agency of the State of Nevada, or (b) any person who has been 
an employee of an agency of the State of Nevada within the past 
two (2) years, and if such person will be performing or producing 
the services which you will be contracted to provide under this 
contract, you must disclose the identity of each such person in 
your response to this RFP, and specify the services that each 
person will be expected to perform. 


 
1.1.7 Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, 


contract breaches, civil or criminal litigation in which the vendor 
has been alleged to be liable or held liable in a matter involving a 
contract with the State of Nevada or any other governmental 
entity.  Any pending claim or litigation occurring within the past 
six (6) years which may adversely affect the vendor’s ability to 
perform or fulfill its obligations if a contract is awarded as a 
result of this RFP must also be disclosed.  
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Does any of the above apply to your company? 
 


Yes  No ✔ 
 


If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be 
duplicated for each issue being identified. 


 
Question Response 


Date of alleged contract 
failure or breach: 


 


Parties involved:  
Description of the contract 
failure, contract breach, or 
litigation, including the 
products or services 
involved: 


 


Amount in controversy:  
Resolution or current 
status of the dispute: 


 


If the matter has resulted 
in a court case: 


Court Case Number 
  


Status of the litigation:  
 


1.1.8 Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in 
Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your 
organization currently have or will your organization be able to 
provide the insurance requirements as specified in Attachment E. 


 
Yes ✔ No  


 
Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance 
requirements must be identified on Attachment B, Technical 
Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and 
Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be 
taken into consideration as part of the evaluation process; 
however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not specify 
any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal 
submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions 
and/or assumptions during negotiations.  
 
Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the 
Certificate of Insurance identifying the coverages as specified in 
Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179. 
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1.1.9 Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to 
provide the services described in this RFP.  Limit response to no 
more than five (5) pages. 
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Company Background and History 
Panorama Education is enthusiastic about the opportunity to collaborate with the Nevada 
Department of Education on its School Climate/SEL survey program. As an 
organization, we are excited by NDE’s holistic approach and long-term commitment to 
collecting social emotional learning and climate data from stakeholders across the state of 
Nevada.  


Our focus is on gathering valid, representative data and then analyzing and presenting the 
data in a format that is engaging and encourages data-driven decision making for all 
stakeholders. We care tremendously about school improvement and believe that this data 
is an important tool that supports the growth of teachers, schools and districts. As we 
have for other states and districts, we are thrilled to combine our experienced 
implementation and research teams and innovative technology platform to measure and 
drive school change from School Climate and SEL surveys. 


ABOUT PANORAMA EDUCATION 
 
Since 2012, Panorama Education has worked closely with state departments of 
education, school districts and charter networks across the country to administer student, 
family, teacher and staff surveys. Based in Boston, Massachusetts, with over 30 full-time 
staff, Panorama offers scalable, technology-based solutions that make the survey 
administration process easier for schools while increasing the usefulness and reliability of 
the data collected. Panorama’s implementation team brings strong experience ensuring 
that each survey program is successful. 


From the outset of Panorama Education, our focus has centered on bringing the very best 
in education research to bear in our work. From 2013 to 2015 we engaged in a two-year 
pilot with a team at the Harvard Graduate School of Education to design the Panorama 
Student Survey, a customizable student survey instrument that reflects the best practices 
of survey methodology, social-emotional learning and measuring critical factors in 
student outcomes. Similarly, Panorama has been active in engaging partners in research 
projects, studies and interventions related to Social Emotional Learning in order to 
further develop and refine the best practices guiding our work.   
Powering this work is the Panorama Platform, a flexible, highly-secure, easy-to-use 
technology platform built for conducting surveys in schools. With Panorama’s 
technology, districts can administer surveys easily and naturally incorporate all the best 
practices of our research. In addition to our technology platform, we provide 
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implementation consulting, technical assistance, and training to our clients. We believe in 
the power of technology as an educational tool, and we work with schools, districts and 
networks across the country to build data literacy. 
 
In the past year at Panorama Education, we have partnered with more than 200 school 
systems spanning 6,500 schools to help them run large-scale survey and analysis 
programs. Some of our clients include the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, the Connecticut Department of Education, the Tennessee 
Department of Education, Dallas Independent School District, Prince George’s County 
Public Schools, and New Haven Public Schools 


PRIOR EXPERIENCE AND EVIDENCE OF SUCCESS 
Panorama’s wide and varied experience successfully leading large-scale survey 
administrations at the state, district and school level makes Panorama the ideal candidate 
for a project of this size and scope.  The case studies below highlight Panorama’s track 
record of successfully supporting survey programs in public education and fostering best 
practices around using technology to improve teaching and learning. 


CORE Districts (California) 
Panorama has been a key partner in the nation's largest rollout of surveys to measure 
school climate and SEL, the ambitious CORE initiative in California. CORE is a 
consortium of large California districts that received an ESEA waiver to evaluate schools 
using not just test scores but also school climate and SEL data. Because CORE needed 
valid and reliable data, as well as analysis tools that would help school and district leaders 
understand their data and take action, CORE turned to Panorama to implement surveys 
about climate and social emotional learning. 
 
 After a successful pilot in 2013-14, Panorama worked with CORE to bring the initiative 
to scale in San Francisco Unified, Fresno Unified, Santa Ana Unified, and Long Beach 
Unified in 2014-15. Panorama administered surveys to students, parents, and teachers 
across hundreds of schools, and Panorama provided school, district, and CORE leaders 
with access to Panorama analytics and reports, which include the ability to explore data 
by student subgroup. This spring, CORE's districts are looking to share this data 
through Panorama with teachers and the public as part of their efforts to improve 
school climate, safety, and SEL.  
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The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education  


For the 2013-14 and 2014-15 school years, the Massachusetts Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education selected Panorama as its partner to implement 
student and staff surveys in nine districts. Panorama’s client services team worked directly 
with each district to plan and support its survey rollout. This work included training 
districts in survey implementation strategies. The Panorama Platform supported survey 
administration and reporting and analysis. While most surveys were administered online, 
Panorama also provided paper surveys for students in grades K-2 and for special 
education students. Schools/districts self-printed these surveys and shipped them to 
Panorama for processing. 
Dallas Independent School District (Texas) 


For the 2014-15 school year, Dallas ISD selected Panorama to lead its work in student 
perception surveys under a new teacher evaluation system.  The administration of the 
Panorama Student Survey is currently under way and includes 120,000 students across 
the district taking surveys about their teachers. 


The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
 
For the second year in a row, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
(NCDPI) has piloted student perception surveys in thirteen districts. NCDPI worked 
with Panorama to implement the pilot, and the Panorama Platform powered online 
survey administration across the state. 
Prince George’s County Public Schools (Maryland) 


In 2013-14, Prince George’s County Public Schools (PGCPS) became one of the largest 
educational agencies to implement student surveys as a weighted (i.e. “high stakes”) 
component of its teacher evaluation system. For the past two years, PGCPS has selected 
Panorama to implement its survey program for more than 100,000 K-12 students. 
PGCPS requested diverse administration options (e.g. some schools online, some on 
paper), and Panorama ensured that each school’s administration preferences were 
honored. 


BACKGROUND OF KEY PROJECT PERSONNEL 
Sarah Glover, Project Lead 


Sarah is the Director of Client Services at Panorama, and brings experience working with 
districts and states across the country to support the use of data in the classroom. Prior to 
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joining Panorama in 2014, Sarah was the Executive Director of the Strategic Data 
Project (SDP) at the Harvard Graduate School of Education. At SDP, Sarah worked 
with over 30 states and districts across the country, helping district and state leadership 
use data to affect change in schools. Over the past year, Sarah has helped lead Panorama’s 
engagement with a variety of clients including the Massachusetts Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, the North Carolina Department of Public 
Instruction and the CORE districts. As Project Lead, Sarah will oversee all aspects of the 
project, manage our team, and help identify and resolve any implementation challenges. 


Dr. Brian Rainville and Elizabeth Loehr, Assistant Project Leads 
Brian and Elizabeth are Client Services Managers at Panorama. In addition to their 
experience managing survey implementation for Panorama’s clients across the country, 
both are former teachers. Elizabeth taught elementary school in Chelsea and Brookline 
Public Schools (MA) and led PD around transitioning to the Common Core. Brian was 
Teacher of the Year in Baltimore City Public Schools (MD) before being tapped to help 
create and implement one of the nation’s first peer review for promotion systems under 
Superintendent Andres Alonso. Brian has led seminars for superintendents across the 
country focused on district-union collaboration and this spring received his Doctorate in 
Education Leadership from the Harvard Graduate School of Education. As assistant 
project leads, they will work directly with Sarah Glover to support central office and 
school staff in the student survey implementation.  


Dr. Hunter Gehlbach, Research Director 


Hunter is Panorama’s Director of Research. A national expert in school survey 
methodology and social emotional learning and an Associate Professor at the Harvard 
Graduate School of Education (on leave), Hunter’s research led to the creation and 
development of the Panorama Student Survey. Before his research career, Hunter taught 
high school social studies in California and Pennsylvania. Hunter will provide support 
and advice around survey design, interventions and implementation throughout the 
project.  
Aaron Feuer, Project Advisor 


Aaron is Panorama’s CEO and advises on Panorama’s most important projects. Aaron 
brings six years of significant experience helping school districts and states design 
accountability systems, teacher and principal feedback tools, and data visualization tools, 
including with Los Angeles Unified and the Connecticut State Department of 
Education. Aaron was recently recognized by Forbes as a “30 Under 30” leader in 
education. Aaron is also a software engineer with ten years of experience developing 
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secure, large-scale technology platforms. As project advisor, Aaron will support the 
design and implementation of Panorama’s work in Nevada. 


Megan Costello, Project Advisor 
Megan is the Director of Special Projects at Panorama, and brings experience working 
with districts and states across the country to support implementation of survey 
programs. Over the past two years, Megan led Panorama’s engagement with a variety of 
clients including Dallas Independent School District, IDEA Public Schools and Teach 
for America. Before Panorama, Megan was Senior Vice President of Client Services at 
Crimson Hexagon. As Project Advisor, Megan will provide additional support to NDE 
and the districts participating in the survey program.  


Xan Tanner, Project Advisor  


Xan, Panorama’s President and co-founder, brings significant experience working with 
Panorama’s largest clients, including Prince George’s County Public Schools, Tulsa 
Public Schools, and the State of Colorado. Xan’s practice and research before Panorama 
focused on sports analytics, in particular on coaching basketball players using data and on 
creating easy-to-use visualizations for athletes. As Project Advisor, Xan will support the 
reporting and analytics work for NDE. 
Stephen Eckenrode, Managing Engineer for Platform Customization and Maintenance 


Stephen is a software engineer at Panorama, where he focuses on systems architecture 
and maintaining the availability and reliability of our online applications. Stephen will 
oversee customization specific to our work with NDE as well as overall technical 
architecture. Prior to his work in education, Stephen developed secure data products in 
health care as a Senior Developer at athenahealth. 


Michael DiScala, Assistant Managing Engineer for Technical Support 
Michael is a software engineer at Panorama, where he oversees reporting and analysis 
functionality for Panorama’s clients. Michael will be the primary point of contact for 
technical assistance and will coordinate support across Panorama’s technical team. 
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1.1.10 Length of time vendor has been providing services described in 


this RFP to the public and/or private sector.  Please provide a 
brief description. 


 
Panorama has been providing these services to school districts and states for three 
years. Panorama currently supports more than 200 school districts as clients, serving 
more than 3 million students across the country, and has become the leader in 
implementing large-scale survey programs. Panorama's staff of thirty-one brings many 
decades of combined experience in survey design, implementation, and helping 
educators use data. 
 


1.1.11 Financial information and documentation to be included in Part 
III, Confidential Financial Information of vendor’s response in 
accordance with Section 9.5, Part III – Confidential Financial 
Information.  


 
1.1.11.1 Dun and Bradstreet Number  


 
1.1.11.2 Federal Tax Identification Number 


 
1.2 SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION 


 
1.2.1 Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors? 


 
Yes  No ✔ 


 
If “Yes”, vendor must: 


 
1.2.1.1 Identify specific subcontractors and the specific 


requirements of this RFP for which each proposed 
subcontractor will perform services. 


 
1.2.1.2 If any tasks are to be completed by subcontractor(s), 


vendors must: 
 


A.  Describe the relevant contractual arrangements; 
 


B.  Describe how the work of any subcontractor(s) 
will be supervised, channels of communication 
will be maintained and compliance with contract 
terms assured; and 


 
C.  Describe your previous experience with 


subcontractor(s). 
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1.2.1.3 Vendors must describe the methodology, processes 
and tools utilized for: 


 
A.  Selecting and qualifying appropriate 


subcontractors for the project/contract; 
 


B.  Ensuring subcontractor compliance with the 
overall performance objectives for the project;  


 
C.  Ensuring that subcontractor deliverables meet 


the quality objectives of the project/contract; 
and 


 
D.  Providing proof of payment to any 


subcontractor(s) used for this project/contract, if 
requested by the State.  Proposal should include 
a plan by which, at the State’s request, the State 
will be notified of such payments. 


 
1.2.1.4 Provide the same information for any proposed 


subcontractors as requested in Section 4.1, Vendor 
Information. 


 
1.2.1.5 Business references as specified in Section 4.3, 


Business References must be provided for any 
proposed subcontractors. 


 
1.2.1.6 Vendor shall not allow any subcontractor to 


commence work until all insurance required of the 
subcontractor is provided to the vendor. 


 
1.2.1.7 Vendor must notify the using agency of the 


intended use of any subcontractors not identified 
within their original proposal and provide the 
information originally requested in the RFP in 
Section 4.2, Subcontractor Information.  The 
vendor must receive agency approval prior to 
subcontractor commencing work. 


 
1.3 BUSINESS REFERENCES 


 
1.3.1 Vendors should provide a maximum of three (3) business 


references from similar projects performed for private, state 
and/or large local government clients within the last three (3) 
years. 
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1.3.2 Vendors must provide the following information for every 
business reference provided by the vendor and/or subcontractor: 


 
The “Company Name” must be the name of the proposing 
vendor or the vendor’s proposed subcontractor.   


 
Reference #: 1 
Company 
Name: Panorama Education 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


✔ VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project 
Name: 


CORE Initiative 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Noah Bookman 
Street Address: 1107 9th Street, Suite 500,  
City, State, Zip: Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone, including area code: (818) 661-8414 
Email address: noah@caedpartners.org 


 
Project Information 


Brief description of the 
project/contract and 
description of services 
performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


After a successful pilot in 2013-
14, Panorama worked 
with CORE to bring the 
initiative to scale in San 
Francisco Unified, Fresno 
Unified, Santa Ana Unified, and 
Long Beach Unified in 2014-15. 
Panorama administered surveys 
to students, parents, and teachers 
across hundreds of schools, and 
Panorama provided school, 
district, and CORE leaders with 
access to Panorama analytics and 
reports, which include the ability 
to explore data by student 
subgroup. This spring, CORE's 
districts are looking to share this 
data through Panorama with 
teachers and the public as part of 
their efforts to improve 
school climate, safety, and SEL.  
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Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


12/20/2014 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


06/30/2015 


Original Project/Contract 
Value: 


$250,000 


Final Project/Contract Date: 06/30/2015 
Was project/contract 
completed in time originally 
allotted, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract 
completed within or under the 
original budget/ cost proposal, 
and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
 


Reference #: 2 
Company 
Name: Panorama Education 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


✔ VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project 
Name: 


Dallas Independent School District 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Anduamlak Meharie, Ph.D. 
Street Address: 3700 Ross Ave. 
City, State, Zip: Dallas, TX 75204 
Phone, including area code: 972-925-6432 
Email address: ameharie@dallasisd.org 
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Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and 
description of services 
performed, including technical 
environment (i.e., software 
applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


For the 2014-15 school year, 
Dallas ISD selected Panorama 
to lead its work in student 
perception surveys under a new 
teacher evaluation system.  The 
administration of the Panorama 
Student Survey is currently 
under way and includes 120,000 
students across the district 
taking surveys about their 
teachers. 


Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


1/30/2015 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


06/30/2015 


Original Project/Contract 
Value: 


$374,494.00 


Final Project/Contract Date: 06/30/2015 
Was project/contract 
completed in time originally 
allotted, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract 
completed within or under the 
original budget/ cost proposal, 
and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
Reference #: 3 
Company 
Name: Panorama Education 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


✔ VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project 
Name: 


New Haven Public Schools 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Carolyn Ross-Lee 
Street Address: 54 Meadow Street 
City, State, Zip: New Haven, CT 06519 
Phone, including area code: (203) 691-2096 
Email address: Carolyn.ross-lee@new-


haven.k12.ct.us 
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Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and 
description of services 
performed, including technical 
environment (i.e., software 
applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


New Haven (Connecticut) 
switched to Panorama from a 
previous vendor to run its 
student, parent, teacher, and 
staff survey program. Panorama 
administered school climate 
surveys online and on paper, 
with an increased response rate 
from the previous year. 
Panorama provides NHPS staff 
and the community with an 
interactive online reporting web 
site where anyone can easily 
explore the data. Panorama is 
currently in its third year of 
survey administration for New 
Haven. 


Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


2/13/2015 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


06/30/2015 


Original Project/Contract 
Value: 


$60,000 


Final Project/Contract Date: 06/30/2015 
Was project/contract 
completed in time originally 
allotted, and if not, why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract 
completed within or under the 
original budget/ cost proposal, 
and if not, why not? 


Yes 


 
 


1.3.3 Vendors must also submit Attachment F, Reference 
Questionnaire to the business references that are identified in 
Section 4.3.2.   


 
1.3.4 The company identified as the business references must submit 


the Reference Questionnaire directly to the Purchasing Division.  
 


1.3.5 It is the vendor’s responsibility to ensure that completed forms 
are received by the Purchasing Division on or before the deadline 
as specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline for inclusion in the 
evaluation process.  Reference Questionnaires not received, or 
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not complete, may adversely affect the vendor’s score in the 
evaluation process.   


 
1.3.6 The State reserves the right to contact and verify any and all 


references listed regarding the quality and degree of satisfaction 
for such performance. 


 
1.4 VENDOR STAFF RESUMES  


 
A resume must be completed for each proposed key personnel responsible 
for performance under any contract resulting from this RFP per 
Attachment G, Proposed Staff Resume. 
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Tab VIII: 
 


Attachment G- 
Proposed Staff Resumes 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Sarah Glover Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Director of Client Services 
# of Years in Classification: 1 # of Years with Firm: 1 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Sarah Glover is the Director of Client Services at Panorama, and brings experience working with districts and states 
across the country to support the use of data in the classroom. Prior to joining Panorama in 2014, Sarah was the 
Executive Director of the Strategic Data Project (SDP) at the Harvard Graduate School of Education.  At SDP, 
Sarah worked with over 30 states and districts across the country, helping district and state leadership use data to 
effect change in schools.  Over the past year, Sarah has helped lead Panorama’s engagement with a variety of clients 
including the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, the North Carolina 
Department of Public Instruction and the CORE districts.  
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Director of Client Services, Panorama Education  2014 – present 


• Lead the Client Services Team at Panorama Education 
• Manage strategic partnerships with Panorama clients 
• Work with the CEO, engineering and product teams to set company strategy 


 
Executive Director, Strategic Partnerships, Harvard Graduate School of Education  2013 - 2014   
  


• Developed, executed partnership strategy for HGSE 
• Fulfilled outreach on behalf of the dean for people and organizations who wish to work with HGSE  
• Worked with faculty to develop projects and partnerships to promulgate their work 
• Developed information management systems for tracking faculty and doctoral work in the field 


 
Executive Director, Strategic Data Project (SDP), Harvard Graduate School of Education  2010-2013  
  


• Managed 22-person team to deliver high quality analysis to agency partners and provide support to 110+ SDP 
Fellows in 37 agencies 


• Grew project from six agency partnerships to 37  
• Worked with school district leadership teams to plan and manage the SDP engagement in their agencies 
• Delivered analytic findings to district leadership, including human capital analyses 
• Contributed to development of Strategic Performance Indicators for human capital and college-going trends 
• Secured second round of funding ($8.2M from BMGF) 
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• Generated $1.3M in Fellowship enrollment fee revenue 
• Managed $4M annual budget 


 
Founder, Principal, Glover Consulting Group 2005-2010         


• Researched, analyzed education policy issues for non-profits, education consulting firms, school districts, 
and foundations 


• Designed, facilitated strategic planning retreats for boards of directors and school board trustees 
• Wrote case studies and curriculum for school board and district leadership development 
• Partial client list includes:  Education First Consulting, The Broad Foundation, Denver Public Schools, 


Gwinnett County Public Schools, and the Center for Reform of School Systems 
 
Education Policy Analyst, Speaker of the House, Texas Legislature  2004-2005  


• Worked with committee chairman and other elected representatives to craft legislation 
• Developed state education policy proposals for legislative consideration 
• Created communications materials to support legislative proposals 
• Analyzed, compared legislative proposals 


 
Director, Programs and Operations, Center for Reform of School Systems  2003-2004 (Project Manager, 2001-2003)  


• Oversaw programs and operations of non-profit with $1.5 million in annual revenue 
• Managed seven-person staff 
• Designed and delivered training to school boards of large, urban districts in Texas and nationally 
• Managed relationships with key funders and partners 
• Developed program proposals 
Project Manager, 9/01 – 6/03 
• Managed four-day, annual institute for newly elected school board members in Texas 
• Developed case-study based curriculum and adapted overall institute design 
• Synthesized research and history of school reform issues for institute participants   


 
Director, Education Business Development,  SchoolPeople 2000-2001       


• Initiated and managed strategic partnerships (including Dell Computers) 
• Designed product launch for clients, including statewide launch in Michigan 
• Wrote preliminary business plan, marketing strategy  


 
Senior Project Coordinator, Education Commission of the States  1994-1997                                   


• Coordinated $6.5 million, five-year project and work of 12-person team   
• Promoted adoption of whole school reform in urban school districts 
• Directed quarterly progress and financial reporting to Annenberg Foundation 
• Managed relationship with project partner, New American Schools 
• Designed and facilitated workshops, meetings, retreats (internal and external)  


 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
The University of Texas at Austin  Master of Business Administration and Master of Public Affairs 
Tufts University Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, cum laude 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 
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and email address.   


 
Tom Kane  
Professor 
Harvard Graduate School of Education,  
 tom_kane@gse.harvard.edu 
671-496-4359 
 
Mike Hanson 
Superintendent 
Fresno Unified School District 
671-496-4359 
(559) 457-3884 
 
Don McAdams 
Founder 
Center for Reform of School Systems 
 Mcadams@crss.org 
(713) 569-1810 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Hunter Gehlbach Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Director of Research 
# of Years in Classification: 1 # of Years with Firm: 1 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
After graduating with a B.A. from Swarthmore College in psychology and education, Hunter taught high 
school social studies before completing an M.Ed. in school counseling from the University of 
Massachusetts-Amherst and a Ph.D. in educational psychology from Stanford University. Hunter has 
been an assistant, and then associate, professor at Harvard for the past nine years.  Although for the 2014-
2015 academic year, Hunter has been on leave from Harvard to work at Panorama Education. 
 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Director of Research, Panorama Education | 2014 – present 
Committee Member, Harvard Faculty of Arts and Sciences Survey Advisory Group | 2012 – present 
Committee Member, Awards and Membership Committees, American Psych. Association (Div. 15): Early 
Career Educational Psychology Research | 2011 – present; 2012 – present 
Editorial Board Member, Educational Psychology Review | 2013 – present 
Editorial Board Member, Educational Psychology | 2012 – present 
 
Harvard University | 2006 – present 
Associate Professor of Education | 2012 – present (on leave of absence)  
Assistant Professor of Education | 2006 – 2012 
Affiliate of the Program on Survey Research Faculty advisor for the Strategic Data Project 
Courses: 


• EDUC S015: Questionnaire Design (M.A. & Ed.D. students) 
• EDUC S460: Integrating Perspectives on Education (Ed.D. students)  
• EDUC T213: Social Studies Methods (pre-service teachers) 
• EDUC T405: Social Dimensions of Teaching & Learning (M.A. & Ed.D. students) 


 
Postdoctoral Fellow, Teachers for a New Era Project, University of Connecticut | 2005 – 2006 
 
Visiting Assistant Professor, Wellesley College | 2005 
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Courses: 
• EDUC 219: Social Dimensions of the Classroom (undergraduates) 


 
Director, Social Sciences in Education M.A. program, Stanford University | 2004 – 2005 
Courses: 


• EDUC 401A: Mini Courses in Methodology-SPSS (M.A. and Ph.D. students)  
• EDUC 211: Seminar in Social Sciences in Education (M.A. students) 
• EDUC 191X: Survey Design (M.A. and Ph.D. students) 


 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Stanford University | Doctor of Philosophy, Psychological Studies in Education, and Master of Arts, 
Social Psychology 
University of Massachusetts | Masters of Education, School Counseling, and Certificate of Advanced 
Graduate Study, School Psychology  
Swarthmore College | Bachelor of Arts, Psychology, and Bachelor of Arts, Education  
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 
and email address.   


Dr. Kathleen McCartney 
Smith College 
(413) 585-2100 
kmccartney@smith.edu 


Dr. Catherine Snow 
Harvard University 
(617) 495-3563 
snowcat249@gmail.com 


Dr. Scott W. Brown 
University of Connecticut 
(860) 486-0181 
scott.brown@uconn.edu 


Dr. Eamonn K. Callan 
Stanford University 
(650) 723-8317  
ecallan@stanford.edu 
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Dr. Denis Phillips 
Stanford University 
d.c.phillips@gmail.com 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Brian Rainville Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Educator Engagement Director 
# of Years in Classification: 1 # of Years with Firm: 1 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
A teacher for six years, Brian taught kindergarten, first and third grades and served as a Teacher Leader 
and Curriculum Writer before being named Baltimore City Schools’ Teacher of the Year for 2010. After 
his final year in the classroom, Brian worked jointly for Baltimore City Schools and the Baltimore 
Teachers Union helping to structure and implement the city’s innovative 2010 teacher contract, which 
included creating one of the nation’s first peer review for promotion systems. Brian is currently working 
on Client Services and Educator Engagement for Panorama Education, and pursuing his doctorate in 
the Doctor of Education Leadership program at the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Educator Engagement and Client Services, Panorama Education | 2014 – present  


• Manage client projects from pre-kick off through wrap up 
• Collaborate with outreach and product teams to tailor services to educators  
• Assist clients in establishing stakeholder buy-in before, during and after survey administrations 


 
Graduate Fellow and Independent Consultant, Year Up, Office of Strategic Program Pilots | 2013 – 2014 


• Evaluate existing instructional materials and practices across pilot sites to surface and codify best 
practices and effective materials 


• Engage and facilitate national network of stakeholders to contribute to and pilot Year Up’s first 
national curriculum 


• Coordinate accreditation requirements from multiple 2- and 4-year colleges to assure final 
curriculum generates college credits for Year Up students 


• Built and facilitated peer feedback structure that provided colleagues with accountability and 
support via critical and timely feedback regarding their pursuit of leadership goals 


• Initiated and managed instructional partnership between Year Up Philadelphia and Peirce College, 
resulting in Year Up instruction gaining full accreditation 


• Provided operational support and consultation for recruitment, curriculum, admissions, and 
outreach to pilot sites in Baltimore, Miami and Philadelphia  


 
 


Page 61







Revised:  09-25-13 Resume Form Page 2 of 3 


Joint Governing Panel Associate, Baltimore City Public Schools, Office of the Chief of Staff  | 2011 –
2012 


• Structured and executed groundbreaking teacher contract covering over 7,000 teachers and related 
service providers that: 


o Established peer review for promotion 
o Abolished annual step increases based upon years of services 
o Created sustainable career pathways for teachers 


• Collaborated closely with stakeholders including educators, senior district and union officers, 
Offices of Human Capital, Teacher Effectiveness, and Teacher Support to align operations and 
contract support 


• Cultivated compromise between district and union executive leadership teams that facilitated 
efficient and effective realization of shared contractual obligations  


• Determined and implemented strategic policies, workflows and timelines for new teacher 
compensation and promotion frameworks 


• Developed criteria and rubrics to assess teaching and compensation-bearing professional 
development 


 
Elementary School Teacher, Baltimore City Public Schools | 2005 – 2011 
Third Grade | 2008 – 2011 


• Conducted daily analysis of assessments to deliver data-driven and differentiated instruction, 
resulting in 90% of students scoring proficient or advanced on mathematics and language arts 
sections of Maryland School Assessment 


• Voluntarily transferred to turnaround school and applied culture-centered strategy, producing an 
increase from eight year average of 51% to 92% pass rate on 2011 mathematics Maryland School 
Assessment 


First Grade |2006 – 2008 
• Evaluated student data to create standards-based lesson plans and implemented differentiated 


instruction, resulting in 100% of full-year students achieving passing criteria on Stanford 10 
• Mentored two Baltimore City Teaching Residency interns and one Johns Hopkins University 


intern 
Kindergarten | 2005 –2006 


• Coordinated resources and support to ensure quality instruction resulting in 95% of students 
meeting passing criteria on both DIBELS and city-wide assessments 
 


Teacher Leader, Baltimore City Public Schools, Office of Teaching and Learning | 2009 –2011 
• Selected to serve as district-sponsored model classroom teacher, demonstrating instructional and 


management best practices to visiting teachers and administrators 
• Fostered teacher development through informal classroom observations, coaching, and co-


planning of instructional lessons 
• Organized, planned, and coordinated district-wide professional learning communities for 


mathematics and language arts teachers 
 
Mathematics Core Team Member, Baltimore City Public Schools, Office of Teaching and Learning | 2008 
– 2009 


• Collaborated with team of teachers to develop, write, and edit comprehensive first grade 
mathematics curriculum for district-wide implementation, which spurred Baltimore’s first grade 
Stanford 10 mathematics scores to rise from 55% to 67% in first two years of adoption  


• Surveyed teacher instructional needs to design and facilitate monthly professional development 
seminars for teachers in mathematics instruction 
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EDUCATION 


Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  
degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 
Harvard Graduate School of Education | Doctoral Candidate, Education Leadership 
Johns Hopkins University – School of Education | Master of Arts, Teaching 
University of Arizona | Bachelor of Science, Business Administration 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received. 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Insert here a minimum of three (3) references with the above information. 
 
Name Title Organization Phone Email 


Dr. Martin 
R. West 


Associate 
Professor of 
Education 


Harvard Graduate 
School of 
Education 


617.496.4803   martin_west@gse.harvard.edu  


Dr. Andres 
Alonso 


Professor of 
Practice 


Harvard Graduate 
School of 
Education 


617.496.5917   andres_alonso@gse.harvard.edu  


Dorian 
Burton 


Program 
Officer 


William R. Kenan, 
Jr. Charitable Trust 215.901.1979   dob133@mail.harvard.edu 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Elizabeth Loehr Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) Yes 


Individual’s Title: Client Services Manager 
# of Years in Classification: 1 # of Years with Firm: 1 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Elizabeth Loehr is a Client Services Manager at Panorama Education working with our largest clients.  Prior to 
thatElizabeth Loehr taught second and third grade in Chelsea, Massachusetts, an urban district just outside of 
Boston. During her five years there she served on the school’s School Improvement Team and Instructional 
Leadership Team and helped develop and run school based professional development. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Client Services Manager, Panorama Education | 2014 – present 


• Manage client projects from pre-kick off through wrap up 
• Assist clients in establishing stakeholder buy-in before, during and after survey administrations 
• Collaborate with outreach team to define client offerings 


 
Elementary School Teacher, Chelsea Public Schools | 2009 – 2014 


• Increased student reading growth by an average of 1.6 years in the 2013-14 school year as 
measured by the DRA-2  


• Use DRA-2 to differentiate instruction, create reading groups, and track reading growth 
• Use The Achievement Network data and resources to design UbD units and differentiate 


instruction 
• Supervised and mentored 4 pre-practicum and 3 practicum students from Boston University’s 


School of Education  
• Build relationships with parents and strengthen involvement in school through monthly 


newsletters, regular phone calls, parent meetings, Open House, a Summer Reading Picnic, and 
95% parent attendance at conferences over the past two years  


• Led grade team Professional Learning Community (PLC) meetings 
• Designed and facilitated professional development sessions for members of faculty; topics include- 


Using Reading Data to Inform Instruction; Structuring the Literacy Block; the Kelly School 
Instructional Model; and Text Dependent Questions  


• Member of Instructional Leadership Team, School Improvement Team, Objectives Committee, 
Internal Review Committee, and Hiring Team 
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• Designed school-wide instructional model and literacy specific instructional model as a member of 
the School Improvement Team  


• Wrote ELA Year Long Plan for Grade 2 and Grade 3 based on Common Core Standards 
• Designed Grade 2 math curriculum in conjunction with the Common Core Standards 


 
Pre-Kindergarten Assistant Teacher, Brookline Early Education Program | 2003 – 2008 


• Summer assistant teacher responsible for design and implementation of thematic units 
• Provided supports to students with Pervasive Development Disorder  


 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Boston University – School of Education | Bachelor of Science, Elementary Education, magna cum laude 
and Bachelor of Arts, Psychology, magna cum laude     
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
Trained in: Open Circle (a social-emotional learning program), Keys to Literacy, Playworks (designed to 
support social-emotional learning during play and recess)  
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Dr. Matthew Strom 
Executive Director of Research and Assessment 
Chandler Unified School District 
(480) 812-7018 
 strom.matt@cusd80.com 
 
Debbie Compton 
Data Manager/Computer System Support 
Estes Park School District R-3 
(970) 586-2361 ext 3014 
debbie_compton@psdr3.k12.co.us 
 
Maggie Sanchez  
Assistant Principal  
Kelly School 
617-466-5350  
 sanchezm@chelseaschools.com 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Aaron Feuer Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) No 


Individual’s Title: Chief Executive Officer 
# of Years in Classification: 3 # of Years with Firm: 3 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Aaron is Panorama’s CEO and co-founder. Aaron brings six years of significant experience helping 
school districts and states design accountability systems, teacher and principal feedback tools, and data 
visualization tools, including with Los Angeles Unified and the Connecticut State Department of 
Education. Aaron was recently recognized by Forbes as a “30 Under 30” leader in education. Aaron is also 
a software engineer with ten years of experience developing secure, large-scale technology platforms. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
CEO and Co-Founder, Panorama Education | 2010 – present 


• Lead company helping K-12 schools survey their students, parents, and staff 
• Develop Panorama’s technology platform and ensure data security 
• Provide outreach, training and implementation support for prospects and clients 


 
Technology Consultant / Web Developer | 2002 – 2011 


• Provided digital services, including social media consulting, programming, and web design 
• Clients included National Public Radio (NPR) and Warner Bros. Records 
• Developed software products downloaded by more than 600,000 users in 150 countries and 


mentioned in The Chicago Tribune, Newsfactor, PC Magazine, and PCWorld 
 
Group Leader and Teacher, Community Health Educators | 2009 – 2012 


• Lead volunteers who teach health and life skills classes to New Haven public school students. 
 
Staff Trainer and Consultant, California Association of Student Councils (CASC) | 2006 – 2011 


• Led trainings sessions for 6,000 students and educators from more than 100 schools at 20 one-day 
programs and 10 five-day programs 


• Consulted with school leaders on using student surveys as a teacher feedback tool; led workshops 
 
State President, CASC | 2008 – 2009 


• Elected to lead non-profit organization with $650,000 budget that represents CA’s K-12 students  
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• Oversaw sixty leadership training programs and led board of twenty-five students 
• Coauthored state education legislation and collaborated with government leaders 
• Added 17 new programs involving 1500 more students and teachers than previous year 


 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
Yale University | Bachelor of Arts, magna cum laude, Political Science  
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Carolyn Ross-Lee 
Department of Research, Assessment, Student Information 
New Haven Public Schools 
203-691-2096 
carolyn.ross-lee@new-haven.k12.ct.us 
 
Anduamlak Meharie, Ph.D.  
Chair, Dallas ISD Research Review Board & Evaluation Specialist  
Evaluation and Assessment 
Dallas Independent School District 
972-925-6432 
ameharie@dallasisd.org 
 
Noah Bookman 
Chief Accountability Officer 
CORE (a consortium of districts including San Francisco, Fresno, Long Beach, and Santa Ana) 
(818) 661-8414 
noah@caedpartners.org 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Megan Costello Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) No 


Individual’s Title: Director of Special Projects 
# of Years in Classification: 2 # of Years with Firm: 2 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Megan is the Director of Special Projects at Panorama, and brings experience working with districts and 
states across the country to support implementation of survey programs. Over the past two years, Megan 
led Panorama’s engagement with a variety of clients including Dallas Independent School District, IDEA 
Public Schools and Teach for America. Before Panorama, Megan was Senior Vice President of Client 
Services at Crimson Hexagon.  
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
Director of Special Projects, Panorama Education | 2013 – present 


• Define and implement systems and processes required to scale and enhance the client experience 
• Manage client projects from pre-kick off through wrap up 
• Collaborate with outreach team to define client offerings 


 
Finance Director, John Barros for Mayor | 2013 
 
SVP Global Customer Experience, Crimson Hexagon | 2008 – 2013 


• Responsible for client retention and customer-focused product development 
• Managed $8 million in renewal business across over 100 clients, with enterprise business retention 


rates in excess of 85% 
• Built client services team from 3 to 18 people over 12 months 
• Led global rollout of technology platform with Fortune 5 company, across 20 offices and 7 


languages; retained 90% of business after first year 
• Oversaw development, testing and deployment of patent-pending “next generation” text analytics 


algorithm that boosted system performance and usability by more than 33% 
• Presented results of pilot study with UN Global Pulse to Office of Secretary General 
• Held various roles with company; promoted to VP in 2011 and SVP in 2012 


 
Special Projects Coordinator, CodeRyte | 2005 – 2006 


• First employee in an explicit product / marketing / client communications role 
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• Developed data collection and analysis strategy for client ROI assessments 
 
Radio Outreach, Democratic National Committee | 2004 
 
Director of International Programs, Advanse International | 2001 – 2004 


• Managed 2 strategic international accounts, representing more than 30% of firm revenue 
• Re-designed and managed re-launch of training program on innovation and global businesses; 


Enrollment and related revenues doubled over 18 months 
• Held various roles with company; promoted to Director in Spring 2003 


 
Assistant Language Teacher, JET Program | 2000 – 2001 


• Taught English to 220+ elementary and junior high school students 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
 
The University of Oxford | Master of Business Administration 
The Johns Hopkins University – School of Advanced International Studies | Master of Arts, magna cum 
laude 
Wheaton College (Illinois) | Bachelor of Arts, Political Science and Spanish, cum laude 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
REFERENCES 


A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 
and email address.   


 
Perry Hewitt 
Chief Digital Officer 
Harvard University 
617 495 1585 
perry_ hewitt@harvard.edu 
Scott Centurino 
EVP, Consumer Dynamics 
Milward Brown Digital 
617-933-5600 
Melyssa Plunkett-Gomez 
VP, Sales 
Allego 
 melyssa@allego.com 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: Panorama Education 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 
Contractor: ✔ Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Xan Tanner Key Personnel: 
(Yes/No) No 


Individual’s Title: Co-Founder, President 
# of Years in Classification: 3 # of Years with Firm: 3 
 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Xan Tanner is Panorama Education’s President and co-founder, and brings significant experience 
working with Panorama’s largest clients, including Prince George’s County Public Schools, Tulsa Public 
Schools, and the Tennessee Department of Education. Xan’s practice and research before Panorama 
focused on sports analytics, in particular on coaching basketball players using data and on creating easy-
to-use visualizations for athletes. Xan was recently name to Forbes annual list of “30 under 30 in 
Education” 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 
 
President and Co-Founder, Panorama Education | 2012 – present 


• Manage client relationships and operations across Panorama’s clients, with emphasis on statistical 
validation 


• Design graphs and layouts for student, parent and teacher reports 
• Analysis of individual data sets on school and district wide level for custom client reports and 


research and development purposes 
 
Head of Analytics / Assistant Coach, Yale Basketball | 2010 – 2012 


• Ran all statistical analysis for the men’s basketball team 
• Charted and analyzed all 170 Ivy League games for the Head Coach 
• Made scouting reports and recommendations for coaches and players 
• Consulted with coaches during games on in-game decisions 


 
Data Consultant, Yale College | 2011 


• Helped Dean’s Office consolidate attendance records for series of orientation sessions 
• Built programs and infrastructure to keep track of attendance of orientation in the future 


 
EDUCATION 


Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  
degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 
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Yale University | Bachelor of Arts, with distinction, Religious Studies 
 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   
 
Rich Harrison 
Chief Academic Officer 
Uplift Education 
rharrison@uplifteducation.org 
469-261-0002 
 
J. Patrick Mount 
Enterprise Applications Manager, District Technology Services 
St. Vrain Valley School District 
mount_james@svvsd.org 
303.702.7761 
 
Stephen Hoch 
Data Fellow 
Tulsa Public Schools 
hochst@tulsaschools.org  
(918) 746-6359 
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PANORAMA STUDENT SURVEY


COMPLE TE  USER  GU IDE


PANORAMA EDUCATION 


Dr. Hunter Gehlbach, Director of Research 


Associate Professor, Harvard Graduate School of Education
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Overview 
Research into teaching effectiveness indicates that student voices play a powerful role in helping schools and 


districts learn how to improve teaching. Several years ago, the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) 


Project, an initiative born of Tom Kane’s research into how to quantify teaching metrics, was established to 


“build and test measures of effective teaching.”  These teaching metrics were intended help schools and 


districts find great teachers in their communities and encourage teacher growth and development. Because 


teaching is a complex endeavor, and no single measure is overwhelmingly correlated with better student 


outcomes, the MET Project has identified multiple measures that are high-impact and can help provide 


teachers with a roadmap to improve.  


A small number of survey tools existed before the MET Project released its first major set of findings. Yet no 


survey provided administrators and educators with an easy-to-use, platform-supported and highly 


customizable set of questions that would allow them to engage their students and give them actionable 


feedback about the issues that matter most to them.  


The Panorama Student Survey, launched in the fall of 2014, addresses these issues. Born of a first-of-its-kind 


collaboration between Panorama Education and the Harvard Graduate School of Education, the Panorama 


Student Survey is a set of survey scales that measure student perceptions of teaching and learning, as well as 


perceptions of school climate and their own strengths and weaknesses. Each scale has a substantial and 


growing body of evidence of its validity in specific contexts and uses. We believe that students have an 


essential role to play in evaluating teaching effectiveness: this feedback instrument provides teachers and 


principals with valuable data about how students see their classes and how to facilitate improvement.  


The Panorama Student Survey is grounded in the most advanced survey methodology and practice, and is 


available as a free and open-source resource for educators across the world. We have designed the survey as a 


series of scales, or group of questions related to a single construct. This design feature enables educators to 


customize the survey by selecting the constructs they value most without compromising the integrity of the 


survey. As described on the following pages, we have rigorously developed and evaluated this survey, and our 


teams are committed to continuing to refine the survey for years to come. We hope you find this tool 


valuable for your classroom, your school, your district, or your network. 


If you have any questions or suggestions, please don’t hesitate to contact us at 


survey_team@panoramaed.com. We welcome your feedback.   


ABOUT THE SURVEY
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Who Should Use the Survey? 


The Panorama Student Survey gathers feedback from students about their experience in the classroom and at 


school in general. The survey is intended to be used by schools, districts, and networks who want to gather 


student perception data about teaching and learning. However, it can also be administered by classroom 


teachers, school and district administrators and department heads, both at the classroom and school level. 


Questions are designed for two separate groups: students in grades 3-5 and students in grades 6-12. All of 


the questions were created to be broadly applicable: they are not specific to particular regions or school types.   


Survey Research & Development 


The survey was developed under the leadership of Dr. Hunter Gehlbach, Associate Professor at the Harvard 


Graduate School of Education and Director of Research at Panorama Education, a leading survey 


methodologist and education researcher, and a former high school social studies teacher. Dr. Gehlbach and 


his team followed a rigorous survey development process that involved literature reviews, feedback from 


experts around the country, cognitive interviews with students, and multiple rounds of piloting and 


refinement.  


The Panorama Student Survey looks different than many school surveys because Dr. Gehlbach and his team 


developed the instrument in line with today’s best practices for survey design. These major differences 


include: 


• Wording survey items as questions rather than statements 


• Eliminating “agree-disagree” response options and reinforcing the underlying topic in response 


options  


• Asking about one idea at a time rather than using double-barreled items (e.g., “How happy and 


engaged are you?”) 


• Using at least five verbally-labeled response options 


• Avoiding too few response options and numeric or no labels in response options 


• Phrasing questions with positive language rather than using reverse-scored or negative language, 


which students tend to have trouble understanding 


Each of these differences substantially minimizes measurement error. For an explanation of more of the 


survey design best practices that went into the making of the Panorama Student Survey, please visit 


www.panoramaed.com/checklist 
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Validation Process 


“Validating” surveys is an ongoing process, which means that there is no such thing as a fully “validated” 


survey. Rather, as more studies and pilot tests are conducted, the data provide more clarity regarding whether 


the survey scales measure what they are supposed to for different purposes and populations.  


We have accumulated evidence of the Panorama Student Survey’s validity through two major pilot tests in 


different parts of the United States and in distinct types of schools with diverse populations. These pilot tests 


confirmed that the survey has a high degree of reliability, structural validity and convergent/discriminant 


validity. In other words, the survey scales met specific statistical requirements. We are still actively collecting 


large quantities of data from diverse school communities to support this ongoing process of validation.  


As we continue to gather more data from schools around the country and the world, we are committed to 


improving the Panorama Student Survey and identifying additional contexts and populations for which the 


survey might be appropriate. To read the full Validity Brief about the Panorama Student Survey, please visit 


www.panoramaed.com/files/student-survey-validity-brief 


Using the Survey 


To meet the unique needs of your specific context,  we encourage you to customize the survey by selecting 


the scales that you feel matter most to your community. Before administering the survey, we encourage you 


to have a conversation with your teachers about the value of collecting student feedback and your students 


about the value of this survey as a way for them to communicate directly with you about how their 


experiences could be better. Some teachers have bolstered response rates from their students by telling their 


students that this survey is like a progress report for teachers: an opportunity to give feedback about their 


work thus far and how to improve.  


We believe that all educators deserve the best tools available, which means that we are committed to keeping 


the Panorama Student Survey free and open-source. The survey is “free” in that we invite educators 


everywhere to use the survey at no cost. We only ask that you identify the survey as the “Panorama Student 


Survey”  so that others may find it as well. We hope that you will share your feedback with our research team 


(survey_team@panoramaed.com) so we can consider them in future versions of the survey.
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The following scales measure student perceptions of teaching and learning in a particular class. (Surveys 


containing these scales may also be administered at the school level for an overall view of teaching and 


learning.) 


Pedagogical Effectiveness 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of a teacher’s instructional methods and delivery of content. 


Example Question: How clearly does this teacher present the information that you need to learn? 


Classroom Environment 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of the overall classroom climate including the classroom’s physical, 


social and psychological environment.  


Example Question: How often do students behave well in this class? 


Expectations and Rigor 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of the extent to which their teacher holds them to high 


expectations around their effort, understanding, persistence, and performance in their class. 


Example Question: How much does this teacher encourage you to do your best? 


Student Engagement 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of their attention to and investment in what goes on in the 


classroom.  


Example Question: In this class, how much do you participate? 


Supportive Relationships 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of a teacher’s care and support for their personal development and 


well-being beyond the classroom. 


Example Question: How interested is this teacher in what you do outside of class? 


Sense of Belonging 


This scale measures the extent to which students feel that they are valued members of their school’s 


community. 


Example Question: How connected do you feel to the adults at your school?


WHAT IT MEASURES
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Interest in Subject 


This scale measures how interesting, important, and useful a student considers a specific subject. 


Example Question:  How often do you use ideas from [SUBJECT] class in your  daily life? 


Grit 


This scale measures a student's ability to persevere through setbacks to achieve important long-term goals. 


Example Question: If you fail to reach an important goal, how likely are you to try again? 


Learning Strategies 


This scale measures the extent to which students deliberately use strategies to actively manage their own 


learning process. 


Example Question: Before you start working on your schoolwork, how often do you think about the best way to 


approach the work? 


Mindset 


This scale measures the extent to which students believe that they have the potential to change those factors 


that are central to their performance in a specific class. 


Example Question: In this class, how possible is it for you to change putting forth a lot of effort? 


School Safety 


This scale measures students' perceptions of their physical and psychological safety while at school. 


Example Question: How likely is it that someone from your school will bully you online?  


School Belonging 


Students' sense of School Belonging  is the extent to which they feel that they are valued members of their 


school community. 


Example Question: How connected do you feel to the adults at your school? 


Emotion Regulation 


Students' ability to react with composure in situations that typically produce negative emotions. 


Example Question: When you are feeling pressured, how easily can you stay in control? 


6
Page 79







Classroom Effort 


How much effort students exert in key behaviors that correspond to successful learning and course 


performance. 


Example Question: How much effort do you put into your homework for this class? 


Social-Perspective Taking Effort 


The extent to which students put forth effort in trying to discern their teachers' thoughts, feelings, 


motivations, and perception of the situation. 


Example Question: How hard do you try to understand <teacher's name>'s point of view? 


Teacher-Student Relationship 


The overall social and academic relationship between students and their teachers (scales are available from 


each party's point of view). 


Example Question: How excited would you be to have this teacher again?  


Teacher Personal Interest in Students 


Students’ perceptions of the extent to which a teacher is interested in students’ personal development. 


Example Question: When your teacher asks how you are doing, how often do you feel that your teacher is really 


interested in your answer? 


7
Page 80







Pedagogical Effectiveness 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of a teacher’s instructional methods and delivery of content. 


COMPLETE LIST OF SURVEY SCALES


Item Response Anchors


How much have you learned from this teacher? Almost nothing A little bit Some Quite a bit
A tremendous 


amount


When you need extra help, how good is this teacher at 


giving you that help?
Not at all good Slightly good Somewhat good Quite good Extremely good


How good is this teacher at teaching in the way that you 


learn best?
Not good at all A little bit good Somewhat good Quite good Extremely good


How clearly does this teacher present the information 


that you need to learn?
Not at all clearly Slightly clearly Somewhat clearly Quite clearly Extremely clearly


How interesting does this teacher make what you are 


learning in class?
Not at all interesting Slightly interesting


Somewhat 


interesting 
Quite interesting


Extremely 


interesting


How good is this teacher at helping you learn? Not good at all A little bit good Somewhat good Quite good Extremely good


How much did you learn from this teacher that you 


didn't know before taking his or her class?
Almost nothing A little bit Some Quite a bit


A tremendous 


amount


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


Overall, how much have you learned from this teacher 


about <SUBJECT>?
Almost nothing A little bit Some Quite a bit


A tremendous 


amount


During class, how motivating are the activities that this 


teacher has you do?
Not at all 


motivating
Slightly motivating


Somewhat 


motivating
Quite motivating 


Extremely 


motivating


For this class, how clearly does this teacher present the 


information that you need to learn?
Not at all clearly Slightly clearly Somewhat clearly Quite clearly Extremely clearly


How interesting does this teacher make what you are 


learning in class?
Not at all interesting Slightly interesting


Somewhat 


interesting 
Quite interesting


Extremely 


interesting


How often does this teacher give you feedback that helps 


you learn?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often All the time


When you need extra help, how good is this teacher at 


giving you that help?
Not at all good Slightly good Somewhat good Quite good Extremely good


How comfortable are you asking this teacher questions 


about what you are learning in his or her class?
Not at all 


comfortable
Slightly comfortable


Somewhat 


comfortable
Quite comfortable


Extremely 


comfortable


How often has this teacher taught you things that you 


didn't know before taking this class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often All the time


Grades 6-12
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Classroom Environment 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of the overall classroom climate including the classroom’s physical, 


social and psychological environment.


Item Response Anchors


On most days, how pleasant is your teacher's 


mood?
Very unpleasant


Somewhat 


unpleasant


Slightly 


unpleasant


Neither 


pleasant nor 


unpleasant


Slightly 


pleasant


Somewhat 


pleasant
Very pleasant


How fair or unfair are the rules in this class? Very unfair
Somewhat 


unfair
Slightly unfair


Neither unfair 


nor fair
Slightly fair Somewhat fair Very fair


How often do students behave well in this 


class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


On most days, how pleasant or unpleasant is 


the physical space in this classroom?
Very unpleasant


Somewhat 


unpleasant


Slightly 


unpleasant


Neither 


pleasant nor 


unpleasant


Slightly 


pleasant


Somewhat 


pleasant
Very pleasant


How fair or unfair are the rules for the 


students in this class?
Very unfair


Somewhat 


unfair
Slightly unfair


Neither unfair 


nor fair
Slightly fair Somewhat fair Very fair


On most days, how pleasant or unpleasant is 


your teacher's mood?
Very unpleasant


Somewhat 


unpleasant


Slightly 


unpleasant


Neither 


pleasant nor 


unpleasant


Slightly 


pleasant


Somewhat 


pleasant
Very pleasant


How often do students behave well in this 


class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


Grades 6-12
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Expectations and Rigor 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of the extent to which their teacher holds them to high 


expectations around their effort, understanding, persistence, and performance in their class.


Item Response Anchors


How much does this teacher encourage you to do your 


best?
Does not encourage 


me at all


Encourages me a 


little


Encourages me 


some


Encourages me 


quite a bit


Encourages me a 


tremendous amount


When you feel like giving up, how likely is it that this 


teacher will make you keep trying?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


Overall, how high are this teacher's expectations of you? Not high at all Slightly high Somewhat high Quite high Extremely high


How often does this teacher make you explain your 


answers?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How often does this teacher take time to make sure you 


understand the material? 
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


How much does this teacher encourage you to do your 


best?
Does not encourage 


me at all


Encourages me a 


little


Encourages me 


some


Encourages me 


quite a bit


Encourages me a 


tremendous amount


When you feel like giving up on a difficult task, how 


likely is it that this teacher will make you keep trying?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


Overall, how high are this teacher's expectations of you? Not high at all Slightly high Somewhat high Quite high Extremely high


How often does this teacher make you explain your 


answers?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How often does this teacher take time to make sure you 


understand the material? 
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


Grades 6-12
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Student Engagement 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of their attention to and investment in what goes on in the 


classroom. 


Item Response Anchors


How much do you participate in class? Not at all A little bit Some Quite a bit
A tremendous 


amount


How focused are you on the activities in class? Not at all focused A little bit focused Somewhat focused Quite focused Extremely focused


How excited are you about going to this class? Not at all excited A little bit excited Somewhat excited Quite excited Extremely excited


How interested are you in this class? Not at all interested
A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested
Quite interested Extremely interested


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


In this class, how much do you participate? Not at all A little bit Some Quite a bit
A tremendous 


amount


When you are not in class, how often do you talk about 


ideas from class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How often do you get so focused on class activities that 


you lose track of time?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How excited are you about going to this class? Not at all excited A little bit excited Somewhat excited Quite excited Extremely excited


Overall, how interested are you in this class? Not at all interested
A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested
Quite interested Extremely interested


Grades 6-12
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Supportive Relationships 


This scale measures students’ perceptions of a teacher’s care and support for their personal development and 


well-being beyond the classroom.


Item Response Anchors


When your teacher asks, "how are you?", how often do 


you feel that your teacher really wants to know your 


answer?


Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How much does this teacher want to learn about what 


you do when you are not in school?
Not at all A little bit Somewhat Quite Extremely


How interested is this teacher in what you want to be 


when you grow up?
Not at all interested


A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested
Quite interested Extremely interested


If you had something on your mind, how carefully would 


this teacher listen to you?
Not at all carefully A little bit carefully Somewhat carefully Quite a bit carefully Extremely carefully


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


When your teacher asks how you are doing, how often 


do you feel that your teacher is really interested in your 


answer?


Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How interested is this teacher in what you do outside of 


class?
Not at all interested


A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested
Quite interested Extremely interested


How interested is this teacher in your career after you 


finish school?
Not at all interested


A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested
Quite interested Extremely interested


If you walked into class upset, how concerned would 


your teacher be?
Not at all concerned Slightly concerned


Somewhat 


concerned
Quite concerned


Extremely 


concerned


If you came back to visit class three years from now, how 


excited would this teacher be to see you?
Not at all excited A little bit excited Somewhat excited Quite excited Extremely excited


If you had something on your mind, how carefully would 


this teacher listen to you?
Not at all carefully A little bit carefully Somewhat carefully Quite a bit carefully Extremely carefully


Grades 6-12
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Item Response Anchors


Overall, how much do you feel like you belong at your 


school?
Do not belong Belong a little bit Belong somewhat Belong quite a bit Completely belong


At your school, how accepted do you feel by the other 


students?
Not accepted A little accepted Somewhat accepted Quite accepted Extremely accepted


How well do people at your school understand you?
Don't understand at 


all
Understand a little


Understand 


somewhat


Understand quite a 


bit


Completely 


understand 


How much respect do students in your school show you? No respect at all A little bit of respect Some respect
Quite a bit of 


respect


A great deal of 


respect 


How connected do you feel to the adults at your school? Not at all connected Slightly connected
Somewhat 


connected
Quite connected


Extremely 


connected 


How much do you matter to others at this school? Do not matter at all Matter a little bit Matter somewhat Matter quite a bit Matter a great deal


Sense of Belonging 


This scale measures the extent to which students feel that they are valued members of their school’s 


community.


Item Response Anchors


Overall, how much do you feel like you belong at your 


school?
Do not belong Belong a little bit Belong somewhat Belong quite a bit Completely belong


How accepted do you feel by other people? Not at all accepted A little bit accepted Somewhat accepted Quite accepted
Completely 


accepted


How well do people at your school understand you as a 


person?
Don't understand at 


all
Understand a little


Understand 


somewhat


Understand quite a 


bit


Completely 


understand 


How much support do the adults at your school give 


you?
No support at all


A little bit of 


support
Some support


Quite a bit of 


support


A great deal of 


support


How much respect do students at your school show you? No respect at all A little bit of respect Some respect
Quite a bit of 


respect


A great deal of 


respect 


Grades 3-5


Grades 6-12
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Interest in Subject 


This scale measures how interesting, important, and useful a student considers a specific subject.


Item Response Anchors


How often do you use ideas that you learn in school in 


your  daily life?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always 


How useful do you think what you learn in school will be 


to you in the future?
Not at all useful A little bit useful Somewhat useful Quite useful Extremely useful 


How important is it to you to do well in school? Not at all important Slightly important
Somewhat 


important
Quite important


Extremely 


important 


How interesting do you find the things you learn in 


school?
Not at all interesting Slightly interesting


Somewhat 


interesting
Quite interesting


Extremely 


interesting 


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


How often do you use ideas from [SUBJECT] class in 


your  daily life?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always 


How useful do you think [SUBJECT] class will be to 


you in the future?
Not at all useful A little bit useful Somewhat useful Quite useful Extremely useful 


How important is it to you to do well in [SUBJECT] 


class?
Not at all important Slightly important


Somewhat 


important
Quite important


Extremely 


important 


How interesting do you find the things you learn in 


[SUBJECT] class?
Not at all interesting Slightly interesting


Somewhat 


interesting
Quite interesting


Extremely 


interesting 


How much do you see yourself as a/an [SUBJECT] 


person?
Not at all A little bit  Somewhat Quite a bit


A tremendous 


amount


Grades 6-12
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Grit 


This scale measures a student's ability to persevere through setbacks to achieve important long-term goals.


Item Response Anchors


If you have a problem while working towards an 


important goal, how well can you keep working?
Not well at all Slightly well Somewhat well Quite well Extremely well


When you are working on a project that matters a lot to 


you, how focused can you stay when there are lots of 


distractions? 


Not focused at all Slightly focused Somewhat focused Quite focused Extremely focused


If you fail at an important goal, how likely are you to try 


again?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


If you need to do something you don't want to do, in 


order to reach an important goal, how likely are you to 


do it?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


If you have a problem while working towards an 


important goal, how well can you keep working?
Not well at all Slightly well Somewhat well Quite well Extremely well


How often do you stay focused on the same goal for 


several months at a time?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


When you are working on a project that matters a lot to 


you, how focused can you stay when there are lots of 


distractions?
Not at all focused Slightly focused Somewhat focused Quite focused Extremely focused


If you fail to reach an important goal, how likely are you 


to try again?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


How likely is it that you can motivate yourself to do 


unpleasant tasks if they will help you accomplish your 


goals?


Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


Grades 6-12
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Learning Strategies 


This scale measures the extent to which students deliberately use strategies to actively manage their own 


learning process.


Item Response Anchors


Before you start working on your schoolwork, how often 


do you think about the best way to do it?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How sure are you that you can figure out a good way to 


get your schoolwork done well?
Not at all sure Slightly sure Somewhat sure Quite sure Extremely sure


When you get stuck while learning something new, how 


likely are you to try to learn it in a different way?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


How often do you check to make sure you understand 


what you are learning in class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


Overall, how well can you figure out how to learn 


things?
Not well at all Slightly well Somewhat well Quite well Extremely well


Grades 3-5


Item Response Anchors


Before you start working on your schoolwork, how often 


do you think about the best way to approach the work?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How confident are you that you can choose an effective 


strategy to get your schoolwork done well?
Not at all confident Slightly confident Somewhat confident Quite confident Extremely confident


How often do you use strategies to learn more 


effectively?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


When you get stuck while learning something new, how 


likely are you to try a different strategy?
Not at all likely Slightly likely Somewhat likely Quite likely Extremely likely


How often do you check to make sure you understand 


the material you are learning in class?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


Overall, how well do your learning strategies help you 


learn more effectively?
Not well at all Slightly well Somewhat well Quite well Extremely well


Grades 6-12
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Mindset 


This scale measures the extent to which students believe that they have the potential to change those factors 


that are central to their performance in a specific class.


Grades 6-12


17


Item Responses


Whether a person does well or poorly in <SUBJECT> may depend on a lot of different things. You may feel that some of these things are easier 


for you to change than others. In <SUBJECT>, how possible is it for you to change:


Being talented
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Putting forth a lot of effort
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Having support from other people
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Behaving well in class
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Liking the subject
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


How easily you give up
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Your level of intelligence
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Grades 3-5


Item Responses


Whether a person does well or poorly in <SUBJECT> may depend on a lot of different things. You may feel that some of these things are easier 


for you to change than others. In <SUBJECT>, how possible is it for you to change:


Being talented
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Giving a lot of effort
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Behaving well in class
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 
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School-Level


18


Item Responses


Whether a person does well or poorly in school may depend on a lot of different things.  You may feel that some of these things are easier for you to 


change than others. In school, how possible is it for you to change:


Being talented
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Putting forth a lot of effort
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Having support from other people
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Behaving well in class
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Liking the subjects you are studying
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


How easily you give up
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Your level of intelligence
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Liking the class
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Never giving up
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Your level of intelligence
Not at all possible 


to change 


A little possible to 


change 


Somewhat possible 


to change 


Quite possible to 


change 


Completely possible 


to change 


Grades 3-5 (continued from previous page)
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School Safety 


This scale measures students' perceptions of their physical and psychological safety while at school.


Item Response Anchors


How often do you worry about violence at your school? Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How often are people disrespectful to others at your 


school?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


At your school, how unfairly do the adults treat the 


students? 
Not at all unfairly Slightly unfairly


Somewhat 
unfairly


Quite unfairly Extremely unfairly


How often do students get into physical fights at your 


school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


If a student is bullied in school, how difficult is it for him 


or her to get help from an adult? 
Not difficult at all Slightly difficult


Somewhat 
difficult


Quite difficult Extremely difficult


How likely is it that someone from your school will bully 


you online? 
Not at all likely Slightly  likely Somewhat  likely Quite  likely Extremely likely


Overall, how unsafe do you feel at your school? Not at all unsafe Slightly unsafe Somewhat unsafe Quite unsafe Extremely unsafe


How worried are you that students at your school speak 


negatively about you behind your back? 
Not at all worried Slightly worried


Somewhat 
worried


Quite worried Extremely worried


How often do you feel unsafe when you are on your way 


to and from school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How often do you feel like you might be harmed by 


someone at school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


Grades 6-12
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Item Response Anchors


How often do you worry about violence at your school? Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How often are people disrespectful to others at your 


school?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


At your school, how unfairly do the adults treat the 


students? 
Not at all unfairly Slightly unfairly


Somewhat 


unfairly
Quite unfairly Extremely unfairly


How often do students get into physical fights at your 


school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


If a student is bullied in school, how difficult is it for him 


or her to get help from an adult? 
Not difficult at all Slightly difficult


Somewhat 


difficult
Quite difficult Extremely difficult


How likely is it that someone from your school will bully 


you online? 
Not at all likely Slightly  likely Somewhat  likely Quite  likely Extremely likely


Overall, how unsafe do you feel at your school? Not at all unsafe Slightly unsafe Somewhat unsafe Quite unsafe Extremely unsafe


How worried are you that students at your school speak 


negatively about you behind your back? 
Not at all worried Slightly worried


Somewhat 


worried
Quite worried Extremely worried


How often do you feel unsafe when you are on your way 


to and from school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


How often do you feel like you might be hurt by 


someone at school?  
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


20


Grades 3-5


School Safety (continued from previous page)
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School Belonging 


Students' sense of School Belonging is the extent to which they feel that they are valued members of their 


school community.


Item Response Anchors


Overall, how much do you feel like you belong 


at your school?
Do not belong Belong a little bit Belong somewhat Belong quite a bit


Completely 


belong


At your school, how accepted do you feel by the 


other students?
Not accepted A little accepted


Somewhat 


accepted
Quite accepted


Extremely 


accepted


How well do people at your school understand 


you?
Don't understand 


at all
Understand a little


Understand 


somewhat


Understand  


quite a bit


Completely 


understand 


How much respect do students in your school 


show you?
No respect at all


A little bit of 


respect
Some respect


Quite a bit of 


respect


A great deal of 


respect 


How connected do you feel to the adults at your 


school?
Not at all 


connected


Slightly  


connected


Somewhat 


connected


Quite  


connected


Extremely 


connected 


How much do you matter to others at this 


school?
Do not matter at 


all
Matter a little bit Matter somewhat Matter quite a bit


Matter a great 


deal 
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Emotion Regulation 


Students' ability to react with composure in situations that typically produce negative emotions.


Item Response Anchors


When you are feeling pressured, how easily can 


you stay in control?
Not easily at all Slightly easily Somewhat easily Quite easily Extremely easily


How often are you able to pull yourself out of a 


bad mood?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


When everybody around you gets angry, how 


relaxed can you stay?
Not relaxed at all Slightly relaxed Somewhat relaxed Quite relaxed Extremely relaxed


How often are you able to control your 


emotions when you need to?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


Once you get upset, how often can you get 


yourself to relax?
Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost always


When things go wrong for you, how calm are 


you able to remain?
Not calm at all Slightly calm Somewhat calm Quite calm Extremely calm
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Classroom Effort 


How much effort students exert in key behaviors that correspond to successful learning and course 


performance.


Item Response Anchors


How much effort do you put into getting 


involved in discussions during class?
Almost no effort


A little bit of 


effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A great deal of 


effort


When your teacher is speaking, how much 


effort do you put into trying to pay attention?
Almost no effort


A little bit of 


effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A great deal of 


effort


How much effort do you put into your 


homework for this class?
Almost no effort


A little bit of 


effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A great deal of 


effort


Overall, how much effort do you put forth 


during your class? 
Almost no effort


A little bit of 


effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A great deal of 


effort


How much effort do you put into learning all 


the material for this class?
Almost no effort


A little bit of 


effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A great deal of 


effort
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Social-Perspective Taking Effort 


The extent to which students put forth effort in trying to discern their teachers' thoughts, feelings, 


motivations, and perception of the situation.


Item Response Anchors


How hard do you try to understand <teacher's 


name>'s point of view?
Not hard at all Slightly hard Somewhat hard Quite hard Extremely hard


During class, how hard do you try to 


understand what <teacher's name>'s is feeling?
Not hard at all Slightly hard Somewhat hard Quite hard Extremely hard


Overall, how much effort do you put into 


figuring out what <teacher's name> is thinking?
Almost no effort


A small  


amount of effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A tremendous 


amount of effort


How much effort have you put into figuring out 


what <teacher's name>'s goals are?
Almost no effort


A small  


amount of effort
Some effort


Quite a bit of 


effort


A tremendous 


amount of effort


How much do you try to understand <teacher's 


name>'s motivation for doing different 


classroom activities?


Not at all  A little bit Somewhat Quite a bit  
A tremendous 


amount


When <teacher's name> seems to be in a worse 


mood than usual, how hard do you try to 


understand the reasons why?


Not hard at all Slightly hard Somewhat hard Quite hard Extremely hard
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Teacher-Student Relationship  


The overall social and academic relationship between students and their teachers.


Item Response Anchors


How much do you enjoy learning from this 


teacher? 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite a bit


A tremendous 


amount


How friendly is this teacher toward you?
Not at all  


friendly


Slightly  


friendly


Somewhat 


friendly


Quite 


 friendly


Extremely  


friendly


How respectful is this teacher towards you?
Not at all  


respectful


Slightly  


respectful


Somewhat 


respectful


Quite  


respectful


Extremely  


respectful


How excited would you be to have this teacher 


again?
Not at all  excited Slightly excited Somewhat excited Quite excited Extremely excited


How caring is this teacher towards you? Not at all caring Slightly caring Somewhat caring Quite caring Extremely caring


How much do you like this teacher’s 


personality?
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite a bit


A tremendous 


amount


Overall, how much do you learn from this 


teacher?
Almost nothing A little bit Some Quite a bit A great deal
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Teacher Personal Interest in Students 


Students’ perceptions of the extent to which a teacher is interested in students’ personal development.


Item Response Anchors


When your teacher asks how you are doing, 


how often do you feel that your teacher is really 


interested in your answer?


Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Often Almost always


How interested is this teacher in what you do 


outside of class?
Not at all 


interested


A little bit 


interested


Somewhat 


interested


Quite  


interested


Extremely 


interested


If you walked into class upset, how concerned 


would your teacher be?
Not at all 


concerned


Slightly  


concerned


Somewhat 


concerned


Quite  


concerned


Extremely 


concerned


If you came back to visit class three years from 


now, how excited would this teacher be to see 


you?


Not at all excited A little bit excited Somewhat excited Quite excited Extremely excited


If you had something on your mind, how 


carefully would this teacher listen to you?
Not at all  


carefully


A little bit 


carefully


Somewhat 


carefully


Quite a bit 


carefully


Extremely 


carefully
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About Dr. Hunter Gehlbach 
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Panorama Education partners with school districts and state departments of education to design and 


implement survey programs for students, parents, and teachers. Panorama offers a technology platform to 


support survey administration and create reports that are clear, actionable, and, most importantly, help 


teachers and administrators improve their schools. Panorama’s client services team helps districts and states 


implement survey programs in line with best practices. Panorama currently runs survey programs in over 


6,500 schools in 35 states, including those in the Tulsa Public Schools, the Connecticut State Department of 


Education, Achievement First, and Teach for America.  
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Panorama Education 


109 Kingston St.  5th Floor 
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Panorama Student Survey: Development and Psychometric Properties


This research report describes the core attributes of the Panorama Student Survey, the
rigorous process through which the scales within the survey were developed, and the resultant
psychometric information from the first two major pilot administrations as well as some smaller
studies we have conducted on particular scales.  The sections of this report demonstrate that each
scale included in the Panorama Student Survey captures substantial variability, exceeds agreed
upon standards of reliability, and demonstrates strong evidence of multiple types of validity.


This research report is written with two purposes in mind.  First, the report is structured
to provide guidance about what criteria are important in evaluating survey quality (see also the
references for more extensive reading on key topics).  Second, this report details key
characteristics of the survey, its development process, and results from two initial pilot
administrations so that readers can evaluate these characteristics objectively. We view the report
as a living document and will continue adding to it as further studies are conducted.  Feel free to
check back in with us for updated versions at research@panoramaed.com.


Background


Gaining insights into classroom settings and facilitating improvements in teaching
practices are particularly challenging in the current educational context.  On the one hand,
schools are relying on student perception surveys to make increasingly important decisions (e.g.,
teacher evaluation).  On the other hand, the quality of measures to assess classrooms and
teaching varies widely. In response, we developed the Panorama Student Survey as the first
major survey instrument with the following critical properties:


• Explicitly designed from the outset to meet two goals:
o Provide teachers with feedback that will be useful for improving practice,
o Enable educators to monitor student attitudes, beliefs, and values that are


predictive of important outcomes;
• Each scale developed through a theoretically-grounded, empirically-based design process


(Gehlbach & Brinkworth, 2011) that meets or exceeds standards of academic scholarship;
• Adherence to best practices in survey design (e.g., wording items as questions rather than


statements, employing response options that are directly linked to the underlying concept
in each question to improve cognition, avoiding agree-disagree items, etc.);


• Customizable by schools and districts to allow for tailoring of the survey to specific
school needs and teaching frameworks while retaining validity and reliability; and


• Freely available to any educator interested in improving pedagogical practice and student
outcomes.


The Panorama Student Survey was developed by a team of researchers at the Harvard
Graduate School of Education under the direction of Dr. Hunter Gehlbach.
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Core attributes


Content


We chose the content for the Panorama Student Survey explicitly to address the
multifaceted needs of teachers, schools, and districts.  Specifically, teachers need feedback on
their areas of strength (so that these might be further leveraged in the classroom) and areas
targeted for improvement (so that they can take ownership over their professional development
needs).  Schools need information to understand which sub-groups of students face multiple risk
factors and generate ideas for how to intervene.  Districts increasingly seek data to facilitate
comparisons between schools within the district and to make resource allocation decisions.  The
Panorama Student Survey was developed explicitly and deliberately with these uses in mind.


The current version of the Panorama Student Survey consists of 10 scales that educational
organizations can use to meet their needs for getting feedback on students, teachers, and schools.
Organizations may choose any or all 10 scales depending on their needs. These scales include
students’ perceptions of:


• Classroom climate – the overall feel of a class including aspects of the physical, social
and psychological environment;


• Engagement – their own behavioral, cognitive, and affective investment in the subject
and classroom;


• Grit – their ability to persevere through setbacks to achieve important long-term goals;
• Learning strategies – the extent to which they use metacognition and employ strategic


tools to be active participants in their own learning process;
• Mindset – the extent to which they believe that they have the potential to change those


factors that are central to their performance in a specific class;
• Pedagogical effectiveness – the quality and quantity of their learning from a particular


teacher about that teacher’s subject area;
• Rigorous expectations – whether they are being challenged by their teachers with high


expectations for effort, understanding, persistence, and performance in the class;
• School belonging – the extent to which they feel that they are valued members of their


school community;
• Teacher student relationships – the overall social and academic relationship between


students and their teachers (Note: scales are available in a student version and a teacher
version); and


• Valuing of the subject matter – how interesting, important, and useful a particular school
subject seems.
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Flexibility and Individualization


Because different educational organizations have different interests, goals, and priorities,
the Panorama Student Survey offers flexibility to customize survey content tailored to their
individual needs by selecting the scales that are most important to the organization.  For
example, a district that faces challenges with absences and truancy might prioritize the school
belonging and teacher-student relationships scales.  Meanwhile, a district that is eager to
improve teaching practices might focus on rigorous expectations and pedagogical effectiveness.
Many users prefer to administer the entire survey because of the important information derived
from each scale.


What to look for


When selecting a survey or comparing between different survey options, it is particularly
important to have a clear sense of the purpose(s) for which the survey will be used:


• Is the goal to obtain feedback regarding baseline levels of student engagement or
teaching quality?


• Do you want to understand variation in classroom climate across different subject areas?
• Do you need to see how the use of learning strategies develops over time from


elementary school to middle school?
• Are you trying to evaluate the effectiveness of an intervention that is supposed to endow


students with a growth mindset?


With clarity of purpose, you can select the survey or scales that best fits your needs.  Because
different constituents within school communities frequently have different goals in mind, it is
important to come to consensus with what the collective priorities are for a given data collection.
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Development Process and Validity


The Panorama Student Survey was developed through the six-step design process
developed by Gehlbach and Brinkworth (2011) (see also Artino, La Rochelle, DeZee, &
Gehlbach, 2014).  To the best of our knowledge, this process is unsurpassed in terms of its rigor
and capacity to minimize survey error. The strengths of this process come from two approaches.
First, this process builds evidence of validity – specifically content validity and substantive
validity (Messick, 1995) – into each survey scale from the outset of the design process. The six
steps in the process are summarized below:


• Literature review: Through an exhaustive review of the academic literature, the research
team that developed the Panorama Student Survey identified and synthesized definitions
for each of the 10 core constructs, reviewed available instruments to see how existing
measures operationalized constructs, and listed indicators of each construct.


• Interviews and focus groups:  The research team then conducted a series of interviews
and focus groups with students to understand, from students’ point of view, what the
salient indicators of these constructs were and what language students used to describe
them.


• Synthesis:  The lists of indicators from the academic literature and from the student input
were synthesized.


• Item creation:  A series of items were developed to create a set of items that would
measure each construct.  The items were worded so as to adhere to the scientific best
practices in designing survey items.  The research team came to consensus on all the
items for each scale.


• Expert review:  Approximately 20 experts (in that particular content area) per scale
completed a questionnaire about each of the proposed items.  They assessed the construct
relevance of each item, identified any important indicators that appeared to be absent
from the items, and commented on any items that might cause challenges for
subpopulations of students (especially students at lower reading levels).


• Cognitive pre-testing/interviewing:  After revising the items based on the expert
feedback, the research team conducted interviews with students in grades 4-12 (ages 10 –
19), from over a dozen different countries of origin, a range of socio-economic statuses,
and a range of English fluency.  In each cognitive interview students repeated each
survey item in his or her own words, and thought out-loud as he or she generated a
response.  This process provides important data on the extent to which students
understand each item in the way that that our research team intended.


Upon completion of these six steps and a round of revisions to the items, the scales were
subjected to large-scale pilot tests (as described in detail below).


The second important attribute of each scale emerges directly from the aforementioned
item creation step.  The design of each item adheres to the science of best survey design
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practices (Artino & Gehlbach, 2012; Artino, Gehlbach, & Durning, 2011; Dillman, Smyth, &
Christian, 2014; Fowler, 2009; Krosnick & Presser, 2010). A host of empirically proven better
and worse ways to design items exist that often go ignored in numerous surveys.  For example,
designing survey items as statements – particularly ones that require respondents to agree or
disagree with the content of the statement – are particularly likely to inject additional
measurement error into responses. Instead asking questions with response options that are linked
to the underlying concept is the preferred practice (Dillman et al., 2014; Krosnick, 1999b; Saris,
Revilla, Krosnick, & Shaeffer, 2010).  Failing to label all response options, using numeric rather
than verbal labels, using too few response options, explicitly or implicitly asking a multi-barreled
item exemplify other commonly violated best practices (Artino et al., 2014; Dillman et al., 2014;
Krosnick, 1999a; Weng, 2004).  As a survey scale violates increasing numbers of these best
practices, the amount of measurement error grows.


What to look for


When researching how a survey or set of scales was designed, key questions include:


• Did the scale developers build validity into the survey from the outset of the scale
development process?  Far too often, developers rely on a process (Clark & Watson,
1995; Comrey, 1988) that attends to validity only when they prune items during large-
scale pilot testing.  Focusing on validity only after items have been developed can lead to
construct under-representation or misrepresentation (Messick, 1995).


• Did the development process rely on academic experts, prospective respondents, or both?
Input in the design process from only one source will erode the content validity of the
measure.


• Do the measures adhere to the scientific best practices in designing survey items?  Most
survey scales fail to apply many of the most critical rules of how to word items and
response options.  Each violation of these best practices injects measurement error into
your respondents’ data and compromise data quality.  See the Survey Design Checklist in
Appendix 1 for a list of some of the most important best practices.
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Statistical Properties and Evidence of Validity


Before describing the psychometric properties of each scale it is important to be
transparent regarding our view of evidence of validity. We view “validation” of a survey scale
as an ongoing process (Messick, 1995).  In other words, there is no such thing as a “validated”
survey despite many survey developers making that claim about their scales or survey.  Rather,
over the course of multiple studies, more and more data are accumulated that give potential users
of a survey increasing amounts of faith that the survey scales measure what they purport to
measure, may be used for specific purposes, in specific contexts, for specific populations, etc.


Pilot samples


Our main samples are from distinct schools and school districts the southeastern United
States (Sample 1) and from a large diverse high school in the southwestern United States
(Sample 2).  Overall, the samples include substantial representation across multiple grade levels
and racial groups.  The sample also includes significant populations of English language learners
as well as native English speakers.  Please see Table 1 below.


Table 1:  Percentages of participants for each sample


Sample 1 Sample 2
(N = 4225) (N = 2994)


Female 49.55 51.08
Race/Ethnicity


American Indian 4.12 2.44
Asian 4.17 13.89
Black 17.30 8.08
Hispanic 19.12 16.73
White 39.74 49.37
Middle Eastern 1.16 --
Other 6.70 9.49


Home Language
English 77.25 82.96
Spanish 17.26 8.17
Other 5.49 8.87


Important data points from additional samples are regularly being added to this
document.
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Estimates of reliability


A pre-requisite of validity is that the measure has adequate reliability. Reliability as
assessed through coefficient alpha is essentially a measure of signal-to-noise (DeVellis, 2003).
As shown in the section for each scale, the estimates for coefficient alpha for every scale is .70 or
greater.


Factor structure


To address structural validity (Messick, 1995), we show evidence of model fit through
results from confirmatory factor analysis results (specifically comparative fit indices and root
mean square error of approximation).  The choice of confirmatory factor analysis to determine
whether a given scale measures a single construct (as opposed to measuring parts of multiple
constructs) is important because this technique allows for formal testing of the hypothesis that a
single factor is being measured. Thus, it is a more rigorous assessment of whether or not each
scale is measuring a single underlying factor (as opposed to measuring more than one factor)
than exploratory factor analysis or principal components analysis. See the section describing
each scale for these results as well.


Convergent and discriminant validity


In the sections on each specific scale we report a number of correlations and statistical
tests that provide additional evidence of validity for each scale. In each of the main pilot
samples, students were randomly assigned to take one form of the survey or the other. In the
first pilot, we randomly assigned students to take Form A or Form B so as to assess how well
specific items or different wordings of the same item functioned with the remaining items on the
scale.  In the second pilot, students were again randomly assigned to one of two survey forms.
However, this time for each form students took several scales from the Panorama Student Survey
and several comparison scales (e.g., Dweck’s mindset scale, measures from the MET study, etc.)
that addressed identical or similar constructs. Each section reports evidence of convergent and
discriminant validity.


What to look for:


• Typically, a ratio of .70 or greater is considered adequate reliability for a survey scale
(DeVellis, 2003).


• Look for surveys using scales that have undergone confirmatory factor analysis – a more
rigorous way to analyze factor structure than exploratory factor analysis or principal
components analysis (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999).


• Assessments of convergent and discriminant validity rely on a well-founded a priori
predictions about what scales should correlate with a target measure more highly than
others.
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Validity Evidence for Classroom Climate


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our classroom climate scale.  For both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as
described in the overview) each item shows substantial variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric r correlations
Min Max M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) On most days, how pleasant or
unpleasant is your teacher’s mood? 1 7 5.2 1.79 6.0 1.50 -- .51 .43 .60 .23


2) How fair or unfair are the rules for
students in this class? 1 7 5.4 1.82 6.1 1.42 0.63 -- .41 .44 .28


3) How pleasant or unpleasant is the
physical space in this classroom? 1 7 5.1 1.71 5.6 1.54 0.54 0.54 -- .43 .22


4) How positive or negative is the energy of
this class? 1 7 5.0 1.74 5.8 1.47 0.57 0.55 0.50 -- .17


5) In this class, how much does the
behavior of other students hurt or help your
learning?


1 5 3.5 1.17 4.1 0.93 0.43 0.41 0.39 0.43 --


Overall composite 4.9 1.24 5.5 0.95


Notes:


Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 correlations are reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (5 df) 9.44 13.19
p 0.09 .022
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .023


(0, 0.045)
.032
(.011, .054)


CFI .999 .997
Coefficient  .789 .728
Factor loadings


Item 1 0.765 0.708
Item 2 0.753 0.588
Item 3 0.697 0.545
Item 4 0.708 0.710
Item 5 0.567 0.275
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Evidence of validity


To provide a comparison and evidence of convergent validity, in the second sample we also
included a previously published, well regarded classroom climate scale. We included 18 items
with a reliability estimate of  = .80 for this sample.  Our revised scale and the original scale
correlated moderately (r = .52).


Like the comparison scale, our scale shows weak correlations with characteristics of students
such as parental education, course grades, and discipline. This suggests that how students’
perceive the classroom climate is not a function of aspects of their background, their academic
performance, or how frequently they get into trouble at school. Thus, we find strong evidence
for discriminant validity between our Classroom Climate scale and these other variables.  By
contrast, our scale has significantly stronger correlations than our comparison scale with two
constructs that are theoretically related: Rigorous expectations and Pedagogical Effectiveness.
This evidence suggests that our scale functions especially well for capturing elements of
classroom climate related to other things that promote learning, which is our focus, and, in fact
do so significantly better than other well-reputed scales.


Anticipated
correlation


r with our
climate
scale


r with the
alternate


climate scale


Significant
difference between


correlations
Mother’s education level none -.005 .008 p = .80
Course grades weak .032 .046 p = .76
Discipline weak -.007 .023 p = .48
Teacher press moderate .529 .312 p <0.001
Pedagogical
Effectiveness


moderate .583 .336 p <0.001


Within the first sample, Classroom Climate also correlated strongly with Teacher-student
relationships r = .64 [95% CI: .61, .67], and Engagement r = .63 [95% CI: .60, .66]. This is again
consistent with our general goal of measuring various aspects of students’ classroom experiences
around learning.
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Validity Evidence for Engagement


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our revised engagement scale.  For both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described
in the overview) each item shows substantial variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) In this class, how eager are you to
participate? 3.9 1.0 3.3 0.9 -- 0.27 0.32 0.36 0.36


2) When you are not in class, how often do you
talk about ideas from class? 2.7 1.2 2.2 1.0 0.29 -- 0.42 0.47 0.52


3) How often do you get so focused on class
activities that you lose track of time? 3.2 1.2 2.8 1.1 0.31 0.46 -- 0.48 0.54


4) How excited are you about going to this
class? 3.4 1.3 2.7 1.2 0.43 0.52 0.45 -- 0.76


5) Overall, how interested are you in this class? 3.5 1.2 3.0 1.1 0.39 0.57 0.42 0.71 --


Overall composite 3.4 0.9 2.7 0.8


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model
Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (5 df) 86.901 24.977
p <.001 .001


RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .095
(.078, .112)


.05
(.032, .071)


CFI .984 .996


Coefficient  (90% CI) .78 (.76, .80) .78 (.76, .78)


Factor loadings
Item 1 .484 .426
Item 2 .680 .607
Item 3 .570 .621
Item 4 .831 .833
Item 5 .832 .890


Evidence of validity


In the second sample, we correlated our scale against other measures of theoretical interest. If
our scale is measuring the latent construct of engagement with fidelity, we would expect our
measure to correlate more highly with a series of other outcomes that engagement is
theoretically expected to predict.  Based on prior research, we know that engagement is
associated with age. In Sample 2, we observed engagement falling slowly with age (r = -.13).
This is consistent with Klem & Connell’s (2004) finding that students become less engaged as
they continue their schooling. In addition, we found that boys report higher levels of engagement
than girls (about 2 tenths of a standard deviation).


We have also observed within this sample that students who indicate they are engaged in a class
also tend to report that they value that particular class (r = .64). Furthermore, students who
report higher engagement in class also tend to report higher levels of TSR (r = .52). There is a
small to moderate correlation with grit (r = .30), and a weak association with the previous year’s
math grades (r = .10).  This last correlation indicates that a student’s engagement in a class this
year does not necessarily mean that the student was engaged in the subject in the last school year.
Finally, as one would expect, students who are more engaged are tardy less often (r = -.11).
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Grit


The concept of grit, popularized by the research of Dr. Angela Duckworth, emerges from the notion that students who persevere
towards an important, long-term goal that they are passionate about are particularly likely to succeed across many domains in life
(Duckworth & Gross, 2014).  In consultation with Dr. Duckworth, we developed a revision to the original grit scale (Duckworth &
Quinn, 2009) that conceptualized grit very similarly as:  Students' ability to persevere through setbacks to achieve important long-term
goals. However, by leveraging the previously described survey design process, we aimed to reduce the measurement error and create
a shorter scale (our revised scale is 6 rather than 8 items).


Table 1:  Basic descriptive statistics for revised grit scale – Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Pearson r correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6


1) If you have a problem while working towards an
important goal, how well can you keep working? 3.7 0.98 3.4 0.87


--
.46 .43 .45 .52 .46


2) How often do you stay focused on the same goal
for several months at a time? 3.5 1.11 3.1 1.01 .43 -- .44 .32 .44 .36
3) Some people pursue some of their goals for a long
time, and others change their goals frequently. Over
the next several years, how likely are you to
continue to pursue one of your current goals? 3.9 1.06 3.6 1.01 .42 .41 -- .36 .50 .43
4) When you are working on a project that matters a
lot to you, how focused can you stay when there are
lots of distractions? 3.5 1.08 3.7 1.01 .41 .31 .31 -- .32 .34
5) If you fail to reach an important goal, how likely
are you to try again? 4.0 1.00 3.6 0.92 .47 .41 .45 .36 -- .50
6) How likely is it that you can motivate yourself to
do unpleasant tasks if they will help you accomplish
your goals? 3.6 1.1 3.3 0.93 .41 .34 .36 .30 .44 --


Overall composite 3.70 .71 3.5 .67
Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (9 df) 25.68 54.53
p .002 0
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .033 (.018,


.048)
.057 (.043,
.072)


CFI .996 .987
Coefficient  (90% CI) .75  (.73, .77) . 78 (.76, .80)
Standardized factor loadings


Item 1 0.695 0.715
Item 2 0.61 0.628
Item 3 0.628 0.672
Item 4 0.531 0.509
Item 5 0.695 0.713
Item 6 0.588 0.653


To provide a comparison and evidence of convergent validity, in the second sample we also
included Duckworth and Quinn’s (2009) grit scale.  Their scale includes 8 items and has a
reliability estimate of  = .66 for this sample.  Our revised scale and her original scale correlated
moderately (r = .53).  After correcting for attenuation, the correlation was .74.  This suggests that
the two measures are largely measuring quite similar underlying constructs, but that
measurement error, particularly from the original scale, is depressing the association between the
two measures.
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Evidence of validity


If our scale is measuring the latent construct of grit with more fidelity than the previous version
of the scale, we would expect our measure to correlate more highly with a series of other
outcomes that grit is theoretically expected to predict than the existing version of grit.  Based on
prior research (Duckworth, Kirby, Tsukayama, Berstein, & Ericsson, 2011; Duckworth & Quinn,
2009), we know that grit is associated with academic achievement.  In our sample, we find that
grittier students tend to achieve higher course grades overall. When using our revised grit scale
we find comparable correlations with the original scale with one exception:  our revised scale
does a significantly better job of predicting the extent to which students will value a particular
subject matter (math in this case) than the original grit scale.


Anticipated
correlation


r with our grit
scale


r with the
previous grit


scale


Significant
difference
between


correlations
Course grades small to


moderate
.14 .19 p = .18


Attendance small -.08 -.04 p = .50
Tardies small -.03 -.04 p = .79
Valuing of math small .32 .18 p < .001
Age none -.05 -.05 p = .93
Mother’s education level small .10 .04 p = .11
Father’s education level small .09 .05 p = .25
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Validity Evidence for Learning Strategies


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our learning strategies scale.  For both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described
in the overview) each item shows substantial variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric r correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) When you get stuck while learning something
new, how likely are you to try a different
strategy?


3.5 1.10 3.2 1.0 -- .42 .43 .52 .51


2) How confident are you that you can choose an
effective strategy to get your schoolwork done
well?


3.8 0.99 3.4 1.0 .38 -- .51 .57 .55


3) Before you start on a challenging project, how
often do you think about the best way to
approach the project?


3.5 1.10 3.3 1.2 .41 .38 -- .46 .57


4) Overall, how well do your learning strategies
help you learn more effectively? 3.7 0.99 3.4 0.9 .39 .46 .34 -- .64


5) How often do you use strategies to learn more
effectively? 3.7 1.02 3.2 1.0 .47 .46 .38 .49 --


Overall composite 3.6 .74 3.3 .77


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (5 df) 34.495 32.599
p <.001 <.001
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .058 (.041,


.077)
.059 (.041,


.079)
CFI .991 .995
Coefficient  (95% CI) .74 (.72, .77) .81 (.79, .84)
Factor loadings


Item 1 0.633 0.641
Item 2 0.655 0.716
Item 3 0.570 0.675
Item 4 0.657 0.776
Item 5 0.721 0.812


The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich & de Groot, 1990) is a
commonly used survey for measuring a student’s attitudes and competencies.  One section of this
survey (Part D - Cognitive Strategy Use) specifically relates to learning strategies.  To provide a
comparison and evidence of convergent validity, we also included this section of the MSLQ in
the second sample.  This scale includes 13 items and has a reliability estimate of  = .86 for this
sample.  Considering that our scale has only 5 items, its reliability estimate of  = .81 is
remarkably high in comparison.  Our revised scale and this commonly used scale have a
moderately strong correlation (r = .64).  After correcting for attenuation, the correlation was .78.
This suggests that the two measures are measuring highly related constructs, but we believe that
our measurement approach is capturing a valuable difference.


Page 118







18


Evidence of validity


Students with greater learning strategies skills are expected to achieve more highly academically
(Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993).  Our new learning strategies scale is associated
with the grades that students earn in a similar manner as the well established MSLQ scale (see
Table 3).  Similarly, we anticipate that students who better employ learning strategies would
engage more in classroom activities.  Our scale finds a higher correlation with engagement than
the MSLQ (r = .45 vs r = .41).  We also anticipate that these same students should value their
class to a greater degree than those who are less adept at using learning strategies – an
association that our scale shows more strongly (r = .50 vs r = .39) than the MSLQ.


Grit measures whether a student will stick with important tasks through setbacks.  We expect that
students with greater learning strategy skills may have more strategies at their disposal to help
them to persevere.  Our scale shows a moderately large association between these two constructs
(r = .52).  Our learning strategy scale also demonstrates a correlation with mindset (r = .37),
which is a predicted association since a growth mindset means that a student believes that they
have control over changing their performance.  On the one hand, we might expect students to
become more strategic as they age; on the other hand, students typically become less motivated
over time.  We find that our scale is not related to a student’s age (r = -.01, not statistically
significant).
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Beyond the strength of the correlation, it is also instructive to understand the type of association
the two learning strategies scales have with students’ grades.  The MSLQ scale items
appropriately predict student grades for low achieving students, but this association becomes less
clear for moderate and high achieving students.  In other words, what the MSLQ measures
suggests that the highest achieving students have no better (and even slightly worse) learning
strategy skills (see blue line in Figure 1) – which seems unlikely.  We believe that this finding
may be an artifact due to the “laundry list” approach that simply measures how many strategies
students claim to use.  In contrast, our new scale measures how well students understand how to
use their learning strategies – we believe that this better assesses their skill and will better relate
to their achievement.  Our approach means that we can continue to distinguish how learning
strategy skills relates to academic achievement – for all levels of students (see red line in Figure
1).


Table 3: Comparison of Learning Strategies Scales
Anticipated
relationship


Correlation with
our learning


strategies scale


Correlation with
the MSLQ
learning


strategies scale


Significant
difference
between


correlations


Course Grades small .18* .16* p=.464


Classroom
Engagement moderate .45* .41* p=.030**


Valuing Math moderate .50* .39* p<.001**


Grit moderate .52* .48* p=.030**


Mindset moderate .37* .32* p=.011**


Age none -.01 -.06* p=.028**


Notes: * indicates that the correlation is statistically significant at p < .05
** indicates that the difference between the two correlations is statistically significant at p < .05
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Figure 1: Relationship between the two learning strategies scales and course grades


----- The red line shows our
new learning strategies
scale always
predicting that
students with better
skills earn higher
grades


----- The blue line shows
the MSLQ scale
predicting that
students with the most
skill will get
increasingly lower
grades
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Validity Evidence for Mindset


It is important to bear in mind key conceptual differences in our approach to measuring
mindset as compared to Dweck’s (1975) original conception. Specifically, our revised mindset
scale focuses broadly on those traits, dispositions, and capacities that facilitate students’
achievement in a given class.  By contrast, the original mindset scale that we compare our
measure against in the second sample takes a narrower approach – focusing exclusively on
intelligence.  For both scales, the emphasis is on how changeable students perceive these
capacities to be.


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our revised mindset scale.  For
our revised scale, results between the two samples differ regarding both the variability between
each item, and the correlations between items.  The different age ranges of the two samples may
explain this difference. Sample 1 included younger and older students and a range of schools,
whereas sample 2 consists of primarily older children from a single high school.  If school
climate, peers, and pedagogical approaches influence perceived malleability, it would make
sense that the second sample manifests slightly less variability.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported
above the diagonal.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric r correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6


1) Being talented 3.0 1.3 2.7 1.13 -- .07 .19 .08 .34 .27
2) Putting forth a lot of
effort 3.7 1.3 4.2 0.99 .38 -- .29 .64 .18 .48


3) Having support from
other people 3.3 1.3 3.2 1.06 .41 .50 -- .25 .27 .33


4) Behaving well in class 3.7 1.4 4.0 1.12 .31 .73 .48 -- .17 .45
5) Liking the subject 3.1 1.3 2.7 1.12 .42 .38 .44 .40 -- .38
6) Being able to overcome
obstacles 3.5 1.3 3.5 0.99 .41 .66 .51 .62 .52 --


Overall composite 3.4 0.95 3.4 0.66
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and model fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (9 df) 292.18 279.81
p < 0.001 < 0.001
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .139 (.125,


.153)
.138 (.124,


.152)
CFI .961 .924
Coefficient  (95% CI) .81 (.79, .83) .67 (.64, .69)
Standardized factor loadings


Item 1 .523 .293
Item 2 .835 .772
Item 3 .650 .438
Item 4 .804 .746
Item 5 .600 .470
Item 6 .792 .671


Dweck’s (2006) mindset scale was also included in the second sample.  Her scale includes 4
items and has a reliability estimate of  = .89 for this sample.  Our revised scale and her original
scale correlated modestly (r = .29).  After correcting for attenuation, the correlation was .38.
This suggests that the two scales are measuring related but different underlying constructs as
explained in the introduction to this section.
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Evidence of validity


Because mindset is the extent to which students believe that their performance is something that
they can change (rather than a measurement of who and what they innately are), we expect this
scale to correlate with certain other aspects of the classroom.  In other words, we anticipate that
students with higher mindset scores (more of a “growth” mindset) will engage with their learning
and see challenges as learning opportunities, despite setbacks.  Specifically, having a growth
mindset should make students eager to:


• gain and employ learning strategies (because students should believe that learning can
improve with effort),


• engage in classroom activities ( because students should believe that engaging in
classroom discussions and activities might promote learning),


• value the subject that they are studying (because students should see learning as a
process, and class as a valuable learning opportunity)  and


• stick with an important goal through difficulties (because if students believed their
abilities were fixed, there would be no point in persisting).


In addition, although only small correlations are expected for course grades, age, and discipline,
Table 3 shows that these associations are all in the expected direction.  In other words, students
with more of a growth mindset have a slight tendency to get better grades and be involved in
fewer disciplinary incidents – both of which would be expected from theory and previous
studies.


Table 3: Comparison of scales for Sample 2


Anticipated
correlation


r with our
mindset scale


r with the
previous


mindset scale


Significant
difference
between


correlations
Attendance none .04 -.03 p = .16
Course grades small .06* .06* p = .98
Age small -.03 -.06* p = .37
Discipline small -.05* -.02 p = .22
Parental education level small .06* .03 p = .30
Learning strategies moderate .37* .28* p = .07
Student Engagement moderate .34* .17* p <.01**
Valuing of Math moderate .39* .22* p <.01**
Grit moderate .30* .30* p = .74


Notes: * indicates that the correlation is statistically significant at p < .05


** indicates that the difference between the two correlations is statistically significant at p < .05
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An additional set of evidence


Thanks to a collaboration with Transforming Education, we also had an additional opportunity to
compare how our revised mindset scale compared to the original Dweck items in a study they
conducted.  They conducted a large survey administration in grades 5-12 in 18 schools from 6
urban districts in the western U.S.  Students were split across two forms of the survey, with
approximately half of the students taking our revised mindset scale (N = 3822) and the
remainder taking Dweck’s original scale (N = 3824).  From this sample, we find that our revised
mindset scale had a reliability of  = .78 and Dweck’s had a reliability of  = .68.  A comparison
of the scales can be found in Table 4 below:


Table 4:  Comparison of scales from Transforming Education study


Anticipated
correlation


r with our
mindset scale


r with the
previous


mindset scale


Significant
difference
between


correlations
Absences none -.07* -.07* p = .79
Math standardized test
(middle school students)


small .09* .29* p <.001**


ELA standardized test
(middle school students)


small .09* .32* p <.001**


Has student been
suspended?


small -.11* -.04 p = .04*


Year-end GPA
(high school students)


moderate .16* .20* p = .41


Self-reported classroom
effort


moderate .27* .10* p <.001**


Notes: * indicates that the correlation is statistically significant at p < .05


** indicates that the difference between the two correlations is statistically significant at p < .05


These additional, independent results suggest that:


• The previous mindset scale, with its more the narrow focus on the malleability of
intelligence, is a better predictor of standardized tests than our revised scale.


• Our revised scale, with its broader focus, predicts other outcomes as well or better than
the original scale.
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Validity Evidence for Pedagogical Effectiveness


Basic Descriptive Statistics


Table 1 displays basic descriptive statistics for our pedagogical effectiveness items. With both
Sample 1 and 2 (as described in the overview) each item shows substantial variability and
moderately strong correlations between each of the items. The correlations are in expected
directions given that with both Samples items 9-13 were worded negatively (although they have
since been reworded positively to improve measurement properties).
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Table 1. Pedagogical effectiveness scale: Item means, standard deviations, and polychoric corrrelations for Samples 1 & 2.


Tripod/MET
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 AP Dist. Challenge


1 Overall, how much have you learned from this teacher
about <SUBJECT>? 3.9 1.12 3.7 0.96 - .59 .70 .61 .58 .62 .62 .51 -.10 -.28 -.19 -.27 -.21 .74 .82 .61 -.14 .53


2 During class, how motivating are the activities that this
teacher has you do? 3.4 1.17 2.9 1.13 .57 - .67 .59 .78 .59 .57 .50 .09 -.27 -.17 -.14 -.07 .64 .66 .61 -.09 .48


3 How good is this teacher at teaching in the way that you
personally learn best? 3.9 1.15 3.5 1.09 .65 .62 - .75 .67 .66 .66 .53 -.02 -.38 -.31 -.22 -.19 .80 .81 .67 -.12 .54


4 For this class, how clearly does this teacher present the
information that you need to learn? 3.9 1.07 3.8 1.03 .65 .62 .72 - .62 .68 .64 .52 -.05 -.45 -.34 -.24 -.28 .78 .76 .61 -.11 .55


5 How interesting does this teacher make what you are
learning in class? 3.5 1.23 3.1 1.2 .59 .66 .69 .63 - .61 .60 .50 .04 -.29 -.20 -.12 -.07 .65 .66 .62 -.13 .49


6 How often does this teacher give you feedback that
helps you learn? 3.7 1.19 3.8 0.93 .55 .53 .58 .54 .50 - .66 .53 -.11 -.34 -.25 -.25 -.24 .69 .68 .68 -.16 .63


7 When you need extra help, how good is this teacher at
giving you that help? 4 1.13 3.9 0.97 .62 .56 .73 .73 .64 .60 - .60 -.11 -.36 -.28 -.24 -.25 .75 .71 .72 -.15 .53


8 How comfortable are you asking this teacher questions
about what you are learning in his or her class? 3.6 1.24 3.7 1.09 .47 .45 .52 .51 .44 .51 .58 - -.02 -.36 -.22 -.18 -.19 .58 .55 .55 -.15 .43


9 During class, how good is this teacher at making sure
students do not get out of control? 2.1 1.29 1.6 0.92 -.32 -.17 -.30 -.33 -.18 -.25 -.34 -.11 - .26 .21 .56 .37 -.10 -.10 -.11 .57 -.24


10 In a typical class, how clearly do you understand what
this teacher expects of you? 2.6 1.28 2.4 1.06 -.10 .05 -.06 -.14 -.01 -.03 -.10 -.14 .32 - .41 .24 .41 -.41 -.40 -.34 .27 -.29


11 How well can this teacher tell whether or not you
understand a topic? 2.7 1.44 2.5 1.24 -.09 .00 -.07 -.11 -.01 -.05 -.08 -.07 .37 .35 - .24 .37 -.32 -.28 -.24 .21 -.19


12 How good is this teacher at making sure time does not
get wasted in this class? 2.6 1.24 2 1 -.22 -.15 -.19 -.21 -.17 -.16 -.23 -.16 .52 .39 .32 - .36 -.27 -.26 -.25 .45 -.34


13 How much does this teacher know about the topic of his
or her class? 2.3 1.31 1.7 1 -.10 .04 -.03 -.09 .04 -.05 -.09 -.10 .45 .46 .43 .41 - -.32 -.26 -.19 .28 -.26


14 How good is this teacher at helping you learn about
<SUBJECT>? 3.9 1.02 - .86 .71 -.14 .59


15 How well has this teacher taught you about
<SUBJECT>? 3.8 0.98 - .69 -.16 .59


Pre-existing Scales
CCSR: Academic Personalism 3.02 0.52 - -.16 .58
CCSR: Distractions 1.87 0.6 - -.22


Polychoric correlations
CCSR


Notes: Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal. Item texts represent revised wording based on the first two pilots. Most notably, items 9-13
were negatively worded with Samples 1 and 2. For all items, min=1 and max=5, except for Chicago scales, min=1 and max=4.


Pedagogical Effectiveness Items
Sample 1 Sample 2
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Convergent/Divergent Validity


If our scale is indeed measuring components of pedagogical effectiveness, we would expect
responses to correlate with other pre-existing scales designed to measure elements of teaching
quality. With Sample 2, in addition to administering our own scale, we administered two scales
created by the University of Chicago’s Consortium on Chicago School Research (CCSR) and
one of the teaching-focused scales administered in the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET)
study.


Overall, the scale scores for each of the three pre-existing scales correlated in expected directions
with our individual pedagogical effectiveness items. For example, the CCSR Academic
Personalization scale correlated highly with our item regarding the teacher’s ability to teach in
the way a student “personally learns best” (r = .67).


Similarly, the CCSR scale designed to measure distractions in a given classroom was most
highly correlated with our item about the teacher’s ability to prevent students from getting “out
of control” (r = .57) and to prevent time from getting wasted (r = .45).


Finally, the MET scale designed to measure the degree to which a teacher challenges his or her
students was strongly correlated with our items regarding the overall degree to which students
believed they had learned from their teacher (r = .59) as well as the amount of useful feedback
that teacher provides (r = .63).


Overall, these correlations are consistent with the idea that our items do indeed capture student
perceptions of some of the key dimensions of teachers’ pedagogical effectiveness.


Correlations with observations:


In a recent study, with a diverse (mostly Black and Latino), small, Catholic high school, we had
the opportunity to correlate students’ scores on the Pedagogical Effectiveness scale with scores
from administrator observations.  Students completed the survey scale for each of their (usually
5) teachers.  Those scores were than averaged for each teacher across all of his or her classes so
that each teacher had a single score that was represented by the aggregate ratings of nearly all of
his or her students (a small percentage of students did not take the survey).  Administrators
performed brief, but frequent observations of their teachers over the course of the school year
(typically about 10 minute observations, 10 times per year) using an adaptation of Kim
Marshall’s framework.  Those observation ratings were then averaged so that each teacher had a
single observation score.  We found the correlation between the aggregated survey scores and
administrators’ aggregated observation scores was r = .80.  The scatterplot below suggests that
this high correlation was not merely due to an outlier in the small sample:
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Validity Evidence for Rigorous Expectations


The extent to which teachers establish high expectations for their students and then hold students
to those high expectations is pivotal for student learning.  We define rigorous expectations as
students’ perceptions that they are being challenged by their teachers with high expectations for
putting forth effort, acquiring understanding of key concepts, persisting, and performing at a high
level in class.


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our rigorous expectations scale.  For
both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described in the overview) each item shows substantial
variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) How much does this teacher
encourage you to do your best? 4 1.1 3.8 1.1 -- 0.58 0.45 0.28 0.61
2)When you feel like giving up on a
difficult task, how likely is it that this
teacher will make you keep trying? 3.9 1.1 3.9 1 0.64 -- 0.4 0.4 0.57
3)Overall, how high are this teacher's
expectations of you? 3.9 1 3.7 0.9 0.57 0.56 -- 0.36 0.39
4)How often does this teacher make
you explain your answers? 3.7 1.1 4 1 0.48 0.5 0.42 -- 0.3
5) How often does this teacher take
time to make sure you understand the
material? 3.9 1.1 4 1 0.65 0.6 0.5 0.47 --


Overall composite 3.9 0.9 3.9 0.7
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit: 10.7 36.9
p 0.057 <.001
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .026


(.000, .048)
.086
(.061, .112)


CFI 0.999 0.978
Coefficient  (95% CI) .82 (.80,.84) .76 (.73,.79)
Factor loadings


Item 1 0.816 0.78
Item 2 0.793 0.75
Item 3 0.699 0.56
Item 4 0.61 0.47
Item 5 0.768 0.75


Evidence of validity


To provide a comparison and evidence of convergent validity, in the second sample we also
included a comparison scale.  The comparison scale had a comparable coefficient alpha ( =
.79).  However, the fit of this alternative scale was problematic (RMSEA = .129, CFI=.922). The
correlation between the two scales was r = .75 and was r = 1.00 after correcting for attenuation.
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Validity Evidence for School Belonging


A sense of belonging at school is a critical pre-requisite for most students to feel comfortable
learning.  We define school belonging as the extent to which students feel that they are valued
members of their school community.


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our school belonging scale.  For both
Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described in the overview) each item shows substantial variability
and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) Overall, how much do you feel
like you belong at your school? 3.7 1.2 3.5 1.09


--
.68 .55 .47 .65


2) How well do people at your
school understand you? 3.4 1.2 3.2 0.99 .61 -- .56 .44 .68
3) How much respect do students in
your school show you? 3.5 1.2 3.4 0.94 .61 .59 -- .38 .61
4) How connected do you feel to the
adults at your school? 3.3 1.2 2.9 1.05 .53 .49 .44 -- .43
5) How much do you matter to
others at this school? 3.5 1.2 3.3 0.99 .58 .59 .55 .44 --


Overall composite 3.5 0.92 3.3 0.78


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 correlations are
reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit: 23.85 33.01
p <.001 <.001
RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .046


(.029, .065)
.059
(.041, .079)


CFI .997 .995
Coefficient  (95% CI) .83  (.81, .85) . 83 (.81, .85)
Factor loadings


Item 1 .806 .815
Item 2 .783 .824
Item 3 .746 .699
Item 4 .627 .544
Item 5 .732 .822


Evidence of validity


To provide a comparison and evidence of convergent validity, in the second sample we also
included Haborg’s (1998) 11-item version of the Psychological Sense of School Membership
scale (Goodenow, 1993).  His scale has a reliability estimate of  = .85 for this sample.  Our
revised scale and his scale correlated strongly (r = .81).  After correcting for attenuation using a
structural equations model, the correlation between the latent factors measured by the two scales
was .97.  This suggests that the two measures are measuring almost exactly the same underlying
construct. As a result of this extremely high correlation, we report only the correlations between
our scale and other measures for the remainder of this school belonging section – the correlations
are essentially the same whether our scale or the Haborg scale is used.


As evidence of divergent validity, we estimated the correlations between our school belonging
scale with students’ reported sense of the classroom climate. We expected that school belonging
would correlate moderately with classroom climate, since the former is measuring a school-level
perception, and the latter is measuring a classroom level perception. The observed correlation (r
= .40) is congruent with our hypothesis.


Numerous studies have demonstrated a positive association between students’ school belonging
and academic achievement (Osterman, 2000). Therefore, we expected our school belonging scale
to predict students grades as recorded on their transcripts. We found a small, statistically
significant, positive correlation between school belonging, as measured by our scale, and
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students’ grade point average (GPA) from the previous year (r = 0.10). The partial correlation
between school belonging and grades increase after partialling out student gender, race, and age
(r = 0.14). We anticipate that these associations would be stronger for current year GPA.


Given research that has shown that school belonging predicts higher levels of school
participation, we also expected that students with a high school belonging might have fewer
absences from school. We found a small, statistically significant association such that students
who reported a greater school belonging had fewer absences (r = -0.09), which was similar to the
result after partialling out student race, gender, and grade.


Next, we anticipated that students who perceived a greater school belonging at school would
have fewer disciplinary incidents at school.  For example, students who get in trouble more
frequently may feel increasingly like they do not belong.  We found that students who reported
greater school belonging did end up being reported for significantly fewer disciplinary incidents
(r = -0.06).


Finally, we predicted that students who enrolled in more challenging courses would tend to feel
greater school belonging. Although we were not formally able to test this hypothesis because we
did not have precise data to categorize certain classes as definitively more advanced than others,
we did explore this proposition informally.  As expected, students in more advanced
mathematics classes reported higher values for school belonging than their counterparts in less
advanced classes. The trends were the same for both scales.


Overall, our school belonging scale performs quite similarly to the Haborg scale which was
designed to measure the same construct.  Yet, our school belonging scale has only five items as
compared to the 11-item Haborg scale.  Thus, there is a substantial gain in efficiency through
using the Panorama School Belonging scale.
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Validity Evidence for Teacher-Student Relationships


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our revised TSR scale.  For both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described in the
overview) each item shows substantial variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) When your teacher asks how you are doing, how often do you feel
that your teacher is really interested in your answer? 3.6 1.2 3.2 1.2 -- 0.59 0.64 0.61 0.61


2) How interested is this teacher in what you do outside of class? 3.0 1.2 2.2 1.1 0.51 -- 0.64 0.61 0.61
3) If you walked into class upset, how concerned would your teacher
be? 3.5 1.3 2.9 1.1 0.63 0.55 -- 0.64 0.68


4) If you came back to visit class three years from now, how excited
would this teacher be to see you? 3.6 1.3 2.8 1.2 0.6 0.53 0.61 -- 0.68


5) If you tried to tell your teacher about something that was on your
mind, how carefully would this teacher listen to you? 3.8 1.2 3.3 1.1 0.64 0.5 0.63 0.65 --


Overall composite 3.5 1.0 2.8 0.9


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal.
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Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model
Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (5 df) 26.555 32.706
p .0001 <.0001


RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .49
(.032, .069)


.059
(.041, .079)


CFI .997 .993


Coefficient  (90% CI) .85 (.83, .86) .87 (.85, .89)


Factor loadings
Item 1 .783 .799
Item 2 .664 .764
Item 3 .795 .820
Item 4 .783 .765
Item 5 .802 .820


Evidence of validity


In sample 2 we compared our scale to an existing measure of teacher caring that was used in the
MET study.  The 3-item MET scale ( =.80) correlates with our scale r = .85 (r = 1.00 after
correcting for attenuation). Thus, the two scales are measuring very similar constructs.


If our scale is measuring the latent construct of TSR with fidelity, we would expect our measure
to correlate more highly with a series of other outcomes that TSR is theoretically expected to
predict. Specifically, we predict that students whose teacher takes more of an interest in his/her
students and fosters better relationships with them will: be more engaged, employ learning
strategies more regularly, value the subject matter more, and be absent less frequently.  We find
these expectations are largely upheld:


1) Engagement: r = .49 (p < .001)
2) Learning strategies: r = .27  (p < .001)
3) Valuing of the subject matter: r = .35  (p < .001)
4) Absences: r = -.07 (p < .10)
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Validity Evidence for Valuing of the Subject Matter


Basic Descriptive Statistics


This first section presents basic descriptive statistics for our revised valuing scale.  For both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (as described in
the overview) each item shows substantial variability and moderately strong correlations between each of the items.


Table 1:  Item means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations for Samples 1 & 2.


Sample 1 Sample 2 Polychoric correlations
M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5


1) How often do you use ideas from [SUBJECT] in your  daily
life? 3.1 1.2 2.6 1.6 -- 0.65 0.28 0.6 0.5


2) How useful do you think [SUBJECT] will be to you in the
future? 3.8 1.2 3.7 1.18 0.51 -- 0.44 0.55 0.54


3) How important is it to you to do well in [SUBJECT]? 4.1 1 4.3 0.82 0.46 0.48 -- 0.36 0.36
4) How interesting do you find the things you learn in
[SUBJECT]? 3.5 1.1 2.8 1.14 0.54 0.56 0.48 -- 0.58


5) How much do you see yourself as a/an [SUBJECT] person? 3 1.3 2.9 1.25 0.48 0.48 0.38 0.57 --


Overall composite 3.5 0.9 3.2 0.8


Notes:  Sample 1 correlations are reported below the diagonal; Sample 2 means are reported above the diagonal.


Students view different subject areas with different ideas. Stodolosky, Salk, and Glaessner (1991) found that students characterize
experiences in math classes based on their success or ability, whereas students characterize social studies experiences based on
interesting or boring topics. Math is one of the most-liked subjects, though as students get older, more students find math difficult and
fewer students favor it. Students in NC reported on all subjects.


Page 137







37


Reliability and factor structure


The model fit and reliability estimates of our two samples are listed in Table 2, providing
evidence of structural validity.


Table 2:  Reliability and Model
Fit


Sample 1 Sample 2
Model fit 2 (5 df) 27.640 59.609
p <.001 <.001


RMSEA estimate (90% CI) .05 (.033,
.069)


.083 (.065,
.103)


CFI .996 .986


Coefficient  (90% CI) .80 (.78, .82) .79 ( .77, .82)


Factor loadings
Item 1 .705 .751
Item 2 .720 .780
Item 3 .624 .497
Item 4 .790 .765
Item 5 .684 .702
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Evidence of validity


If our scale is measuring the latent construct of valuing with fidelity, we would expect our
measure to correlate more highly with a series of other outcomes that valuing is theoretically
expected to predict. Using the results from our Sample 2, our valuing scale correlates with Chris
Hulleman’s scale (which was specifically designed for math) at a high level (.77, .93 corrected
for attenuation). Similarly, our scale correlates more strongly with last year’s math grades (.23)
than last year’s non-math grades (.11), and the difference is stat sig (p<.001). Relatedly, valuing
correlates more highly with last year’s math scores (.24) than last year’s science (.18, p=.083),
reading (.08, p<.001) or writing (.10, p<.001) scores.


Valuing has a slight, statistically significant negative correlation with age (-0.08), and boys tend
to  value math more than girls (.26 std. deviations). Consistent with Eccles’s (1986) work, which
highlights gender differences in boys’ and girls’ perceptions of math interest and achievement.


Measuring the valuing scale against our other scales has demonstrated a high correlation with the
engagement scale, which is class level and related to value (.64), but has weaker correlation with
the TSR (.42) and grit (.32) scales, demonstrating that TSR and grit measure distinct things from
valuing.


Correlates more strongly with last year’s math grades (.23) than Hulleman’s scale does (.16) and
the difference is statistically significant (p < .001).


Correlates more strongly with last year’s math scores (.24) than Hulleman’s scale does (.18), and
the difference is statistically significant (p = .020).
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Appendix 1: Survey Design Checklist


This set of three checklists is designed for researchers and practitioners with two specific
audiences in mind:  those who need to choose a pre-existing survey to use and those who need to
develop their own instrument.  The aim of these checklists is to help survey designers and
consumers avoid what are likely to be the largest, and most easily avoidable sources of
measurement error.  Thus, the lists are not comprehensive, but rather are designed to try to
mitigate the largest problems with relatively little effort.


Finally, the checklists are designed as a living document.  Your comments about what is
helpful/not helpful, clear/opaque, etc. will be invaluable to improving the document.  If you think
one of the guidelines is off-base, please be sure to include relevant citations in your comments.
In addition, information about how you are using the checklists will also be valuable.  For
instance, are you making decisions about which off-the-shelf survey to use by scoring each one
on the checklist and seeing which survey has more “yeses” ticked off?  Are you using the
checklists to revise previously used surveys? Etc.


Items and response options


Does your survey… Yes No
Use scales rather than single items when possible?
Make sure every item applies to every respondent?
Avoid item formats consisting of statements and agree/disagree response
options…?
… Instead, use questions and emphasize your focus in your response options?
Ask one item at a time (thereby avoiding multi-barreled items)?
Use positive language (because negatives – don’t/un/not/etc. – are hard to
process)?
Avoid “reverse-scored” items?
Choose item formats wisely so that they answer the question you have (e.g.,
avoid check-all-that-apply)?
Balance the visual, numeric, and conceptual mid-point of the response
options?
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Formatting and ordering surveys


In designing your survey, have you… Yes No
Asked the more important items earlier in the survey?
Labeled each response option?
Used only verbal labels?
Visually separated “don’t know” and “N/A” response options (e.g., an “I don’t
know” or “N/A” category)?
Used only one row or only one column for the response options for each item?
Ensured that the visual layout of your survey is consistent?
Placed sensitive questions (e.g., demographics) later in your survey?


Maximizing responses


In preparing to administer your survey, have you… Yes No
Had multiple contacts with your respondents?
Personalized all correspondences and the survey itself as much as possible?
Explained how the benefits of taking your survey outweigh the costs?
Presented the survey as a conversation with your respondents?
Aligned the stated purpose of your survey with the first item on your survey?
Strategically and thoughtfully scheduled follow-up contacts with respondents?
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READING YOUR REPORT


AVERAGE
For each question on your report we 
have calculated a mean from all of your 
responses to that particular question.  
Your mean was calculated by assigning 
the five response options numerical 
values from 1 to 5, with 1 being worst 
and 5 being the best. 


QUINTILES


Most teacher reports 
include quintiles to provide 


context for your mean 
within the rest of the 


school.  The quintiles are 
five groups of percentiles 


ordered from left to right, 
with left being the lowest 
(0 to 19th percentile) and 


right being the highest 
(80th to 99th percentile). 


THE ASTERISK


If an asterisk appears next to a question, it 
means that question was originally worded 
negatively in the survey. For those questions, 
the optimal result would have been “Totally 
Disagree,” or a 1. In order to keep a 5 as the 
consistently optimal score on your report, 
Panorama reversed the responses for all of 
these questions.


OMITTED GRAPHS


In some cases, we omit graphs 
that would compromise respon-
dent confidentiality. For example, 
if only one student reports that 
they expect to earn a “C” in the 
course, your report would not 
break down responses by 
expected grade because doing so 
would reveal how the one “C” 
student responded.


1 2 3 4 5


TEACHER
AVERAGE


FOR ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR REPORT PLEASE CONTACT US AT DATA@PANORAMAED.COM


compared 
to other 
teachers


lowest 
quintile


highest 
quintile


1 2 3 4 5


2.8


2.8


2.8


I am able to read/understand all aspects 
of my child’s report card.


Bullying is a problem at 
my child’s school.


If my child has a problem at school, I am 
comfortable having the school counselor 


involved.


*


3.0
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STUDENT STUDENT SURVEY
TEACHER REPORT


PREPARED FOR 


CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE


SCHOOL EXPERIENCE SURVEY 2011-2012            
�$1<72:1�6&+22/�',675,&7


-2(�60,7+


-2(�60,7+
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Proposal: School Climate/SEL Survey 


 


MASTER 
 


Part II – Cost Proposal 


RFP Title: School Climate/SEL Survey 


RFP: 3179 


Vendor Name: Panorama Education 


Address: 109 Kingston St. 5th Floor 


Boston, MA 02111 


Opening Date: May 6, 2015 


Opening Time: 2:00 PM 


 
 
Panorama Education 
 
 


For inquiries, contact: 
 


Xan Tanner 
(617) 631-8856 
xtanner@panoramaed.com  
109 Kingston St. 5th Floor 
Boston, MA 02111!







 


 
 
 
 
 


Tab 2: 
 


Cost Proposal 
 
 
 







ATTACHMENT H – COST SCHEDULE 
 
 
Vendor: Panorama Education 
 
Annual Software Licensing Fee 
 


Description Price per Each Price per Grade 
(35,000 students) 


 
Cost for School Reports 


 
$ 0.00 per each school 
 


 
$0.00 


 
Cost for Set Up 


 
$ 0.00 
 


 
$0.00 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey 


• Survey design, project 
management, data import, 
and survey set-up, technical 
support 


• Processing survey forms, 
analyzing data for each 
school and district, 
producing printable and 
interactive reports for 
teachers, school, district and 
state staff 


• This includes the annual 
license fee. 


 


 
$ 1.00 per each student 
 


 
$35,000.00 


 
Email Support 


• Technical Email Support for 
all students, parents, teachers 
as well as school, district and 
state administrators. 


 


 
$ 0.00 per each school 
 


 
0.00 


 
Optional Add-Ons 
 
 
[OPTIONAl] Cost per Family 
Taking the Survey 


• Survey design, project 
management, data import, 
and survey set-up, technical 
support 


 
$ 1.00 per each family 
 


 
[OPTIONAL] 


$35,000.00 







• Processing survey forms, 
analyzing data for each 
school and district, 
producing printable and 
interactive reports for 
teachers, school, district and 
state staff 


 
 
[OPTIONAL]  Cost per 
Teacher/Staff Member Taking the 
Survey 


• Survey design, project 
management, data import, 
and survey set-up, technical 
support 


• Processing survey forms, 
analyzing data for each 
school and district, 
producing printable and 
interactive reports for 
teachers, school, district and 
state staff 


 


 
$ 1.00 per each teacher/staff 
member 
 


 
[OPTIONAL] 


$35,000.00 


 
[OPTIONAL] Cost per Paper Survey 


• Surveys shipped to schools, 
packaged by teacher, and 
accompanied by collection 
envelopes for each class 
period 


 
$ 0.50 per each paper survey  
 


 
[OPTIONAL] 


$17,500.00 
 


This is the price if the 
survey is administered 
entirely on paper, once 


to each student 
 
[OPTIONAL] Phone Support 


• Phone Support from 9 AM to 
7 PM for all students, parents, 
teachers as well as school, 
district and state 
administrators. 
 


 
$ 20.00 per each school 
needing phone support 
 


 
[OPTIONAL] 


$12,000 


 
[OPTIONAL] Travel Budget for In-
Person Meetings 


• Includes meeting room and 
lunch 


 


 
$ 2,500 per year 


 
[OPTIONAL] 


$2,500 
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3.  SCOPE OF WORK  
 


3.1 Proposing vendors must provide a comprehensive summary of the 
recommended survey and related services or products. 


 
WestEd proposes that the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) adopt modified versions of 
the Healthy Kids School Climate Survey (HKSCS) 1 system for its Project AWARE initiative. 
Originally developed in 1997 by WestEd for the California Department of Education, the 
HKSCS is comprised of three interrelated surveys: the Healthy Kids Survey (HKS) for 
students, the School Climate Survey (SCS) for staff, and the School Parent Survey (SPS). 
Each of these surveys contains validated and psychometrically sound instruments that have 
been used and tested extensively in California, West Virginia, and Louisiana. The HKSCS 
system has been used by approximately 8,000 schools in California since 1999, surveying an 
average of 500,000 students annually, and by over 3,000 schools nationally, including 
participants in the federal Safe Schools/Healthy Students and Safe and Supportive Schools 
grant programs. It has been identified as a model by the US Department of Education in its 
Blueprint for reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.   
 
The HKSCS system is designed to collect survey data anonymously, either via online or paper 
and pencil survey administration. The online version can also be used to link student survey 
responses to data supplied from district student information system (confidential, but not 
anonymous data collection). WestEd regularly works with clients to create customized versions 
of the surveys that meet client’s specific needs. 
 
Description of Surveys 
 
The HKS is a comprehensive and customizable self-report data collection system that provides 
essential and reliable data on school climate, social emotional health, youth resilience, health 
and well-being, and learning barriers and supports. It includes both modular secondary 
school (grades 6-12) and elementary instruments (grade 5). A Spanish version of the HKS is 
available to all students. The SCS for staff is a cost-effective, easy-to-use online system for 
collecting data from school staff to help build positive learning and working environments. It 
assesses many of the same domains that are assessed by the HKS, but from the perspective of 
school staff. The SPS assesses the experiences and views of parents related to school climate, 
performance, and outreach. It has been translated into 26 languages. 
 
Each of the surveys is highly customizable. The current HKS secondary student survey 
consists of a comprehensive Core Module required of any school administering the survey, 
and a series of supplementary modules that provide more detailed information on areas 
covered by the Core or on other topics (e.g., School Climate, Social Emotional Health, 
Resilience and Youth Development, Safety and Violence, Physical Healthy, Alcohol and Other 
Drug Use Risk). In addition, the survey can be easily customized to meet individual data needs 
by adding questions (e.g., for program evaluations). 


                                                
1 In California, the system is known as the California School Climate, Health, and Learning 
Survey (Cal-SCHLS) System. 
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We suggest NDE consider administering a modified version of the secondary Core, the School 
Climate module, and the Social Emotional Health module. The Core module assesses school-
related attitudes, behaviors, and experiences, including: (1) school safety, violence, bullying, 
and resilience-promoting developmental supports; and (2) student connectedness to school, 
learning engagement and performance, attendance, and substance use on school property.  An 
Inventory of Student Motivation was recently added to the Core to help gauge academic 
mindset. 
 
The School Climate Module provides additional data on academic mindset, teacher supports 
for learning, discipline/order, support for social-emotional learning, bullying prevention, 
positive peer relationships, respect for diversity, and the physical environment.  All of these 
constructs are assessed by validated scales. 
 
The Social Emotional Health Module greatly enhances the value of the survey as a 
comprehensive assessment of student social-emotional competencies, including those 
identified as key by the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning 
(CASEL). Developed by researchers at UC Santa Barbara, it assesses the following factors 
that contribute to student mental health and well-being, academic success, and career and 
college readiness:  empathy, self-efficacy, self-awareness, persistence, emotional regulation, 
gratitude, zest, optimism, as well as family and peer supports.   
 
The elementary student survey consists of a Core Module and supplemental modules that 
assess social and emotional health and student health. We suggest that NDE consider 
administering the Core and Social and Emotional Health Module to grade 5 students. 
 
Like the student surveys, the staff and parent surveys are highly customizable and cover 
parallel content to the student survey. We describe the content of the staff and parent surveys 
in Section 3.1.2 
 
Survey Administration Technical Assistance 
 
As it does in California, WestEd will provide technical assistance to every school district in 
Nevada in administering the HKSCS via a toll-free technical assistance line, email 
correspondence, and providing access to custom online resources (e.g., guidebooks, step-by-
step instructions, sample consent forms). We assume that the primary point of contact for 
WestEd technical assistance staff will be a district survey coordinator.  
 
Technical assistance staff will assist with parental consent requirements and survey 
scheduling, confirm student enrollments so that accurate response rates can be assessed, 
assign school-specific on-line survey URLs, and will be on-call to respond to any requests for 
assistance during the survey administration process. Although this proposal assumes that each 
Nevada district will administer the same survey or set of surveys, technical assistance staff can 
help districts include custom questions in surveys if desired by NDE. 
Report Generation 
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When the surveys are closed, WestEd will clean and process all the data to provide school-level 
and district-level reports. The content of these reports will be developed based on consultation 
with NDE. In California, WestEd provides districts and schools with detailed tabular reports 
showing results for summary indicators and all items included on administered surveys, by 
student grade. Selected results are also disaggregated by student race/ethnicity and gender. 
WestEd also provides short reports showing results for selected indicators in graphical form. 
We find that these short, graphical reports are more accessible to a broader audience. We 
include examples of both types of report in the Other Informational Material section. 
 
These reports have been used by schools to identify school improvement needs and to monitor 
improvements over time. 
 


3.1.1 NDE is open to consideration of proposed online or computer adaptive 
surveys, as well as, to traditional paper/pencil formats. 


 
The student and parent surveys can be administered online and/or in traditional paper-and-
pencil format. Almost exclusively, districts and schools choose to administer the staff survey 
online. WestEd’s Health and Human Development Program has the ability to efficiently 
distribute scantron surveys to school districts and rapidly process completed answer sheets. 
However, we assume that all schools participating in the survey will elect to administer the 
student survey and staff survey (if applicable) online. If NDE elects to offer the parent survey, 
both paper and online administration can be accommodated. It has been our experience that 
schools administering the parent survey generally obtain higher response rates with paper 
survey administration. 
 


3.1.2 NDE is open to consideration of surveys administered to students only, 
or to students, staff, and parents. 


 
As described above, the HKSCS system can be efficiently used to collect comparable data from 
students, staff, and parents. The main focus of the staff survey is the assessment of the 
perceptions of teachers, administrators, and other school personnel related to the learning 
environment and supports, academic achievement, and school improvement.  The core section 
consists of 48 questions in scales that assess:  


• Academic norms, standards, expectations, and priorities; 
• How positive and collaborative is the working environment and how well maintained 


are the facilities; 
• Staff supportive relationships (collegiality) and staff-student relationships; 
• Staff and student safety; 
• The nature, communication, and enforcement of school rules/policies (including zero 


tolerance assessment); 
• How great a problem student risk behaviors and problems pose for the school and the 


sufficiency of efforts to reduce them; 
• Parent involvement; and 
• Availability of health and counseling services. 
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In addition, the learning conditions section of the staff survey provides comparison data to key 
questions in the supplementary HKS School Climate Module.  The questions gauge five 
constructs: 


• Support for Learning 
• Discipline and Order 
• Social, Emotional, and Behavioral Supports 
• Positive Peer Relationships (anti-bullying related)     
• Respect for Diversity 


 
The parent survey provides a means to confidentially obtain parent perceptions about learning 
and teaching conditions, school climate, and parent-school involvement and relationships, 
including whether the school environment is academically challenging, caring and 
welcoming, participatory, safe, and fair. A major focus is assessing how much parents are 
involved in the school and their children’s education. Positive relationships or ties among 
students, parents, teachers, and administrators, and the fostering of parental support for 
education, are key components of effective schools. Many studies show that parent and other 
family involvement in children’s learning is a critical element of student success. This short, 
34-item survey parallels much of the content of the student and staff surveys for 
comparability. It can also be customized with additional questions to meet a school’s specific 
needs. The act of asking parents to provide their perceptions of the school is, moreover, in 
itself a parent-involvement activity. 
 


3.1.3 At a minimum, NDE is intending to survey all middle and high school 
students, but NDE is interested in surveying younger students as well, if 
the surveys are normed and validated for younger ages. 


 
As described above, the HKS includes both a secondary and elementary instrument. The 
elementary instrument has been administered extensively in California. Both the elementary 
Core Module and Social and Emotional Health Module have been validated for students in 
grade 5.2 In developing the elementary instrument, cognitive interviews were conducted to 
ensure the items and response categories were developmentally appropriate. However, our 
analyses of the psychometric properties of the elementary Core Module items indicated that, 
similar to other elementary surveys, the measures are less reliable than is the case for the 
secondary survey. 
 
                                                
2 See, for example, Hanson, T. L., & Kim, J. O. (2007) Resilience and youth development: The 


psychometric properties of the Healthy Kids Survey. (Issues and Answers Report, REL 
2007-No. 034). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Educational Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional 
Educational Laboratory West. 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/projects/project.asp?ProjectID=84 and Furlong, M. J., You, 
S., Renshaw, T. L., O’Malley, M. D., & Rebelez, J. (2013). Preliminary development of the 
Positive Experiences at School Scale for elementary school children. Child Indicators 
Research, 6, 753-775.  
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3.1.4 Tasks, Activity, Deliverables and Objectives 


 
3.1.4.1 Task:  Administer a normed/valid survey to middle and high 


school students in the State. 
 


A.  Objective: Rate, at a minimum, the student’s perception on 
student engagement, relationships, school safety, the 
learning environment, and the social and emotional growth 
of students. 


 
As described above, WestEd proposes that NDE administer the HKSCS secondary student 
Core, School Climate, and Social and Emotional Health Modules to students in middle and 
high schools in the state.  In addition, we suggest that NDE consider administering the 
HKSCS elementary student Core and Social and Emotional Health Modules, the HKSCS staff 
survey, and the HKSCS parent survey. Administering student, staff, and parent surveys will 
provide comprehensive assessment of student learning conditions from multiple perspectives. 
Table 1 below provides a summary of the constructs assess by this combination of surveys. 
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Table 1. Major School-related Domains and Constructs Assessed by HKSCS 
 
 
Variables Assessed Across Surveys 


 
 


HKS 
Core 


 
HKS 


School 
Climate 


HKS 
Social & 


Emotional 
Health 


 
HKS 
Staff 


Survey 


 
HKS 


Parent 
Survey 


      
School connectedness �     
Student learning engagement and motivation �   � � 
Student performance (grades) �     
Attendance (truancy, reasons for absence) �   � � 
Academic mindset  �    
Academic rigor and norms — high expectations � �  � � 
Teacher and other supports for learning � �  �  
Relationships between students and staff �   �  
Relationships among students � �    
Relationships among staff    �  
Parent involvement    � � 
Meaningful participation and decision-making �   � � 
Staff supports    �  


Perceived safety �   � � 
Discipline and order (policies, enforcement)  �  � � 
Violence and victimization (bullying) � �  �  
Substance use and availability at school �   � � 
Services and policies to address student needs    �  
Student social-emotional competencies/health �   � � 
Social-emotional and behavioral supports  �  � � 
Respective for diversity & cultural sensitivity  �  � � 
Quality of physical environment  �  � � 
Emotional regulation   �   


Self-control   �   


Empathy   �   


Optimism   �   


Zest   �   


Gratitude   �   


Self-awareness   �   


Self-efficacy   �   


Persistence   �   


Family coherence   �   


Peer support   �   


 
 


B.  Activity:  Administer the survey during a prescribed survey 
window. 


 
WestEd will design a website to disseminate information and documents pertaining to the 
Nevada School Climate/SEL survey. This website will be similar in structure to the CHKS 
website used for survey administration in California (chks.wested.org). WestEd will work with 
the state to identify district staff who will serve as survey coordinators. Once identified, 
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WestEd’s technical assistance specialists will work with the district survey coordinators to 
schedule surveys and assist with survey administration. Specifically, WestEd will 


• Answer questions by phone and e-mail about planning and conducting the survey, and 
using the resulting reports; 


• Provide survey administration materials such as information packets, instrument 
modules, and guidebook; 


• Monitor survey progress and provide advice on obtaining high consent rates; 
• Provide answers to questions about data dissemination and use. 


 
C.  Deliverable: Ensure notification of privacy rights are follows. 


 
WestEd will provide sample consent forms and notifications of family privacy rights on the 
website. School districts (authorized signatories) will be asked to sign a Memorandum of 
Understanding indicating that they understand that survey responses are to be kept 
confidential, that the survey is voluntary, and that consent forms (if applicable) and 
notifications of family privacy rights need to be distributed to parents. 
 


D.  Distribute surveys and survey administration instructions to all 
schools located in Nevada. 


 
WestEd technical assistance staff will work with designated district contacts to ensure that 
they have access to and understand survey administration instructions. Typically, district 
survey coordinators will receive an electronic list of schools, school-specific survey URLS, and 
school-specific passcodes. District survey coordinators will be responsible disseminating this 
information to schools. WestEd technical assistance specialists will be able to be reached 
continually to answer questions or solve problems via toll-free phone and email access. 
 


E.  Activity:  Collect responses while protecting survey security. 
 
WestEd will collect all survey responses using its online survey system. WestEd uses the CVent 
system to administer surveys. This solution is secure and scalable. It can handle all required 
question types, has skip logic, and meets 508 accessibility standards. Built-in feature sets 
ensure that survey responses match survey questions. The system has secure administrative 
access and outputs data in industry standard formats. Cvent hosts its own network in a secure 
SAS 70 compliant data center. Data will be backed up on premise, and to assure disaster 
mitigation WestEd will backup a copy of the data on a weekly basis to a secure WestEd server. 
 


F.  Deliverable:  Secure surveys collected. 
 
WestEd assumes all surveys will be collected online. Once the survey window has ended, the 
survey will be closed, and data will be extracted and placed on an encrypted hard drive. If 
paper-and-pencil surveys are administered, WestEd will work with the district survey 
coordinator to ensure that survey materials are delivered to WestEd’s Los Alamitos office, 
checked-in, and scanned, and stored in a secure space. 
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3.1.4.2 Task:  Analyze the data gathered into useable information. 
 


A.  Objective: Be able to read the data and determine needs and 
strengths at the school and district level.  NDE expects the 
data generated to be sensitive to change once interventions 
are implemented. 


 
Although no national norms exist for the items on the surveys, the survey system has been 
extensively used in California. The measures have been found to be change-sensitive in 
numerous studies – most recently in the California Safe and Supportive Schools Evaluation 
(http://californias3.wested.org/resources/S3FinalEvalReport_2013-14.pdf). The school 
climate measures have been normed for schools in California and have been used by 
schools to identify areas of strength and areas in need or more improvement (see School 
Climate Report Card in appendix).  Dr. Michael Furlong of the University of California – 
Santa Barbara has developed risk profiles for the Social and Emotional Health measures 
(see http://www.michaelfurlong.info/social-emotional-health.html). 
 
A summary of research studies using the surveys has been compiled in a Healthy Kids School 
Climate Reader, which can be downloaded at http://chks.wested.org/resources/hksc-
surveyreader.pdf. 
 


B.  Activity: Generate school and district reports explaining how 
schools rated in the categories mentioned above refer to 
Section 3.1.4.1 A). 


 
The content of district and school reports will be developed based on consultation with NDE. 
At a minimum, district-level and school-level reports will be created consisting of a set of 
tables summarizing the results for each time and scale. Graphical displays of result may also 
be included. We developed special School Climate Report Cards for the states of California, 
Louisiana, South Carolina as well as a similar Summary Table for The California 
Endowment’s Building Healthy Communities grantees. 
 
The reports will be generated using the following procedures. Individual school data files 
identified by the NCES ID number are converted into a datafile where additional identifying 
information  is added. Variable names and labels are added. This process creates two data 
sets, one for elementary (if applicable) and one for the upper grades. District and school-level 
reports are produced separately from the two data sets using Stata to create LaTex syntax files, 
which are, in turn, converted to Portable Document Format (PDF) files which are distributed 
by e-mail, as described above. Because these reports are generated using programming code, 
reports can be processed in batches and complete with a short turn-around. 
 
Fifth grade and secondary grades will have their own technical reports, with data 
disaggregated by grades (when applicable). The Main Report narratives (not site specific) will 
be provided along with each set of Main Report tables. Summaries of results for key indicators 
will be provided at the beginning of each report, after the report narrative.  
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Selected results will also be disaggregated by student race/ethnicity and gender. Reports will be 
generated on a rolling basis as survey administration is completed in districts. 
 


1. These may be broken down into sub-populations, 
where appropriate. 


 
C.  Deliverable:  School and district reports of school climate 


ratings. 
 
If desired by NDE, a link to each report will be provided to the District Coordinator and the 
Superintendent, along with a link to the Survey Content Guide and Data Workbook, within 28 
days of notification that the survey is complete. The reports will be distributed to NDE and 
schools districts via Nevada’s Bighorn secure data transfer system. Raw data can be 
distributed to NDE via secure data transfer if desired. 
 


3.2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


3.2.1 Proposing vendors must describe in brief general terms how the 
proposed survey can fit the State’s requirements and any specific 
benefits that the State would receive by choosing this approach over any 
alternatives. 


 


Originally developed in 1997 by WestEd for the California Department of Education, the 
Healthy Kids School Climate suite of surveys is used throughout the nation and 
internationally to guide efforts to improve schools and promote academic achievement and 
positive development, health, and well-being among youth.  The content was developed based 
on input from practitioners and researchers to assure the HKSCS assesses key factors that 
influence positive outcomes among student and schools and that have practical use in a data-
driven decision-making process of program improvement. We regularly work with both local 
and state clients to modify the instrument content to address specific needs and requirements 
that clients have.  
The HKSCS is based on over twenty years of research and experience.  It is an efficient turn-
key system used successfully by approximately 8,000 schools in California since 1999, 
surveying an average of 500,000 students annually, and by over 3,000 schools nationally, 
including participants in the federal Safe Schools/Healthy Students and Safe and Supportive 
Schools grant programs. The benefits of the survey system include the following: 


• The system is highly customizable to meet individual data needs or to assess particular 
domains with more precisions. The three surveys can be administered separately or 
simultaneously to compare student, staff, and parent results.  


• The surveys are reliable and psychometrically robust, including scales assessing youth 
developmental supports and assets, school connectedness, and school climate.  


• Guidebooks help users understand, disseminate, and use the results to guide program 
efforts.  A Workbook on Improving School Climate helps identify key survey findings and 
a series of What Works Briefs developed for the California and Louisiana Sae and 
Supportive Schools projects  help select effective strategies to address the identified needs.  
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• Survey advisors, through a toll-free helpline, guide district and school staff through the 
process of data collection and use.  Call-in workshops and a wide range of printed 
guidebooks provide training.   


• WestEd technical assistance specialists have used the HKSCS suite of surveys as the basis 
for school climate improvement process (School Climate by Design), where the data is used 
to identify needs, develop action plans to improve school climate, and monitor progress.  


 
3.3 PROJECT TIMELINE 


 
3.3.1 Proposing vendors must submit a preliminary project timeline as part of 


the information provided.  This should correspond with the time 
constraints (refer to  Section 1.2.1). 


 
WestEd anticipates that a minimum of 3 to 6 districts will administer the surveys in the fall 
and spring of the 2015/16 academic year. With a contract start date of 9/08/2015 – it will be a 
challenge for participating districts to distribute and collect parental consent forms and be 
ready for survey administration in October. Nevertheless, WestEd will work intensively with 
the school districts to insure that fall survey administration takes place. We provide a tentative 
timeline of activities below. 
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Preliminary Project Timeline – Year 1 
 


Date/Time Task 


09/08/15 Contract start date 


09/15/15 Draft survey(s) to NDE 


09/22/15 Final survey(s) completed 


09/22/15 
District survey coordinators identified, consent forms and other survey 
materials distributed to districts that are scheduled to administer survey 
in October. 


10/02/15 Website completed, all survey administration material posted on website. 


10/02/15 Technical assistance provided to all district coordinators, survey 
instructions delivered, survey URLs and passcodes disseminated 


10/09/15 to 11/06/15 Survey windows open on a rolling basis for fall survey 


10/09/15 Draft mock-up reports and interpretive guide to NDE 


10/16/15 Report structure and interpretive guide finalized 


10/23/15 to 11/30/15 Survey windows close on a rolling basis for fall survey 


10/23/15 to 12/16/15 Data processing, report generation, and report distribution 


1/31/16 Psychometric and technical analyses of data completed 


2/28/16 Survey modification completed (if applicable) 


3/07/16  Begin scheduling spring surveys 


4/04/16 Technical assistance provided to all district coordinators, survey 
instructions delivered, survey URLs and passcodes disseminated 


4/18/16 to 5/31/16 Survey windows open on a rolling basis for spring survey 


5/02/16 to 6/17/16 Survey windows close on a rolling basis for spring survey 


5/02/16 to 7/01/16 Data processing, report generation, and report distribution 


7/31/16 Psychometric and technical analyses of data completed 


8/31/16 Survey-specific technical reports completed 


  
 


3.3.1.1 The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific 
grade levels or a specific district, with the intention of full scale 
roll out by the end of the contract period as more funding becomes 
available. 
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3.4 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
 


3.4.1 Proposing vendors must describe their approach to promoting a working 
relationship with NDE, including but not limited to the following 
factors: 


 
3.4.1.1 Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of 


methods including e-mail, phone, conference calls, video 
conferencing, and meetings; 


 
3.4.1.2 An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in 


terms of services and planning needed to complete a successful 
Survey administration; 


 
3.4.1.3 Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical 


expertise and advise on Survey issues; 
 


3.4.1.4 Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures 
for State-administered surveys and ensure students who are 
enrolled in public schools can participate; 


 
3.4.1.5 Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review 


requirements of the United States Department of Education; 
 


3.4.1.6 Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be 
held each contract year;   


 
A.  Contracted vendor will pay for the meeting room and meals 


provided for the meeting. 
 


3.4.1.7 Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration 
trainings; and 


 
3.4.1.8 Routine presentations related to program management and 


planning meetings. 
 
As the Regional Educational Laboratory serving Nevada, we know the state and have a long 
history of working collaboratively with and understanding the needs of the NDE.  As the 
federal Comprehensive Technical Assistance Centers for California, the SouthWest, and Mid-
Atlantic regions, we regularly work to support the needs of SEAs throughout the nation and, 
as noted, we've work with three SEAs specifically in developing school climate surveys for 
their states.  Over the past three years, we have further worked collaboratively with the US 
Army Child, Youth, and School Surveys in developing and conducting assessments of Army-
connected students, afterschool programs, School Liaison Officers, and the quality of public 
schools serving Army garrisons.  
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WestEd places a special emphasis on working in partnership with its clients to ensure that it 
fully understands their needs and produces services and products that meet those needs.  Our 
approach is truly collaborative and will ensure NDE of a successful Survey administration 
(3.4.1.2).  To this end, as specified above we will:  


• Regularly communicate with NDE through a variety of methods including e-mail, 
phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings (3.4.1.1),  


• Be available to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and advise 
on Survey issues (3.4.1.3) and will hold at least one planning meeting in person with 
NDE staff and pay for the meeting rooms and meals provided for the meeting (3.4.1.6) 


• We will attend relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings (3.4.1.7) 
• Make presentations related to program management and planning meetings (3.4.1.8) 


 
We offer our assurances to NDE that: 


• the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-administered surveys and 
ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can participate (3.4.1.4); 


• the assessment will meet compliance and peer review requirements of the United States 
Department of Education, as evident in its use by the federally-funded Safe and 
Supportive Schools projects in California, Louisiana, and West Virginia, and its 
inclusion in this projects review of valid instruments (3.4.1.5). 


 
3.5 FUNCTIONAL AND TECHNICAL REQUIREMENT 


 
3.5.1 Survey Design, Item Development, and Form Publishing 


 
3.5.1.1 Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides 


valid and reliable information on perceptions of student 
engagement, interpersonal relationships, school safety, the learning 
environment, and the social and emotional growth of students; and 


 
The HKSCS are arguably the most psychometrically studied and validated instruments of their 
kind in the nation.  It has been used by researchers across the country and internationally for 
a wide range of studies.  The results of these psychometric and research studies have been 
compiled in a Healthy Kids School Climate Reader that may be downloaded at 
http://chks.wested.org/resources/hksc-surveyreader.pdf. 
 
The most recent psychometric work on the survey has been conducted by Hanson and Voight 
(2014). 


Hanson, T., & Voight, A. (2014). The appropriateness of a California student and staff 
school climate survey for measuring middle school climate (REL 2014-039). Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for 
Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory West. 
Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs. 


 
3.5.1.2 Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all 


students, including those with a disability, access to the survey, 
including but not limited to printing vision-impaired survey 
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booklets based on order amounts from school districts and the 
ability to create Braille survey booklets based on order amounts 
from school districts if the survey is delivered in a paper/pencil 
format. 


 
In conducting the HKSCS in California since 1999 and in working with three other states and 
multiple LEAs across the country since then, we have not been required or asked to create 
special versions of the survey for youth with disabilities, including sight. However, if vision-
impaired survey booklets are needed, we will create a Braille answer form for use in verbal 
administration of the survey.  
 


3.6 TEST ADMINISTRATION, LOGISTICS, AND DATA PROCESSING 
 


3.6.1 Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/help desk two (2) 
weeks prior to, during, and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s). 


 
WestEd will provide a service call center/help desk during each academic year to 
accommodate varying survey windows for school districts in Nevada. We anticipate that the 
majority of districts will administer surveys in mid-fall and in spring.  WestEd’s call center has 
the capacity to provide support to Nevada schools during these time periods. 
 


3.6.2 Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey 
materials to schools two (2) weeks before the testing window. 


 
3.6.3 Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of 


the assessment to minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores 
to the schools and school scores to NDE in order to meet NDE’s data 
analysis deadlines. 


 
3.6.4 NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a 


timeframe to be negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar 
days from the return of the answer documents if the assessment is 
delivered in a paper/pencil format. 


 
3.6.5 Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop 


business decision rules consistent with existing practices for data file 
layout, data processing, and reporting. 


 
WestEd offers NDE its assurances that it will meet all the specified test administration, 
logistics, and data processing requirements specified in the RFP.  It will: 


• Provide a service call center/help desk during each academic year to accommodate 
varying survey windows for school districts in Nevada. We anticipate that the majority 
of districts will administer surveys in mid-fall and in spring.  WestEd’s call center has 
the capacity to provide support to Nevada schools during these time periods (3.6.1). 


• Deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools two (2) weeks before 
the testing window (3.6.2). 
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• Sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment to minimize 
turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school scores to NDE 
in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines (3.6.3). 


• Provide electronic reporting of school reports within the negotiated timeframe, but in 
no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the answer documents if the 
assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format (3.6.4). 


• Collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules consistent with 
existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting (3.6.5). 


 
3.7 SCORING, DATA ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING 


 
3.7.1 Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data 


analysis, and reporting. 
 


3.7.2 Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada 
Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer to and from NDE and to and from 
the school districts. 


 
3.7.3 Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include 


the following: 
 


3.7.3.1 Upcoming assessment schedule; 
3.7.3.2 Reporting; 
3.7.3.3 Principal certifications; 
3.7.3.4 Administration manuals; 
3.7.3.5 Additional materials order; and 
3.7.3.6 Assessment materials pickup. 


 
3.7.4 Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each 


contract year. 
 


3.7.4.1 The format and content for this technical report must meet industry 
standards. 


 
3.7.5 Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school 


score reporting to teachers and parents in both English and Spanish. 
 
WestEd offers NDE its assurances that it will meet all the specified scoring, data analysis, and 
reporting requirements in the RFP .  It will: 


• Provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and reporting. 
• Score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer to 


and from NDE and to and from the school districts (3.7.1.). 
• Provide the following services on-line: Upcoming assessment schedule; Reporting; 


Principal certifications; Administration manuals; Additional materials order; and 
Assessment materials pickup (3.7.2). 


• Publish a survey-specific technical report each contract year (3.7.3). 
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• Meet industry standards in the Format and content for this technical report (3.7.4). 
• Publish an interpretation guide to explain school score reporting to teachers and 


parents in both English and Spanish (3.7.5). 
 
4.  COMPANY BACKGROUND AND REFERENCES 
 


4.1 VENDOR INFORMATION 
 


4.1.1 Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format below. 
 


Question Response 
Company name: WestEd 
Ownership (sole proprietor, partnership, 
etc.): 


Joint Powers Authority 


State of incorporation: N/A 
Date of incorporation: N/A 
# of years in business: 49 
List of top officers: Glen Harvey, Chief Executive 


Officer 
 
Sri Ananda, Chief Program Officer 
 
Max McConkey, Chief Policy &   
Communications Officer 
 
Nancy Riddle, Chief Financial 
Officer 
 
Catherine Walcott , Chief    
Development Officer 
 
Richard Whitmore , Chief 
Administrative Officer 


Location of company headquarters: 730 Harrison Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
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Location(s) of the company offices: Atlanta, Georgia 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Burlington, Vermont 
Camarillo, California 
Chicago, Illinois 
Los Alamitos, California 
Oakland, California 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Redwood City, California 
Sacramento, California 
San Diego, California 
San Francisco, California 
Sausalito, California 
Tucson, Arizona 
Washington, District of Columbia 


Location(s) of the office that will provide 
the services described in this RFP: 


4665 Lampson Ave 
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 


Number of employees locally with the 
expertise to support the requirements 
identified in this RFP: 


40 


Number of employees nationally with the 
expertise to support the requirements in 
this RFP: 


80 


Location(s) from which employees will be 
assigned for this project: Los Alamitos and Oakland 


 
4.1.2 Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation organized 


pursuant to the laws of another state must register with the State of 
Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office as a foreign corporation before a 
contract can be executed between the State of Nevada and the awarded 
vendor, unless specifically exempted by NRS 80.015. 


 
4.1.3 The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of Nevada, 


must be appropriately licensed by the State of Nevada, Secretary of 
State’s Office pursuant to NRS76.  Information regarding the Nevada 
Business License can be located at http://sos.state.nv.us.  


 
Question Response 


Nevada Business License 
Number: 


Exempt, Nevada Business 
Identification # NV20111743662 


Legal Entity Name: WestEd 
 


Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing business as? 
 


Yes X No  
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If “No”, provide explanation. 


 
4.1.4 Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing 


requirement(s).  Vendors shall be proactive in verification of these 
requirements prior to proposal submittal.  Proposals that do not contain 
the requisite licensure may be deemed non-responsive. 


 
4.1.5 Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of 


Nevada agency?   
 


Yes X No  
 


If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for whom 
the work was performed.  Table can be duplicated for each contract 
being identified. 
 


Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Janie Lowe 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


12/8/2014 - 12/7/2015 


Type of duties performed: Provide assistance with management 
and administration of the state's 
eNote system (also known as 
Tracker). Support services requested 
include technical assistance and 
training, technical troubleshooting 
and resolution, and overall system 
maintenance. In person training and 
consultation may be provided and 
code upgrades as needed. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$30,000.00 


 
  


WestEd Page 30







Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Ronda Miller 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


8/15/2013 - 6/30/2015 


Type of duties performed: WestEd will be leading a two-year 
study evaluating the validity, 
feasibility, defensibility, and fairness 
of Nevada's statewide Educator 
Performance Framework (NEPF). 
The NEPF is the state's newly 
developed educator evaluation 
system, designed to provide a 
framework for evaluating and 
determining professional 
development needs for Nevada's 
teachers and administrators. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract:  $315,851.00 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Colin Usher 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


6/13/2012 – 9/30/2015 


Type of duties performed: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE) received a federal five-year 
Striving Readers grants and will 
administer subgrants to four school 
districts for the purpose of 
implementing reading skills 
programs in early childhood 
education and K-12 public schools. 
NDE will provide technical 
assistance and professional 
development to key district and 
school staff, as well as collect and 
monitor implementation and fiscal 
data. NDE selected WestEd's 
Evaluation Research Policy (ERP) 
Program to conduct a two-year 
external evaluation with an optional 
three-year extension. WestEd will 
collect data from NDE and districts 
electronically; conduct secondary 
data analyses; conduct online 
surveys and interviews; validate 
implementation, impact, and fiscal 
data accuracy; produce evaluation 
reports; and provide technical 
assistance on evaluation 
methodology (including setting 
measurable goals and objectives) in 
order to support a system of internal 
accountability. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$347,880.00 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Rorie Fitzpatrick  
Dates when services were 
performed:  7/1/2011 


6/30/2013 
Type of duties performed: WestEd’s Assessment & Standards 


Development Services (ASDS) 
program was awarded a series of 
contracts with the Nevada 
Department of Education to provide 
research, strategy, and consultation 
services to their Teachers and 
Leaders Council (TLC) in 
developing, implementing, and 
evaluating their new teacher and 
principal evaluation systems. This 
work included the examination of 
technical adequacy of including 
different types of student 
achievement data to teacher 
evaluation scores, the examination 
of school-level accountability scores 
and their relationship to 
administrator evaluation scores, and 
the use of student-level growth for 
inclusion in outcomes of educator 
effectiveness. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$99,335.00 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE) 


State agency contact name: Dale Erquiga 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


7/1/2011 - 6/30/2014 


Type of duties performed: WestEd provided technical support 
to the Nevada Department of 
Education in the implementation of 
its student, school, and educator 
accountability programs. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$190,691.22 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Marcia Calloway 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


9/1/2011 - 4/1/2012 


Type of duties performed: WestEd provided technical 
assistance, facilitation, and other 
support to assist the Nevada 
Department of Education and 
Nevada school districts in successful 
completion and submission of an 
Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act waiver to the U.S. 
Department of Education. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$39,923.00 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Dr. Richard Vineyard  
Dates when services were 
performed: 


10/1/2008 – 9/30/2011 


Type of duties performed: The purpose of the project was to 
support the assessment of science 
knowledge and inquiry strategies not 
typically well-measured in paper-
based large scale science tests by 
implementing local technology-
based science formative, curriculum-
embedded and end-of unit 
benchmark assessments that 
augment district and state science 
test evidence of progress on science 
standards. The goals of the project 
were to study: (1) the technical 
qualities of the simulation-based 
science assessments; (2) the 
feasibility and utility of the 
assessments for formative, 
summative, and accountability 
purposes; (3) the effects of the 
simulation-based assessments for all 
students, English learners, and 
students with disabilities; and (4) 
propose alternative models for 
integrating simulation-based 
assessments into state science 
assessment systems.   


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$1,573,892.80 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Dr. Richard Vineyard 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


3/11/2008 – 1/21/2010 


Type of duties performed: WestEd is preparing sample test 
items to match the Nevada 
curriculum documents and reflect 
style and format used in the Nevada 
Proficiency Examination Program. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract:  $254,024.00 


 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE) 


State agency contact name: Frank South 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


1/17/2003 – 9/30/2006 


Type of duties performed: The Nevada Character Education 
Project (NCEP)is a partnership of 
the Nevada Department of 
Education, the Washoe County 
School Districts, the State Attorney 
General's Office, and WestEd. The 
goal of the project is to design, 
develop, and implement in Nevada 
public schools an effective character 
education program that teaches 
students caring, civic virtue and 
citizenship, justice and fairness, 
respect, responsibility, 
trustworthiness, and other elements 
deemed appropriate, after taking into 
consideration the views of parents 
and students. Nevada's own 
assessment of youth risk behaviors 
demonstrates the need for this 
development.  


Total dollar value of the 
contract:  $2,210,000.00 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE) 
State agency contact name: Carol Mason 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


7/1/2003 – 9/30/2004 


Type of duties performed: Transitioning SMART as Part of the 
System of Accountability 
Information in Nevada (SAIN) 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$105,000.00 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE 


State agency contact name: Mary Peterson 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


12/1/2001 – 6/30/2003 


Type of duties performed: SMART Phase 4 - WestEd assisted 
the Nevada Department of 
Education with technical assistance 
in planning, developing, and 
implementing the SMART project. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$765,878.00 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE 


State agency contact name: Mary Peterson 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


11/20/2001 - 11/30/2002 


Type of duties performed: Nevada School Improvement 
Facilitator training 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$50,000 
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Question Response 
Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 


(NDE 
State agency contact name: Mary Peterson 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


1/12/2000 - 11/30/2001 


Type of duties performed: SMART Phase 3 - WestEd assisted 
the Nevada Department of 
Education with technical assistance 
in planning, developing, and 
implementing the SMART project. 


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$449,720.00 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE 


State agency contact name: Mary Peterson 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


11/5/1997 – 12/31/1999 


Type of duties performed: WestEd provided technical support 
to the Nevada Department of 
Education and Nevada State Board 
of Education for the new High 
School Proficiency Examination 
program.    


Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$358,236.74 


 
Question Response 


Name of State agency: Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE 


State agency contact name: Mary Peterson 
Dates when services were 
performed: 


2/2/1999 - 8/31/1999 


Type of duties performed: Graduation Science Assessment 
Total dollar value of the 
contract: 


$84,994.00 


 
 


4.1.6 Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an employee 
of the State of Nevada, or any of its agencies, departments, or divisions? 


 
Yes  No X 
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If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render 
services, while on annual leave, compensatory time, or on their own 
time? 
 
If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an agency of 
the State of Nevada, or (b) any person who has been an employee of an 
agency of the State of Nevada within the past two (2) years, and if such 
person will be performing or producing the services which you will be 
contracted to provide under this contract, you must disclose the identity 
of each such person in your response to this RFP, and specify the 
services that each person will be expected to perform. 


 
4.1.7 Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract 


breaches, civil or criminal litigation in which the vendor has been 
alleged to be liable or held liable in a matter involving a contract with 
the State of Nevada or any other governmental entity.  Any pending 
claim or litigation occurring within the past six (6) years which may 
adversely affect the vendor’s ability to perform or fulfill its obligations 
if a contract is awarded as a result of this RFP must also be disclosed 
 


4.1.8 Does any of the above apply to your company? 
 


Yes X No  
 


If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be 
duplicated for each issue being identified. 
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Question Response 
Date of alleged contract 
failure or breach: 


11/11/2013 


Parties involved: Doug Weihnacht, dba Schematic 
Media v. WestEd 


Description of the contract 
failure, contract breach, or 
litigation, including the 
products or services involved: 


Former subcontractor alleging 
copyright/IP infringement. 


Amount in controversy: $0 
Resolution or current status of 
the dispute: 


Pending 


If the matter has resulted in a 
court case: 


Court If the matter has 
resulted in a 
court case: 


US District 
Court, Northern 
District of 
California 


 


Status of the litigation: Pending 
 


4.1.9 Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in 
Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your 
organization currently have or will your organization be able to provide 
the insurance requirements as specified in Attachment E. 


 
Yes X No  


 
Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance requirements must 
be identified on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of 
Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or 
assumptions will be taken into consideration as part of the evaluation 
process; however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not specify 
any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the 
State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions 
during negotiations.  
 
Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the Certificate 
of Insurance identifying the coverages as specified in Attachment E, 
Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179. 


 
4.1.10 Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the 


services described in this RFP.  Limit response to no more than five (5) 
pages. 
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4.1.11 Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP 
to the public and/or private sector.  Please provide a brief description. 


 
4.1.12 Financial information and documentation to be included in Part III, 


Confidential Financial Information of vendor’s response in accordance 
with Section 9.5, Part III – Confidential Financial Information.  


 
4.1.12.1 Dun and Bradstreet Number:  074653882 


 
4.1.12.2 Federal Tax Identification Number: 94-3233542 


 
4.2 SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION 


 
4.2.1 Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors? 


 
Yes  No X 


 
If “Yes”, vendor must: 


 
4.2.1.1 Identify specific subcontractors and the specific 


requirements of this RFP for which each proposed 
subcontractor will perform services. 


 
4.2.1.2 If any tasks are to be completed by subcontractor(s), 


vendors must: 
 


A.  Describe the relevant contractual arrangements; 
 


B.  Describe how the work of any subcontractor(s) will be 
supervised, channels of communication will be 
maintained and compliance with contract terms assured; 
and 


 
C.  Describe your previous experience with 


subcontractor(s). 
 


4.2.1.3 Vendors must describe the methodology, processes and 
tools utilized for: 


 
A.  Selecting and qualifying appropriate subcontractors for 


the project/contract; 
 


B.  Ensuring subcontractor compliance with the overall 
performance objectives for the project;  


 


WestEd Page 41







C.  Ensuring that subcontractor deliverables meet the 
quality objectives of the project/contract; and 


 
D.  Providing proof of payment to any subcontractor(s) 


used for this project/contract, if requested by the State.  
Proposal should include a plan by which, at the State’s 
request, the State will be notified of such payments. 


 
4.2.1.4 Provide the same information for any proposed 


subcontractors as requested in Section 4.1, Vendor 
Information. 


 
4.2.1.5 Business references as specified in Section 4.3, Business 


References must be provided for any proposed 
subcontractors. 


 
4.2.1.6 Vendor shall not allow any subcontractor to commence 


work until all insurance required of the subcontractor is 
provided to the vendor. 


 
4.2.1.7 Vendor must notify the using agency of the intended use of 


any subcontractors not identified within their original 
proposal and provide the information originally requested 
in the RFP in Section 4.2, Subcontractor Information.  
The vendor must receive agency approval prior to 
subcontractor commencing work. 
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3.1 BUSINESS REFERENCES 
 


3.1.1 Vendors should provide a maximum of three (3) business references 
from similar projects performed for private, state and/or large local 
government clients within the last three (3) years. 


 
3.1.2 Vendors must provide the following information for every business 


reference provided by the vendor and/or subcontractor: 
 


The “Company Name” must be the name of the proposing vendor or the 
vendor’s proposed subcontractor.   
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Reference #: 1 
Company Name: WestEd 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Cal-SCHLS administration 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Hilva Chan 
Street Address: 1430 N Street, Suite 6408 
City, State, Zip: Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone, including area code: 916.319.0194 
Facsimile, including area code: 916.319.0218 
Email address: hchan@cde.ca.gov 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: Tom Herman 
Street Address: 1430 N Street, Suite 6408 
City, State, Zip: Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone, including area code: 916.319.0914 
Facsimile, including area code: 916.319.0218 
Email address: therman@cde.ca.gov 


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


Development of the Cal-SCHLS 
survey system, technical assistance 
for district survey administration 
statewide, processing of paper-and-
pencil and online survey data, 
generation of state, district, and 
school data reports, psychometric 
analyses of all constructed 
measures. 


Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


3/1/1997 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


2/28/2000 


Original Project/Contract Value: $850,000 
Final Project/Contract Date: Renewed and ongoing; current 


contract ends 6/30/15 with 2-year 
renewal through 6/30/17 in process.   


Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original 
budget/ cost proposal, and if not, 


Yes 
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why not? 
 


Reference #: 2 
Company Name: WestEd 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Army Youth Programs in Your Neighborhood 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Lawrence Dixon 
Street Address: 2455 Reynolds Road, Bldg. 2266 


2nd Floor 
City, State, Zip: Fort Sam Houston, TX  78234-7588 
Phone, including area code: 210-466-1099 
Facsimile, including area code: 210-466-1054 
Email address: Lawrence.dixon4.naf@mail.mil 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: Ruth Beaudry 
Street Address: 2455 Reynolds Road, Bldg. 2266 


2nd Floor 
City, State, Zip: Fort Sam Houston, TX  78234-7588 
Phone, including area code: 210-466-1088 
Facsimile, including area code: 210-466-1054 
Email address: Rulth.l.beaudry.naf@mail.mil 


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


Primary technical assistance 
contractor for the Army Youth 
Programs in Your Neighborhood 
Initiative, helping sites implement a 
quality improvement process (QIP) 
targeting reduction of student risk 
factors and promotion of protective 
factors and student achievement.  As 
part of this process, WestEd 
developed and administered the 
Army Youth Afterschool Resilience 
Survey – a comprehensive survey 
designed to measure student risk 
factors, resilience, school and peer 
supports, and afterschool program 
supports. The survey was 
administered via paper-and-pencil 
format and online to approximately 
15,000 students served by 125 
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schools in 20 school districts. 
WestEd also developed and 
administered adult surveys of 
afterschool program site 
coordinators and school liaison 
officers for us, and has collected and 
conducted data analyses designed to 
assess different dimensions of 
school quality for approximately 
2,750 schools serving army-
connected students for the Army 
Chief of Staff.  


Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


Project is continuing. 


Original Project/Contract Value: $465,000 per year for 4 years. 
Final Project/Contract Date:  
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original 
budget/ cost proposal, and if not, 
why not? 


 


 
Reference #: 3 
Company Name: WestEd 


Identify role company will have for this RFP project 
(Check appropriate role below): 


X VENDOR  SUBCONTRACTOR 
Project Name: Building Healthy Communities 


Primary Contact Information 
Name: Lori Nascimento 
Street Address: 1000 N. Alameda 
City, State, Zip: Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone, including area code: 213-928-8637 
Facsimile, including area code: 213-928-8871 
Email address: lnascimento@calendow.org 


Alternate Contact Information 
Name: NA 
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip:  
Phone, including area code:  
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Facsimile, including area code:  
Email address:  


Project Information 
Brief description of the 
project/contract and description of 
services performed, including 
technical environment (i.e., 
software applications, data 
communications, etc.) if 
applicable: 


WestEd has received funding through 
TCE (2010-2015) for survey 
development and administration of a 
customized module for our Building 
Healthy Communities initiative to be 
administered with the Healthy Kids 
Survey in California schools. They are 
responsible for recruiting survey 
participation and administering the 
surveys to students, staff, and parents 
in each of the 14 BHC places. They 
also provide BHC schools and 
community partners with standard 
reports of all their local survey results 
and a customized school report card 
that WestEd developed that highlights 
indicators of interest to the 
communities, and offer workshops on 
using the survey results to guide 
program decision-making.  As part of 
the BHC module development, they 
facilitated workshops for Endowment 
field staff and community members to 
obtain stakeholder feedback into its 
content. 


Original Project/Contract Start 
Date: 


2010 


Original Project/Contract End 
Date: 


2015 ongoing 


Original Project/Contract Value: $599,966 (2013-15) 
$313,536 (2011-13) 
$142,329 (2010-11) 


Final Project/Contract Date: 2015 (to be renewed in September) 
Was project/contract completed in 
time originally allotted, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


Was project/contract completed 
within or under the original 
budget/ cost proposal, and if not, 
why not? 


Yes 


 
3.1.3 Vendors must also submit Attachment F, Reference Questionnaire to 


the business references that are identified in Section 4.3.2.   
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3.1.4 The company identified as the business references must submit the 
Reference Questionnaire directly to the Purchasing Division.  


 
3.1.5 It is the vendor’s responsibility to ensure that completed forms are 


received by the Purchasing Division on or before the deadline as 
specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline for inclusion in the evaluation 
process.  Reference Questionnaires not received, or not complete, may 
adversely affect the vendor’s score in the evaluation process.   


 
3.1.6 The State reserves the right to contact and verify any and all references 


listed regarding the quality and degree of satisfaction for such 
performance. 
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3.1 VENDOR STAFF RESUMES  
 


A resume must be completed for each proposed key personnel responsible for 
performance under any contract resulting from this RFP per Attachment G, 
Proposed Staff Resume. 
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Revised:  09-25-13 Resume Form Page 1 of 2 


PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: WestEd 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 


Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Gregory A. Austin 
Key Personnel: 


(Yes/No) 
Yes 


Individual’s Title: Senior Program Director 


# of Years in Classification: 19 # of Years with Firm: 27 


 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 


As director of WestEd’s Health and Human Development Program, Austin has responsibility for 


supervising agency projects and staff relating to building the capacity of schools, families, and 


communities to collaboratively promote positive youth development and resilience, academic 


achievement, college and career readiness, physical and mental health, and overall well-being.  This 


multidisciplinary program has helped practitioners and policymakers apply data and the best research-


based knowledge to create safe and supportive environments that enable youth to thrive and succeed. 
 


Projects he directs include survey research, needs assessment, program evaluations, prevention 


demonstration studies, and technical assistance.  A major focus of current work is engaging stakeholders 


in data-driven decision-making and continuous program improvement.  He has been the co-director of the 


biennial California Student Survey since 1989 and developed and directs (since 1997) the California 


School Climate, Health, and Learning Surveys (Cal-SCHLS) of students, school staff, and parents used 


throughout California, the nation, and internationally and identified as a model data system by the US 


Department of Education. He is working with the California, Louisiana, and South Carolina Departments 


of Education to assess and foster more positive school climates in low-performing, high-need schools 


through federally-funded Safe and Supportive Schools (S3) Grants. For The California Endowment’s 


multi-year, multi-million dollar Building Healthy Communities Initiative, he is developing a data 


collection and technical assistance system to guide efforts to create safer, healthier, and more 


developmentally supportive environments in fourteen high-need places.  For the US Army, he directed the 


development of an afterschool program survey and a major study assessing the quality of schools serving 


Army garrisons and the needs of these schools and the Army-connected students they serve. 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


 


1996– 


Present 


Director, Health and Human Development Program 


WestEd, Los Alamitos / San Francisco, CA 


1993– 


1995 


Project Manager 


Southwest Regional Laboratory, Los Alamitos, CA 


1988– 


1993 


Project Director 


Southwest Regional Laboratory, Los Alamitos, CA 
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Revised:  09-25-13 Resume Form Page 2 of 2 


1979– 


1988 


Project Director 


Southern California Research Institute, Los Angeles, CA 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 


1977 Ph.D., History, University of California at Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA 


1970 M.A., History, University of California at Riverside, Riverside, CA 


1969 B.A., History, University of California at Riverside, Riverside, CA 


 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
None 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   


 
Hilva Chan 
Education Programs Consultant, California Department of Education 
Office 916.319.0194 
Fax 916.219.0218 
hchan@cde.gov 
 
Dr. Lawrence Dixon 
School Liaison/Transition Specialist, US Army Child, Youth, and School Services 
Office 210.466.1099 
Fax 210.466.1054 
Lawrence.dixon4.naf@mail.mil 
 
Kerrilyn Scott-Nakai 
Executive Director, Center for Applied Research Solutions 
Office 707.568.3800 
Fax 707.568.3810 
knakai@cars-rp.org 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: WestEd 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 


Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Thomas L. Hanson 
Key Personnel: 


(Yes/No) 
Yes 


Individual’s Title: Senior Research Associate III 


# of Years in Classification: 9 # of Years with Firm: 15 


 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 


 


Thomas L. Hanson is a Senior Research Associate in the Health and Human Development Program and 


the Regional Educational Laboratory at WestEd. Dr. Hanson also serves as Director of the Middle Grades 


School Climate Research Alliance of the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL West), and Director of 


Research for both the California Safe and Supportive Schools (S3) Initiative and the Army Youth 


Programs in Your Neighborhood (AYPYN) program. He conducts rigorous research on the effectiveness 


of programs, products, and practices intended to improve student outcomes.  He is also in charge of daily 


operations and quality control of the California School Climate, Health, and Learning Survey (Cal-


SCHLS) System implementation at WestEd. Hanson developed the School Climate Index (School Safety 


Score) for the California S3 initiative and conducted psychometric analyses verifying its accuracy in 


terms of measuring school climate, its stability in identifying schools with low and high school climate 


scores across years, and its reliability. With funding from the U.S. Army, Hanson is designing an 


indicator system to rate the performance, engagement, and safety of approximately 3,650 schools 


surrounding Army installations in 30 states. Dr. Hanson has extensive experience in the analysis of data 


collected from social surveys and other sources, including the latest advanced statistical techniques. Dr. 


Hanson also serves as lead methodologist for several U.S. Department of Education funded cluster-


randomized trials investigating the impacts of curricular and/or professional development interventions on 


students’ academic performance.  


 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


 


2000–


Present 


Senior Research Associate, Health and Human Development Program 


WestEd, Los Alamitos, CA 


 Responsibilities include serving as director of the Middle Grades School Climate Research 


Alliance of the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL West), and Director of Research for 


both the California Safe and Supportive Schools (S3) Initiative and the Army Youth 


Programs in Your Neighborhood (AYPYN) program. Dr. Hanson also serves as lead 


methodologist for several randomized trials being conducted by WestEd with support from 


ED-IES. 
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1997–


2000 


Research Scientist, Department of Psychology 


University of California, Riverside, CA 


 Statistician for an NIH-funded longitudinal community study of health socialization 


practices among Latino and non-Latino families in Riverside, CA. 


1993–


1996 


Research Associate, Office of Population Research 


Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 


 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 


1993 Ph.D., Sociology, University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 


1988 M.S., Sociology, University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 


1985 B.A., Sociology, Old Dominion University, Norfolk, VA 


 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
None 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   


 
Hilva Chan 
Education Programs Consultant, California Department of Education 
Office 916.319.0194 
Fax 916.219.0218 
hchan@cde.gov 
 
Dr. Lawrence Dixon 
School Liaison/Transition Specialist, US Army Child, Youth, and School Services 
Office 210.466.1099 
Fax 210.466.1054 
Lawrence.dixon4.naf@mail.mil 
 
OK-Choon Park 
Regional Educational Laboratory Program, COR 
Institute of Educational Sciences 
Office 202.208.3951 
Ok-choon.Park@ed.gov 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: WestEd 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 


Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Leslie F. Poynor 
Key Personnel: 


(Yes/No) 
Yes 


Individual’s Title: Technical Assistance Coordinator 


# of Years in Classification: 5 # of Years with Firm: 8 


 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 


Dr. Poynor is a Research Associate in the Health and Human Development Program at WestEd. She 


serves as the Technical Assistance Coordinator for the North Coastal/Bay Area Region of the California 


School Climate, Health, and Learning Survey (Cal-SCHLS) System. Prior to beginning her work at 


WestEd, Dr. Poynor served as Assistant Professor of bilingual education teaching undergraduate, masters, 


and doctoral level courses on literacy education for cultural and linguistic minority students. She 


conducted research on creating positive social and emotional learning environments for students from a 


variety of cultural and linguistic backgrounds. 


 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


 


2007–


Present 


Research Associate, Health and Human Development Program, Cal-SCHLS, WestEd, Oakland, CA 


 Provides technical assistance to Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) in survey administration and 


data collection. Assists the same personnel in understanding and using survey results to improve 


school climate, increase academic performance, and close the achievement gap for linguistic and 


cultural minority students. 


2010–


Present  


Technical Assistance Coordinator, Cal-SCHLS, North Coastal/Bay Area Region, WestEd, 


Oakland, CA 


 Coordinates and provides technical assistance to community, county, district, and school personnel 


in conducting the Cal-SCHLS surveys for students, staff, and parents. Assists the same personnel 


with understanding and using multiple data sources for data-driven action planning to promote 


positive social, emotional, and mental health and to foster positive school climates. 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 


2001 Ph.D., Curriculum and Instruction, Bilingual Education and Language and Literacy, Arizona State 


University, Tempe, AZ 
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1992 Studies towards Ed. S. Early Childhood Education, British Primary Schools in conjunction with 


Bishop Grosseteste College, Lincoln, England 


1991 M.A., Early Childhood Education, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, AL 


1988 B.S., Early Childhood Education, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, AL 
 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 


2014 Certified in Teachstone-CLASS classroom observation protocol 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   


 


Dr. Gregory Austin 


Director of Health and Human Development Program, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5155 


Fax 562.799.5151 


gaustin@wested.org 


 


Dr. Thomas Hanson 


Senior Research Associate, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5170 


Fax 562.799.5151 


thanson@wested.org 


 


Dr. Barbara Dietsch 


Senior Research Associate, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5126 


Fax 562.799.5151 


bdietsc@wested.org 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: WestEd 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 


Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: T. Kiku Annon 
Key Personnel: 


(Yes/No) 
Yes 


Individual’s Title: Research Associate 


# of Years in Classification: 17 # of Years with Firm: 18 


 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 
Kiku Annon is a Research Associate in the Health and Human Development Program at WestEd. She is 
the Technical Assistance Coordinator for the Southern California Region of the California School 
Climate, Health, and Learning Survey (Cal-SCHLS) System. Her prior work includes work at the UCLA 
Integrated Substance Abuse Program on the epidemiology of substance use and providing services to 
users. She has taught undergraduate classes in psychology and is a certified elementary grade level 
teacher who worked in California and Hawaii. 
 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


 


1997–


Present 


Research Associate, WestEd, Los Alamitos, CA 


Project Coordinator for the Southern California Office of the California School Climate, 


Health & Learning Survey (Cal-SCHLS) Systems Project 


Regional Lead for Safe and Supportive Schools (S3) Grant and Technical Assistant 


Specialist to S3 schools 


Provides training and technical assistance to counties and school districts. Creates on-line 


versions of surveys, and checks and monitors participation. Works with all out-of state 


clients implementing any form of the surveys. Writes data entry programs for the 


scanners. Performs data analysis. Helps prepare manuals and other written support 


materials. Presents information at conferences and meetings. 


 


Provides TA help to S3 sites in implementing a school improvement grant. Conducts 


workshops on understanding data and conducting student listening circles (focus groups). 


 


Project Coordinator for the California Student Survey (CSS) 


Contacts schools and district personnel to schedule administration of the California 


Student Survey (CSS). Trains community and school-based staff to administer the CSS. 


Surveyor on CSS project. Helps coordinate plans for meetings and conferences. Performs 


data analysis. Participates in preliminary interpretation of statistical tabulations. Prepared 


preliminary budgets for projects.  
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EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 


1989 M.A., Psychology, California State University, Long Beach, CA 


1983 Teaching Degree, University of Hawaii, Manoa, HI 


1979 B.A., Psychology & English, University of Hawaii, Manoa, HI 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 
None 
 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   


 


 


Dr. Gregory Austin 


Director of Health and Human Development Program, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5155 


Fax 562.799.5151 


gaustin@wested.org 


 


Dr. Thomas Hanson 


Senior Research Associate, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5170 


Fax 562.799.5151 


thanson@wested.org 


 


Jerry D. Bailey 


Retired (formerly Senior Statistician, WestEd) 


Home 626.337.5222 


baileyjerryd@verizon.net 
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PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179 
A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff. 


 


Company Name Submitting Proposal: WestEd 


 
Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is 


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff. 


Contractor: X Subcontractor:  


 
The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project. 


Name: Hong (Cindy) Zheng 
Key Personnel: 


(Yes/No) 
Yes 


Individual’s Title: Research Associate 


# of Years in Classification: 10 # of Years with Firm: 14 


 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience. 


 


Cindy Zheng works as a Research Associate for the Health and Human Development Program at WestEd. 


Ms. Zheng is responsible for designing data acquisition procedures, conducting data management and 


quality control, data processing, and performing analysis. She has developed and implemented procedures 


for data acquisition, intake, and data processing for two federal funded randomized control trials - the 


Lessons in Character Impact Evaluation and the Tribes evaluation, and developed restricted use data files 


for the IES/ED and NIJ studies. She is also responsible for data processing and report generation for the 


largest statewide survey of resiliency, protective factors, and risk behaviors in the nation, the California 


Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS), as well as its companion survey, California School Climate Staff Survey. 


Ms. Zheng has extensive programming expertise in major programs used to process and analyze 


quantitative data and making graphic presentations (e.g., STATA, SAS). She has high levels of facility 


with programming in LaTex to generate reports, report cards, graphs, and tables at entity level efficiently 


(e.g., school, district, and county). In addition to extensive experience in working with large datasets and 


data from various sources, Ms. Zheng also has comprehensive experience in data collection using 


different methods, including acquisition of archival school record data in and outside California, paper 


and pencil survey administration, on-line surveys, scantron, and optical scanning questionnaires. 
 
 
 


RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during 


the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project. 


 


2001–


Present 


Research Associate, Health and Human Development Program, WestEd, Los Alamitos, CA 


 Performs data management, programming, and statistical analyses for various projects, including 


experimental studies, large-scale social surveys, and program evaluations; develops and 


implements quality control procedures involving incoming data from multiple sources across 


multiple projects; and generates reports and report cards. 


1998–


2001 


Research Assistant, Institute for Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Research, 


School of Medicine, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA 


 Worked on smoking prevention projects funded by the National Cancer Institute / National Institute 


of Drug Abuse, National Institutes of Health, and California Tobacco-Related Disease Research 
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Program. Responsibilities included designing, sampling, organizing, and implementing of smoking 


prevention/cessation programs, data collection, curriculum development, data analysis, and paper 


writing. 
 
 


EDUCATION 
Information required should include: institution name, city, state,  


degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received. 


 
 


2000 M.P.H., Epidemiology & Biometry, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA 


1994 B.S., Economics, Jianghan University, Wuhan, Hubei, China 
 
 


CERTIFICATIONS 
Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received. 


 


2012  What Works Clearinghouse Certified Reviewer–Group Design Standards 


Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 
 


REFERENCES 
A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number 


and email address.   


 


Dr. Thomas Hanson 


Senior Research Associate, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5170 


Fax 562.799.5151 


thanson@wested.org 


 


Dr. Barbara Dietsch 


Senior Research Associate, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5126 


Fax 562.799.5151 


bdietsc@wested.org 


 


Dr. Gregory Austin 


Director of Health and Human Development Program, WestEd 


Office 562.799.5155 


Fax 562.799.5151 


gaustin@wested.org 
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School Climate Report Card (High School)—Spring 2015
District: Date Prepared:
School: Response Rate: 82%


School Climate Index (SCI)
Score State PercenƟle Similar Schools PercenƟle


School Climate Index 299A 56B 73B


349


349


388


359


356


245


262


223


185


242


299


Based on responses from students to the California Healthy Kids Survey


SCHOOL CLIMATE SUBSCALE RESULTS


High School


100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550


Score


Low substance use at school


Low harassment and bullying


Low physical/emotional violence victimization


Low physical violence perpetration


OVERALL LOW VIOLENCE, VICTIMIZATION, & SUBSTANCE USE


 


School connectedness


Perceived school safety


Opportunities for meaningful participation


High expectations and caring relationships


OVERALL SUPPORTS AND ENGAGEMENT


 


SCHOOL CLIMATE INDEX (SCI)


School Climate Index Scores (2015)
 


AScores range from approximately 100 to 500, with high scores represenƟng more posiƟve school climates; higher supports and
engagement; and lower levels of violence, vicƟmizaƟon, and substance use at school.


BHigh percenƟle scores represent schools with more posiƟve school climates. A school’s State PercenƟle compares that school to other
high schools in the state. A school’s Similar Schools PercenƟle compares that school to other high schools in the state with similar
demographic characterisƟcs.
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School Climate Subscale Results
SCI Scores


ScoreA State Similar Schools
PercenƟleB PercenƟleB


Overall Supports and Engagement 242 12 23
High expectaƟons and caring relaƟonships 185 1 1
OpportuniƟes for meaningful parƟcipaƟon 223 6 10
Perceived school safety 262 24 47
School connectedness 245 14 26


Overall Low Violence, VicƟmizaƟon, and Substance Use 356 89 99
Low physical violence perpetraƟon 359 90 99
Low physical/emoƟonal violence vicƟmizaƟon 388 96 99
Low harassment and bullying 349 86 93
Low substance use at school 349 87 98


Other Indicators
Selected Student-Reported Indicators


School State
2014-15 2011-13


Try hard on school work 82% N/A
Truant more than a few Ɵmes 8% 8%
Feel a part of the school 43% 52%
Safety at school 46% 63%
Harassed or bullied at school 30% 31%
Experienced chronic sadness/hopelessness 34% 32%


Selected Staff-Reported Indicators
School State
2014-15 2011-13


Nearly all/most students are moƟvated to learn 52% 60%
Truancy is moderate/severe problem 52% 25%
School is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for students to learn 95% 95%
School is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for staff to work 84% 83%
School is a safe place for students 92% 91%
Harassment/bullying is moderate/severe problem 26% 37%
School is welcoming to and facilitates parental involvement 92% 89%
School has clean and well-maintained faciliƟes 83% 82%


Notes: I/D—Insufficient data.
N/A—Data were not collected.
N/D—No data.


CDS code:
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What is the School Climate Index (SCI)?
The School Climate Index (SCI) provides a state normed, school-level descripƟon of several factors that
are known to influence learning success in schools. The SCI is used to measure one of the seven state
Safe and SupporƟve Schools outcome measures. Scores on the SCI are based on student CHKS data. SCI
scores can range from 100 to 500, with higher scores represenƟng more posiƟve school climates. During
the 2008-10 period, the average SCI score for all high schools in California was 300.


The SCI is calculated by compuƟng the weighted average of two domains: (1) Supports and Engagement
(50%); and (2) Violence, VicƟmizaƟon, and Substance Use at School (50%). The two domains are
measured based on a staƟsƟcal model applied to CHKS items. These two domains are themselves each
measured by four subdomains, as listed below.


(1) Overall Supports and Engagement (50%)
o High expectaƟons and caring relaƟonships (6 items)
o OpportuniƟes for meaningful parƟcipaƟon (3 items)
o Perceived school safety (2 items)
o School connectedness (4 items)


(2) Overall Low Violence, VicƟmizaƟon, and Substance Use at School (50%)
o Low physical violence perpetraƟon on school property (7 items)
o Low physical and emoƟonal violence vicƟmizaƟon at school (6 items)
o Low harassment and bullying at school (5 items)
o Low substance use at school (4 items)


Further informaƟon about the methodology used to construct the SCI can be obtained in
ConstrucƟon of California’s School Climate Index (californias3.wested.org/about) or by contacƟng Tom
Hanson at 562-799-5170 or thanson@WestEd.org.


State PercenƟle
The State PercenƟle shows what percentage of high schools had the same SCI score as, or a lower SCI
score than, the school referenced on the report card. PercenƟles range from 1 to 99. For example, a
State PercenƟle of 25 means that 25 percent of high schools in the state had the same SCI score as, or a
lower SCI score than, the score listed. PercenƟles are based on the distribuƟon of SCI scores across all
comprehensive high schools that administered the CHKS in the 2008-09 or 2009-10 school years. High
percenƟle scores represent schools with more posiƟve school climates.


Similar Schools PercenƟle
The Similar Schools PercenƟle is the school rank relaƟve to 100 other schools with similar demographic
characterisƟcs. For example, a Similar Schools PercenƟle of 70 means that 70 percent of high schools
serving students with similar demographic characterisƟcs had the same SCI score as, or a lower SCI score
than, the school referenced on the report card. The SCI procedure for calculaƟng similar schools
percenƟles was the same procedure used by CDE to calculate similar schools ranks for Academic
Performance Index (API) scores—except for the SCI calculaƟons, only high schools that administered the
CHKS in the 2008-09 or 2009-10 school years were eligible to be in each school’s comparison group.


Page 3


WestEd Page 63



http://californias3.wested.org/resources/SCI_Methodology071712b.pdf

http://californias3.wested.org/about





ExplanaƟon of Other Indicators
Results are provided on selected key student- and staff-reported school climate items as a complement
to the normaƟve SCI scores. These measures and their sources are described below.


Selected Student-Reported School Climate Measures (Student CHKS)
• Try hard on school work – “agree” or “strongly agree” that I try hard to make sure I am good at


school work.
• Truant more than a few Ɵmes – skipped or cut classes more than a few Ɵmes in the past 12 months.


• Feel a part of the school – “agree” or “strongly agree” that I am a part of this school.
• Safety at school – feel “safe” or “very safe” when I am at school.
• Harassed or bullied at school – harassed or bullied on school property in past 12 months for any


of the following reasons: (a) race, ethnicity, or naƟonal origin; (b) religion; (c) gender; (d) gay or
lesbian or someone thought you were; (e) physical or mental disability; (f) other.


• Experienced chronic sadness/hopelessness – felt so sad or hopeless almost every day for two
weeks or more during the past 12 months.


Selected Staff-Reported School Climate Measures (Staff CSCS)
• Nearly all/most students are moƟvated to learn – “nearly all” or “most” students at this school


are moƟvated to learn.
• Truancy is moderate/severe problem – cuƫng classes or being truant is a “moderate” or “severe”


problem at this school.
• School is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for students to learn – “agree” or “strongly agree” that


this school is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for students to learn.
• School is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for staff to work – “agree” or “strongly agree” that this


school is a supporƟve and inviƟng place for staff to work.
• School is a safe place for students – “agree” or “strongly agree” that this school is a safe place for


students.
• Harassment/bullying is moderate/severe problem – “agree” or “strongly agree” that harassment


and bullying among students is a “moderate” or “severe” problem at this school.
• School is welcoming to and facilitates parental involvement – “agree” or “strongly agree” that


this school is welcoming to and facilitates parental involvement.
• School has clean and well-maintained faciliƟes – “agree” or “strongly agree” that this school has


clean and well-maintained faciliƟes and property.
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This report was prepared by WestEd, a research, development, and service agency, in collaboration with
Duerr Evaluation Resources, under contract from the California Department of Education Coordinated
School Health and Safety Office. For contract information, contact:


Hilva Chan
California Department of Education
Coordinated School Health and Safety Office
1430 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
hchan@cde.ca.gov


Recommended citation:
School District. California Healthy Kids Survey, 2014-15: Main Report. San


Francisco: WestEd Health & Human Development Program for the California Department of Education.


Date prepared:
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PREFACE


NEW THIS YEAR
The list of content sections and table names at the beginning of the digital report have been hyperlinked to the
tables. Click on the title of a content section or a table and you will be automatically directed to the actual
content section or table in the report.


This report provides the detailed results for each question from this school/district’s 2014–15 California
Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS), presented in tables organized by topic. This year, the content of the survey
was significantly revised to enhance the value of its data for guiding school improvement efforts and de-
veloping and monitoring the newly-required Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), particularly
in regard to the state priorities of enhancing school climate, pupil engagement, and parent involvement.


To help in understanding and interpreting these results, the CHKS Guidebook to survey content discusses
the significance of each question.1 Several other tools to help in data use are also available, as described
below. For additional information and resources, visit the survey website: chks.wested.org.


The CHKS, along with its two companion surveys — California School Climate Survey (CSCS) for staff
and the California School Parent Survey (CSPS) is a service of the California Department of Education
(CDE). These three surveys form the California School Climate, Health, and Learning Surveys (Cal-
SCHLS), the largest, most comprehensive effort in the nation to assess students, staff, and parents at
the local level on a regular basis to provide key data on school climate, learning supports and barriers,
stakeholder engagement; as well as overall youth development, health, and well-being.


The results of this student survey should be compared to those obtained from school staff and parent
surveys. It is important to determine how consistent are student, staff, and parent perceptions and expe-
riences. Appendix 5 of Workbook for Improving School Climate provides a crosswalk between student,
staff, and parent survey questions to facilitate this comparison.2


SURVEY PURPOSE


The California Department of Education (CDE) has funded the CHKS since 1997 to provide data that
would assist schools in: (1) fostering positive school climates and engagement in learning; (2) preventing
youth health-risk behaviors and other barriers to academic achievement; and (3) promoting positive youth
development, resilience, and well-being. A thorough understanding of the scope and nature of youth
behaviors, attitudes, and learning conditions is essential to guide school improvement efforts and to also
develop effective prevention, health, and youth development programs. These surveys grew out of CDE’s
commitment to helping schools promote the successful cognitive, social, and emotional development of
all students and create more positive, engaging school environments for students, staff, and parents.


SURVEY CONTENT OVERVIEW


The secondary-school CHKS consists of a required general Core Module and a series of optional, sup-
plementary topic-focused modules that districts can elect to administer. Districts may also add their own


1Guidebook to the California Healthy Kids Survey, Part II: Survey Content (chks.wested.org/training support)
2See californias3.wested.org/resources/schoolclimateworkbook-2ndedition final.pdf.
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questions of local interest in a custom module. Table A1.1 indicates the modules administered by the
district.


The Core Module consists of a broad range of key questions, identified by an expert advisory committee,
that are considered most important for schools to administer to guide improvement of academic, health,
and prevention programs and the promotion of student achievement, positive development, and well-
being.3 The primary focus of the Core Module is assessing student perceptions and experiences related
to school climate and engagement, learning supports, and health-related, non-academic learning barriers
(e.g., substance use, bullying and violence, and poor physical and mental health). To further support
school improvement efforts and the LCAP, a supplementary School Climate Module is also available.


School-Related Core Content


The great majority of all questions on the CHKS Core are school-specific. The survey provides self-
reported data on:


• Student grades, truancy, reasons for missing school, learning motivation, and school connected-
ness, as indicators of engagement;


• The levels of students’ three fundamental developmental supports (protective factors) that pro-
mote positive academic, social, and emotional outcomes: experiences of caring adult relation-
ships, high expectations, and opportunities for meaningful participation at school;


• Perceived safety and the frequency of, type, and reasons for, harassment and bullying at school;
and


• Levels of violence, substance use, and crime-related behavior (e.g., weapons possession) at
school.


Supplementary School Climate Module


A supplementary School Climate Module provides additional data on student academic mindset, school
academic supports, discipline/order, supports for social-emotional learning, bullying prevention and pos-
itive peer relationships, respect for diversity, and the quality of the physical environment. A companion
Learning Conditions module can be added to the staff survey to compare their perceptions on the same
constructs. Download: chks.wested.org/administer/supplemental1#clim.


Closing the Achievement Gap


Several tables are useful for helping districts identify and address student needs related to closing the
state’s persistent racial/ethnic achievement gap. On the CHKS, students are asked to indicate their
racial/ethnic identity and to report whether they have experienced harassment because of their race/ethnicity.
Summary tables provide key findings (e.g., harassment, developmental supports, school connectedness)
disaggregated by race/ethnic categories. A supplementary module is available that assesses student at-
titudes and experiences related to equity, diversity, cultural sensitivity, and respect. Schools can request
supplementary reports disaggregating all their CHKS results by the race/ethnicity of students.


3Guidebook to the California Healthy Kids Survey, Part I: Administration (chks.wested.org/training support) provides detailed informa-
tion about the content of all of the survey modules. The modules themselves can be downloaded from chks.wested.org/administer/download.
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SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND SAMPLING


School staff administered the survey, following detailed instructions provided by CDE that were designed
to assure the protection of all student and parental rights to privacy and to maintain confidentiality.
Students were surveyed only with the consent of parents or guardians. Each student’s participation was
voluntary, anonymous, and confidential. Table A1.2 gives the target sample of students and the final
number and percent of students who completed the survey (the participation response rate).


THE REPORT


The tables in the Main Report, organized by topic, provide the percentages responding to each question
response option by grade level. Because it is just as important to identify the positive behaviors of youth
as it is to identify the risks they face, the tables reporting risk-behavior data include the percentages of
youth who responded negatively (did not engage in the behavior).


UNDERSTANDING AND USING THE DATA


Several guides, workshops, and other aids are available to help you understand and use the survey results.
These are described and made available on the survey website. Three are particularly important:


• To help in understanding and interpreting these results, Guidebook to the California Healthy
Kids Survey, Part II: Survey Content (chks.wested.org/training support) provides a detailed ex-
planation of each question and its significance (why it was asked) and the potential implications
of the results for programs.


• The Guidebook to the California Healthy Kids Survey, Part III: Data Use and Dissemination
(chks.wested.org/training support) provides a step-by-step process for reviewing, analyzing,
and disseminating survey results as part of a data-driven decision-making process for program
improvement. Free call-in data use workshops are offered as well.


• The Workbook for Improving School Climate and Closing the Achievement Gap provides a
practical guide to using the data in the framework of improving academic achievement and
well-being among all students and closing the achievement gap. It provides examples of how to
use the data to improve practice and policy.4


Care must be particularly taken to understand the factors that can impact the quality, validity, and gen-
eralizability of the results, such as changes that occur in survey content, administration, and/or sample
characteristics between administrations. The following are a few of the key issues that should be kept in
mind. A more detailed discussion of these topics can be found in the CHKS Data Use and Dissemination
Guidebook.


Sample Characteristics


Among the most important factors affecting the quality of survey results is the level and type of student
participation. The validity and representativeness of the results will be adversely affected if the student
response rate is lower than 60%. One indication of the survey’s representativeness is how accurately
the sample reflects the gender and ethnic composition of the district’s student enrollment. Even if the
response rate is low, the results provide an indication of what those students who did respond felt about
the school and their experiences and behavior.


4The Guidebooks may be downloaded from chks.wested.org/training support, and the Workbook from chks.wested.org/about/ctag.
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Changes Between Surveys


Many factors besides real changes in behavior, attitudes, or experiences among students may account for
changes in results from administration to administration. Changes may be due to differences over time in
the characteristics or size of the sample of students who completed the survey, changes in the questions
themselves, or differences between time periods in which the survey was administered (e.g., some risk
behaviors tend to increase as students age, or may increase after holidays or social events).


NEXT STEPS


Receiving this report is just a beginning step in a data-driven decision-making process. The following
actions can be taken to analyze and use the results to support school and program improvement efforts.


Compare with Other Data Sources


CHKS results will be enriched if analyzed in the context of data from the CSCS and other sources,
particularly in the context of identifying consistent patterns. Other data typically collected in effective-
ness studies of school climate include numbers and kinds of discipline referrals, school demographic
information, school vandalism costs, and behavioral observations in classrooms.


Discuss with Students, Staff, and Parents


Discuss the results with both students and staff to explore the meaning of the results in more depth
and to obtain their input into how the school might better meet the needs identified. This is especially
important because it communicates to students that you value their input into how to improve the school
and gives them an opportunity for meaningful participation. This helps improve student perceptions of
the developmental supports and opportunities that the school offers and enhances school connectedness.
Cal-SCHLS staff can provide information on conducting structured group Listening to Students fishbowls
designed to explore with students, as staff observe, the meaning of survey results and obtain their input
on how to address the needs identified by the survey.


Equally important is communicating the results and your plans for making improvements to parents.
This fosters parent involvement and collaboration in addressing the identified needs, and also support
for the survey, important for improving student participation rates. The importance and value of this has
been made even greater by the parent involvement requirements of the Local Control and Accountability
Plan.
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Survey Administration


Table A1
CHKS Survey Modules Administered
Survey Module Administered


A. Core (Required) X


B. AOD (Alcohol and Other Drugs) Module


C. Building Healthy Communities (BHC) Module


D. CalMHSA Module


E. Closing the Achievement Gap (CTAG) Module


F. District Afterschool Module (DASM)


G. Drug Free Communities (DFC) Module


H. Gang Risk Awareness Module


I. Military Connected School Module


J. Physical Health & Nutrition Module


K. Resilience & Youth Development Module


L. Safety & Violence Module


M. School Climate Module X


N. Sexual Behavior Module


O. Social Emotional Health Module


P. Tobacco Module X


Z. Custom Questions
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Core Module Results


1. Survey Sample


Table A1.1
Student Sample Characteristics


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NTA


Student Sample Size
Target sample 2,582 2,521 2,296 119


Final number 2,510 2,430 2,117 59


Average Response Rate 97% 96% 92% 50%


Note: ANT includes continuation, community day, and other alternative school types.
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2. Summary of Key Indicators


Table A2.1
Key Indicators of School Climate and Student Well-Being


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT Table
% % % %


School Engagement and Supports
School connectedness (high) 74 68 61 53 A4.4


Academic motivation (high) 49 39 33 27 A4.4


Truant more than a few times† 1 2 5 29 A4.2


Caring adult relationships (high) 44 31 36 41 A4.4


High expectations (high) 59 44 41 44 A4.4


Meaningful participation (high) 25 19 19 15 A4.4


School Safety and Substance Use
School perceived as very safe or safe 83 80 81 67 A5.1


Experienced any harassment or bullying† 32 34 30 24 A5.4


Had mean rumors or lies spread about you† 36 32 31 22 A5.2


Been afraid of being beaten up† 11 9 4 14 A5.3


Been in a physical fight† 7 6 5 14 A5.3


Seen a weapon on campus† 6 6 7 17 A5.6


Been drunk or “high” on drugs at school, ever 0 2 8 41 A6.10


Mental and Physical Health
Current alcohol or drug use‡ 3 10 27 53 A6.5


Current binge drinking‡ 0 3 15 34 A6.5


Very drunk or “high” 7 or more times 0 2 13 37 A6.7


Current cigarette smoking‡ 0 1 3 29 A7.4


Experienced chronic sadness/hopelessness‡ 14 22 27 38 A8.4


Considered suicide‡ na 13 14 20 A8.5


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
†Past 12 month; ‡Past 30 days; na—Not asked of middle school students.
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3. Demographics


Table A3.1
Age of Sample


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


10 years or younger 0 0 0 2


11 years old 5 0 0 0


12 years old 80 0 0 0


13 years old 15 5 0 0


14 years old 0 80 0 8


15 years old 0 15 5 5


16 years old 0 0 78 34


17 years old 0 0 16 41


18 years old or older 0 0 0 10


Question HS/MS A.3: How old are you?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A3.2
Gender of Sample


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Male 50 49 49 53


Female 50 51 51 47


Question HS/MS A.4: What is your sex?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A3.3
Hispanic or Latino


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 90 88 88 71


Yes 10 12 12 29


Question HS/MS A.6: Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A3.4
Race


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


American Indian or Alaska Native 2 1 1 2


Asian 33 32 28 7


Black or African American 2 2 2 11


Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1 2 2 2


White 42 43 51 51


Mixed (two or more) races 19 19 17 27


Question HS/MS A.7: What is your race?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A3.5
Living Situation


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


A home with one or more parents or guardian na 97 98 88


Other relative’s home na 0 1 4


A home with more than one family na 1 1 2


Friend’s home na 0 0 0


Foster home, group care, or waiting placement na 0 0 5


Hotel or motel na 0 0 0


Shelter, car, campground, or other transitional or
temporary housing na 0 0 0


Other living arrangement na 1 1 2


Question HS A.9: What best describes where you live? A home includes a house, apartment, trailer, or mobile
home.
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.
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Table A3.6
Highest Education of Parents


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Did not finish high school 1 2 3 10


Graduated from high school 2 3 4 17


Attended college but did not complete four-year degree 3 4 5 14


Graduated from college 83 86 85 47


Don’t know 11 5 3 12


Question HS A.10/MS A.9: What is the highest level of education your parents completed? (Mark the Educational
Level Of The Parent Who Went the Furthest In School.)
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A3.7
Sexual Identification


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Heterosexual (straight) 68 90 91 72


Gay or Lesbian or Bisexual 2 4 4 19


Transgender 1 1 1 2


Not sure 18 6 5 10


Decline to respond 18 6 5 7


Question HS A.113/MS A.101: Which of the following best describes you? (Mark All That Apply.)
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. Total percentages may exceed 100% for “mark all
that apply” items.


Table A3.8
Military Connections


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 95 97 97 92


Yes 3 2 2 3


Don’t know 2 1 1 5


Question HS A.112/MS A.100: Is your father, mother, or caretaker currently in the military (Army, Navy, Marines,
Air Force, National Guard, or Reserves)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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4. School Performance, Supports and Engagements


Table A4.1
Grades, Past 12 months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Mostly A’s 49 47 33 22


A’s and B’s 37 35 41 31


Mostly B’s 5 7 10 5


B’s and C’s 7 8 11 12


Mostly C’s 1 1 2 10


C’s and D’s 1 2 2 12


Mostly D’s 0 0 0 2


Mostly F’s 0 0 0 7


Question HS A.11/MS A.10: During the past 12 months, how would you describe the grades you mostly received
in school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A4.2
Truancy, Past 12 months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


0 times 79 82 70 45


1-2 times 14 12 17 14


A few times 6 5 9 12


Once a month 0 1 2 0


Once a week 0 0 1 5


More than once a week 0 0 1 24


Question HS A.12/MS A.11: During the past 12 months, about how many times did you skip school or cut classes?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.3
Reasons for Absence


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Does not apply, I didn’t miss any school 54 51 35 40


Illness (feeling physically sick), including problems with
breathing or your teeth 36 38 51 38


Felt very sad, hopeless, anxious, stressed, or angry 2 5 11 17


Didn’t get enough sleep 4 8 20 26


Didn’t feel safe at school 1 1 1 5


Had to work 0 1 2 3


Had to take care of or help a family member or friend 2 2 3 5


Wanted to spend time with friends who don’t go to your
school 0 1 2 3


Wanted to use alcohol or drugs 0 1 1 7


Were behind in schoolwork or weren’t prepared for a test
or class assignment 2 4 16 5


Were bored with or uninterested in school 1 2 6 10


Were suspended 0 1 1 7


Other reason 13 12 12 16


Question HS A.13/MS A.12: In the past 30 days, did you miss school for any of the following reasons? (Mark All
That Apply.)
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. Total percentages may exceed 100% for “mark all
that apply” items.
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Table A4.4
School Developmental Supports, Connectedness and Academic Motivation


Percent of students scoring Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT


High, Moderate, and Low (%) H M L H M L H M L H M L


School Environment


Total school supports 47 46 7 34 54 12 35 52 13 37 49 14


Caring adults in school 44 49 8 31 58 11 36 55 9 41 49 10


High expectations-adults in school 59 37 5 44 49 7 41 52 7 44 47 8


Meaningful participation at school 25 58 17 19 60 22 19 54 28 15 61 24


School Connectedness 74 22 4 68 27 5 61 32 6 53 29 19


Academic Motivation 49 40 11 39 45 15 33 47 21 27 41 32


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.5
School Connectedness Scale Questions


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


I feel close to people at this school.
Strongly disagree 2 4 4 18
Disagree 3 4 6 12
Neither disagree nor agree 16 16 18 23
Agree 50 47 43 33
Strongly agree 29 29 29 14


I am happy to be at this school.
Strongly disagree 3 4 4 17
Disagree 3 4 6 5
Neither disagree nor agree 13 14 20 17
Agree 43 46 43 41
Strongly agree 39 33 27 20


I feel like I am part of this school.
Strongly disagree 3 4 5 15
Disagree 4 4 8 5
Neither disagree nor agree 17 21 24 25
Agree 45 46 42 37
Strongly agree 31 25 22 17


The teachers at this school treat students fairly.
Strongly disagree 4 4 5 14
Disagree 8 7 12 5
Neither disagree nor agree 18 23 27 8
Agree 43 49 44 41
Strongly agree 28 17 13 32


I feel safe in my school.
Strongly disagree 2 2 2 10
Disagree 2 3 2 10
Neither disagree nor agree 11 14 12 14
Agree 43 50 50 29
Strongly agree 42 31 33 36


Question HS A.14-18/MS A.13-17: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?... I feel
close to people at this school... I am happy to be at this school... I feel like I am part of this school... The teachers
at this school treat students fairly... I feel safe in my school.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.6
Academic Motivation Scale Questions


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


I try hard to make sure that I am good at my
schoolwork.


Strongly disagree 1 2 2 14


Disagree 1 1 2 10


Neither disagree nor agree 5 7 10 7


Agree 32 39 42 31


Strongly agree 61 51 45 39


I try hard at school because I am interested in my
work.


Strongly disagree 4 5 7 19


Disagree 6 9 11 10


Neither disagree nor agree 23 25 27 19


Agree 38 37 36 29


Strongly agree 29 25 20 24


I work hard to try to understand new things at school.
Strongly disagree 1 3 2 10


Disagree 2 3 5 10


Neither disagree nor agree 13 15 18 20


Agree 42 45 46 32


Strongly agree 42 34 29 27


I am always trying to do better in my schoolwork.
Strongly disagree 1 2 2 12


Disagree 1 2 3 7


Neither disagree nor agree 8 11 16 19


Agree 33 40 42 36


Strongly agree 56 45 37 27


Question HS A.19-22/MS A.18-21: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?... I try
hard to make sure that I am good at my schoolwork... I try hard at school because I am interested in my work... I
work hard to try to understand new things at school... I am always trying to do better in my schoolwork.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.7
School Developmental Supports Scale Questions


At my school, there is a teacher or some other Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
adult... % % % %
Caring Relationships
who really cares about me.


Not at all true 8 11 9 12
A little true 25 32 26 24
Pretty much true 39 38 37 36
Very much true 28 19 28 29


who notices when I’m not there.
Not at all true 9 12 10 9
A little true 22 28 26 16
Pretty much true 36 36 38 34
Very much true 33 23 26 41


who listens to me when I have something to say.
Not at all true 4 6 5 10
A little true 16 19 18 14
Pretty much true 35 40 41 33
Very much true 44 35 36 43


High Expectations
who tells me when I do a good job.


Not at all true 6 7 7 12
A little true 18 22 23 17
Pretty much true 38 42 40 34
Very much true 38 29 30 37


who always wants me to do my best.
Not at all true 3 5 4 5
A little true 10 16 17 17
Pretty much true 29 38 39 37
Very much true 58 42 40 41


who believes that I will be a success.
Not at all true 4 7 7 10
A little true 14 18 20 15
Pretty much true 35 41 39 34
Very much true 47 34 35 41


Question HS A.23-28/MS A.22-27: At my school, there is a teacher or some other adult who...really cares about
me... tells me when I do a good job... notices when I am not there... always wants me to do my best... listens to me
when I have something to say... believes that I will be a success.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


2014-15
Page 12


Main Report - Module A: Core


WestEd Page 87







Table A4.7
School Developmental Supports Scale Questions - Continued


At school... Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Opportunities for Meaningful Participation
I do interesting activities.


Not at all true 7 7 10 17


A little true 23 23 27 22


Pretty much true 39 38 33 37


Very much true 31 32 31 24


I help decide things like class activities or rules.
Not at all true 27 33 40 37


A little true 33 35 31 31


Pretty much true 27 21 18 22


Very much true 14 11 11 10


I do things that make a difference.
Not at all true 13 17 23 22


A little true 34 38 37 39


Pretty much true 34 30 25 24


Very much true 20 15 15 15


Question HS A.29-31/MS A.28-30: At school... I do interesting activities... I help decide things like class activities
or rules... I do things that make a difference.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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5. School Violence, Victimization and Safety


Table A5.1
Perceived Safety at School


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Very safe 36 27 36 43
Safe 47 53 45 24
Neither safe nor unsafe 14 16 16 19
Unsafe 2 2 1 9
Very unsafe 1 1 1 5


Question HS A.84/MS A.72: How safe do you feel when you are at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A5.2
Verbal Harassment


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


During the past 12 months, how many times on school
property have you...
had mean rumors or lies spread about you?


0 times 64 68 69 78
1 time 20 17 15 12
2 to 3 times 9 9 9 7
4 or more times 7 7 7 3


had sexual jokes, comments, or gestures made to you?
0 times 79 71 70 72
1 time 11 12 11 11
2 to 3 times 5 8 7 7
4 or more times 6 10 12 11


been made fun of because of your looks or the way
you talk?


0 times 77 75 76 80
1 time 12 11 11 12
2 to 3 times 6 7 6 5
4 or more times 6 7 7 3


been made fun of, insulted, or called names?
0 times 60 65 70 76
1 time 19 16 12 7
2 to 3 times 9 8 7 9
4 or more times 11 11 10 9


Question HS A.88-90, 99/MS A.77-79, 88: During the past 12 months, how many times on school property have
you... had mean rumors or lies spread about you... had sexual jokes, comments, or gestures made to you... been
made fun of because of your looks or the way you talk... been made fun of, insulted, or called names?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A5.3
Violence and Victimization on School Property, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


During the past 12 months, how many times on school
property have you...
been pushed, shoved, slapped, hit, or kicked by
someone who wasn’t just kidding around?


0 times 78 85 90 88
1 time 12 8 6 10
2 to 3 times 5 4 2 0
4 or more times 4 3 2 2


been afraid of being beaten up?
0 times 89 91 96 86
1 time 6 5 2 9
2 to 3 times 2 2 1 5
4 or more times 3 2 1 0


been in a physical fight?
0 times 93 94 95 86
1 time 5 4 3 7
2 to 3 times 1 1 1 3
4 or more times 1 1 1 3


been threatened with harm or injury?
0 times 92 93 96 84
1 time 5 4 2 9
2 to 3 times 2 1 1 5
4 or more times 2 1 1 2


been threatened or injured with a weapon (gun,
knife, club, etc.)?


0 times 97 98 98 88
1 time 2 1 1 7
2 to 3 times 0 0 0 3
4 or more times 0 1 1 2


been offered, sold, or given an illegal drug?
0 times 97 89 82 69
1 time 1 6 8 8
2 to 3 times 1 2 4 7
4 or more times 1 3 6 15


Question HS A.85-87, 92, 96, 98/MS A.74-76, 81, 85, 87: During the past 12 months, how many times on school
property have you... been pushed, shoved, slapped, hit, or kicked by someone who wasn’t just kidding around...
been afraid of being beaten up... been in a physical fight... been offered, sold, or given an illegal drug... been
threatened or injured with a weapon (gun, knife, club, etc.) ... been threatened with harm or injury?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A5.4
Reasons for Harassment on School Property, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Race, ethnicity, or national origin
0 times 88 85 86 91


1 time 7 6 5 7


2 or more times 5 9 8 2


Religion
0 times 93 91 91 86


1 time 4 4 4 7


2 or more times 3 5 6 7


Gender (being male or female)
0 times 94 92 92 86


1 time 3 4 3 10


2 or more times 2 5 5 3


Because you are gay or lesbian or someone thought
you were


0 times 93 94 95 84


1 time 3 3 2 7


2 or more times 3 4 3 9


A physical or mental disability
0 times 97 97 96 90


1 time 1 1 1 5


2 or more times 2 2 2 5


Any of the above five hate-crime reasons 21 26 24 17


Any other reason
0 times 79 80 85 78


1 time 9 8 6 5


2 or more times 12 12 9 17


Any harassment 32 34 30 24


Question HS A.100-105/MS A.89-94: During the past 12 months, how many times on school property were you
harassed or bullied for any of the following reasons?... Your race, ethnicity, or national origin... Your religion...
Your gender (being male or female)... Because you are gay or lesbian or someone thought you were... A physical
or mental disability... Any other reason.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A5.5
Property Damage on School Property, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Had your property stolen or deliberately damaged
0 times 85 87 89 85
1 time 10 9 7 7
2 to 3 times 2 3 2 5
4 or more times 2 2 1 3


Damaged school property on purpose
0 times 98 97 97 88
1 time 1 2 2 2
2 to 3 times 0 1 1 7
4 or more times 0 1 1 3


Question HS A.91, 93/MS A.80, 82: During the past 12 months, how many times on school property have you...
had your property stolen or deliberately damaged, such as your car, clothing, or books... damaged school property
on purpose?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A5.6
Weapons Possession on School Property, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Carried a gun
0 times 99 99 99 92
1 time 0 0 0 2
2 to 3 times 0 0 0 5
4 or more times 0 0 1 2


Carried any other weapon (such as a knife or club)
0 times 98 98 97 86
1 time 1 1 1 5
2 to 3 times 0 0 0 3
4 or more times 1 1 2 5


Seen someone carrying a gun, knife, or other weapon
0 times 94 94 93 83
1 time 4 4 4 12
2 to 3 times 1 1 1 2
4 or more times 1 1 2 3


Question HS A.94, 95, 97/MS A.83, 84, 86: During the past 12 months, how many times on school property have
you... carried a gun... carried any other weapon (such as a knife or club)... seen someone carrying a gun, knife,
or other weapon?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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6. Alcohol and Other Drug Use


Table A6.1
Summary Measures of Level of AOD Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT Table
% % % %


Lifetime alcohol or drugs (excluding cold/cough
medicines and prescription drugs) 6 18 43 66 A6.2


Current alcohol or drugs 3 10 27 53 A6.5


Current heavy drug users 0 2 9 34 A6.5


Current heavy alcohol user (binge drinker) 0 3 15 34 A6.5


Current alcohol or drug use on school property 1 2 4 31 A6.11
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.2
Lifetime AOD Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol (one full drink)
0 times 96 85 59 42
1 time 2 5 6 7
2 to 3 times 1 5 9 12
4 or more times 0 5 26 39


Marijuana
0 times 99 94 76 41
1 time 0 2 4 3
2 to 3 times 0 1 5 8
4 or more times 0 3 15 47


Inhalants (to get “high”)
0 times 98 98 97 83
1 time 1 1 1 5
2 to 3 times 0 1 1 5
4 or more times 0 1 1 7


Cocaine, Methamphetamine, or any amphetamines
0 times na 99 98 79
1 time na 0 1 3
2 to 3 times na 0 0 10
4 or more times na 0 1 7


Ecstasy, LSD, or other psychedelics
0 times na 99 96 75
1 time na 1 2 7
2 to 3 times na 0 1 8
4 or more times na 0 1 10


Any other drug, or pill, or medicine to get “high” or
for other than medical reasons


0 times na 97 96 76
1 time na 1 1 7
2 to 3 times na 1 1 8
4 or more times na 1 2 8


Any of the above AOD use 6 18 43 66
Question HS A.35-38, 40, 45/MS A.35-37: During your life, how many times have you used the following sub-
stances? One full drink of alcohol (such as a can of beer, glass of wine, wine cooler, or shot of liquor)... Mari-
juana (pot, weed, grass, hash, bud)... Inhalants (things you sniff, huff, or breathe to get “high” such as glue, paint,
aerosol sprays, gasoline, poppers, gases)... Cocaine, Methamphetamine, or any amphetamines (meth, speed, crys-
tal, crank, ice)... Ecstasy, LSD, or other psychedelics (acid, mescaline, peyote, mushrooms)... Any other drug, or
pill, or medicine to get “high” or for other than medical reasons.
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.
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Table A6.2
Lifetime AOD Use – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Prescription pain killers , tranquilizers, or sedatives
0 times na 92 88 64
1 time na 3 4 7
2 to 3 times na 2 4 10
4 or more times na 3 4 19


Diet Pills
0 times na 95 97 88
1 time na 1 1 3
2 to 3 times na 1 1 5
4 or more times na 3 2 3


RitalinTM or AdderallTM or other prescription
stimulant


0 times na 97 92 76
1 time na 1 2 7
2 to 3 times na 1 2 8
4 or more times na 1 4 8


Cold/Cough Medicines or other over-the-counter
medicines


0 times na 65 72 59
1 time na 5 4 9
2 to 3 times na 8 6 10
4 or more times na 22 17 22


Question HS A.41-44: During your life, how many times have you used the following substances?... Prescription
pain killers (VicodinTM, OxyContinTM, PercodanTM, LortabTM), tranquilizers, or sedatives (XanaxTM, AtivanTM)...
Diet Pills (Didrex, Dexedrine, Zinadrine, Skittles, M&M’s)... RitalinTM or AdderallTM (JIF, R-ball, Skippy) or
other prescription stimulant... Cold/Cough Medicines (Triple-C’s, Coricidin Cough, Sudafed, TheraFlu, Tylenol
Cough) or other over-the-counter medicines.
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.
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Table A6.3
Summary of AOD Lifetime Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol 4 15 41 58
Marijuana 1 6 24 59
Inhalants 2 2 3 17
Cocaine na 1 2 21
Ecstasy, LSD, or other psychedelics, lifetime na 1 4 25
Prescription pain killers, Diet Pills, or other prescription
stimulant na 13 17 41


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.


Table A6.4
Age of Onset – AOD Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol (one full drink)
Never 92 78 54 42
10 or under 4 5 4 7
11-12 years old 4 5 5 15
13-14 years old 0 11 11 15
15-16 years old 0 1 24 17
17 years or older 0 0 2 3


Marijuana
Never 99 94 77 41
10 or under 0 0 1 3
11-12 years old 0 1 1 10
13-14 years old 0 4 8 26
15-16 years old 0 0 13 14
17 years or older 0 0 1 5


Any other illegal drug or pill to get “high”
Never 100 98 92 63
10 or under 0 0 0 3
11-12 years old 0 1 1 8
13-14 years old 0 2 2 8
15-16 years old 0 0 4 15
17 years or older 0 0 0 2


Question HS A.49, 52, 53/MS A.42, 45, 46: About how old were you the first time you did any of these things?
Had a drink of an alcoholic beverage (other than a sip or two)... Used marijuana or hashish... Used any other
illegal drug or pill to get “high.”
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.5
Current AOD Use, Past 30 Days


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol (at least one drink) 3 8 25 40


Binge drinking (5 or more drinks in a row) 0 3 15 34


Marijuana 0 3 13 41


Inhalants 1 0 1 9


Prescription pain medications to get “high” or for
reasons other than prescribed na 2 3 31


Other drug, pill, or medicine to get “high” or for other
than medical reasons 0 1 2 24


Any drug use 1 4 14 46


Heavy drug user 0 2 9 34


Any AOD Use 3 10 27 53


Two or more drugs at the same time na 1 6 25


Question HS A.57-63/MS A.50-53, 54: During the past 30 days, on how many days did you use... at least one
drink of alcohol... five or more drinks of alcohol in a row, that is, within a couple of hours... marijuana (pot, weed,
grass, hash, bud)... inhalants (things you sniff, huff, or breathe to get “high”)... prescription pain medications
to get “high” or for reasons other than prescribed (such as VicodinTM, OxyContinTM, PercodanTM, RitalinTM,
AdderallTM, XanaxTM)... any other drug, pill, or medicine to get “high” or for other than medical reasons... two
or more drugs at the same time (for example, alcohol with marijuana, ecstasy with mushrooms)?
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.
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Table A6.6
Frequency of Current AOD Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol (at least one drink)
0 days 97 92 75 60


1 or 2 days 2 6 15 19


3 to 9 days 0 1 7 12


10 to 19 days 0 1 2 7


20 or more days 0 0 1 2


Binge drinking (5 or more drinks in a row)
0 days 100 97 85 66


1 or 2 days 0 2 9 22


3 to 9 days 0 1 4 5


10 to 19 days 0 0 1 5


20 or more days 0 0 1 2


Marijuana
0 days 100 97 87 59


1 or 2 days 0 2 6 17


3 to 9 days 0 1 3 3


10 to 19 days 0 0 2 7


20 or more days 0 0 2 14


Question HS A.57-59/MS A.50-52: During the past 30 days, on how many days did you use... at least one drink of
alcohol... five or more drinks of alcohol in a row, that is, within a couple of hours... marijuana (pot, weed, grass,
hash, bud)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.7
Lifetime Drunk or “High”


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Very drunk or sick after drinking alcohol
0 times 99 95 77 58
1 to 2 times 1 3 12 15
3 to 6 times 0 1 6 17
7 or more times 0 1 5 10


“High” (loaded, stoned, or wasted) from using drugs
0 times 100 94 79 47
1 to 2 times 0 2 6 10
3 to 6 times 0 1 3 5
7 or more times 0 2 11 37


Very drunk or “high” 7 or more times 0 2 13 37


Question HS A.46, 47/MS A.39, 40: During your life, how many times have you been... very drunk or sick after
drinking alcohol... “high” (loaded, stoned, or wasted) from using drugs?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A6.8
Cessation Attempts


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol
Does not apply, don’t use na 94 77 61
0 times na 4 20 19
1 time na 1 2 14
2 to 3 times na 0 0 3
4 or more times na 0 0 3


Marijuana
Does not apply, don’t use na 95 82 54
0 times na 3 13 15
1 time na 1 3 22
2 to 3 times na 0 1 3
4 or more times na 0 1 5


Question HS A.81, 82: How many times have you tried to quit or stop using... alcohol... marijuana?
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.
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Table A6.9
Drinking While Driving


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Driven a car when you had been drinking, or been in
a car driven by a friend who had been drinking


Never na 93 88 58


1 time na 3 6 14


2 times na 2 3 12


3 to 6 times na 1 2 9


7 or more times na 1 1 7


Have ridden in a car driven by someone who had
been drinking


Never 76 na na na


1 time 11 na na na


2 times 5 na na na


3 to 6 times 3 na na na


7 or more times 4 na na na


Question HS A.83/MS A.71: During your life, how many times have you ever driven a car when you had been
drinking alcohol, or been in a car driven by a friend when he or she had been drinking?... In your life, how many
times have you ridden in a car driven by someone who had been drinking alcohol?
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle/high school students.


Table A6.10
Lifetime Drunk or “High” on School Property


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


0 times 100 98 92 59


1 to 2 times 0 1 4 10


3 to 6 times 0 0 3 12


7 or more times 0 1 2 19


Question HS A.48/MS A.41: During your life, how many times have you been... drunk on alcohol or “high” on
drugs on school property?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.11
Current AOD Use on School Property


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Alcohol
0 days 99 99 97 80


1 to 2 days 0 1 2 14


3 or more days 0 0 1 7


Marijuana
0 days 100 99 97 75


1 to 2 days 0 0 2 12


3 or more days 0 0 1 14


Any other illegal drug or pill to get “high”
0 days 100 99 99 85


1 to 2 days 0 0 1 7


3 or more days 0 0 0 8


Any of the above 1 2 4 31


Question HS A.67-69/MS A.58-60: During the past 30 days, on how many days on school property did you... have
at least one drink of alcohol... smoke marijuana... use any other illegal drug or pill to get “high”?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.12
Perceived Harm and Availability


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Perceived Harm of Use...
Alcohol - drink occasionally


Great 22 24 19 18
Moderate 29 29 27 38
Slight 30 33 38 24
None 19 14 17 20


Alcohol - 5 or more drinks once or twice a week
Great 58 67 59 37
Moderate 22 20 27 42
Slight 5 5 9 10
None 14 8 5 10


Marijuana - smoke occasionally
Great 47 41 26 25
Moderate 31 31 25 17
Slight 8 15 25 22
None 15 13 24 36


Marijuana - smoke once or twice a week
Great 68 64 44 31
Moderate 13 18 23 17
Slight 4 8 16 14
None 15 11 16 38


Perceived Difficulty of Obtaining...
Alcohol


Very difficult 19 6 4 10
Fairly difficult 13 8 5 9
Fairly easy 14 24 28 14
Very easy 9 28 45 47
Don’t know 46 33 18 21


Marijuana
Very difficult 33 10 5 12
Fairly difficult 10 12 6 7
Fairly easy 4 19 26 9
Very easy 3 17 39 52
Don’t know 50 41 24 21


Question HS A.72-75, 77, 78/MS A.63-66, 68, 69: How much do people risk harming themselves physically and in
other ways when they do the following?... Drink alcohol occasionally... Have five or more drinks of an alcoholic
beverage once or twice a week... Smoke marijuana occasionally... Smoke marijuana once or twice a week... How
difficult is it for students in your grade to get any of the following substances if they really want them?... Alcohol...
Marijuana.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


2014-15
Page 27


Main Report - Module A: Core


WestEd Page 102







7. Tobacco Use


Table A7.1
Summary of Key CHKS Tobacco Indicators


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT Table
% % % %


Use Prevalence and Patterns
Ever smoked a whole cigarette 0 3 9 44 A7.2


Current cigarette smoking‡ 0 1 3 29 A7.4


Current cigarette smoking at school‡ 0 0 1 14 A7.5


Ever tried smokeless tobacco 1 2 7 20 A7.2


Current smokeless tobacco use‡ 0 1 3 10 A7.4


Current smokeless tobacco use at school‡ 0 0 1 8 A7.5


Ever used electronic cigarettes or other vaping
device 2 12 27 58 A7.2


Current use of electronic cigarettes or other
vaping device‡ 1 5 12 37 A7.4


Current use of electronic cigarettes or other
vaping device at school‡ 0 2 3 21 A7.5


Cessation Attempts
Tried to quit or stop using cigarettes na 1 1 20 A7.6


Attitudes and Correlates
Occasional smoking great harm 33 36 35 36 A7.8


Smoking 1-2 packs per day great harm 75 81 83 68 A7.8


Strongly disapprove of peer smoking 1 or more
packs of cigarettes a day 89 76 68 58 A7.7


Very easy to obtain cigarettes 4 16 27 47 A7.8


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
‡Past 30 days.
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Table A7.2
Lifetime Tobacco Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


A cigarette, even one or two puffs
0 times 99 na na na


1 time 1 na na na


2 to 3 times 0 na na na


4 or more times 0 na na na


A whole cigarette
0 times 100 97 91 56


1 time 0 1 3 2


2 to 3 times 0 1 2 14


4 or more times 0 1 4 28


Smokeless tobacco
0 times 99 98 93 80


1 time 0 1 2 7


2 to 3 times 0 0 2 3


4 or more times 0 1 3 10


An electronic cigarette or other vaping device
0 times 98 88 73 42


1 time 1 3 6 2


2 to 3 times 1 3 5 8


4 or more times 0 5 16 47


Question HS A.32-34/MS A.31-34: During your life, how many times have you used the following substances? A
cigarette, even one or two puffs... A whole cigarette... Smokeless tobacco (dip, chew, or snuff such as RedmanTM,
SkoalTM, or BeechnutTM)... Electronic cigarettes, e-cigarettes or other vaping device such as e-hookah, hookah
pens or vape pens.
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of high school students.
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Table A7.3
Age of Onset – Tobacco Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Smoked part or all of a cigarette
Never 99 96 90 54
10 or under 0 1 1 5
11-12 years old 0 1 1 10
13-14 years old 0 2 3 10
15-16 years old 0 0 5 19
17 years or older 0 0 0 2


Smokeless tobacco
Never 100 97 90 75
10 or under 0 0 0 2
11-12 years old 0 1 0 7
13-14 years old 0 2 3 4
15-16 years old 0 0 6 7
17 years or older 0 0 0 5


Question HS A.50-51/MS A.43-44: About how old were you the first time you did any of these things? Smoked
part or all of a cigarette... Used smokeless tobacco or other tobacco products.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A7.4
Any Current Use and Daily Use


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Cigarette
Any 0 1 3 29
Daily (20 or more days) 0 0 0 2


Smokeless Tobacco
Any 0 1 3 10
Daily (20 or more days) 0 0 0 0


Electronic cigarette
Any 1 5 12 37
Daily (20 or more days) 0 1 2 8


Question HS A.54-56/MS A.47-49: During the past 30 days, on how many days did you use... cigarettes... smoke-
less tobacco (dip, chew or snuff )... an electronic cigarette or any other nicotine delivery device?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A7.5
Current Smoking on School Property, Past 30 Days


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Cigarette
0 days 100 100 99 86


1 or 2 days 0 0 0 8


3 to 9 days 0 0 0 3


10 to 19 days 0 0 0 0


20 or more days 0 0 0 2


Smokeless Tobacco
0 days 100 100 99 92


1 or 2 days 0 0 0 7


3 to 9 days 0 0 0 2


10 to 19 days 0 0 0 0


20 or more days 0 0 0 0


Electronic cigarette or other vaping device
0 days 100 98 97 79


1 or 2 days 0 1 2 10


3 to 9 days 0 0 1 3


10 to 19 days 0 0 0 2


20 or more days 0 0 0 5


Question HS A.64-66/MS A.55-57: During the past 30 days, on how many days on school property did you...
smoke cigarettes... use smokeless tobacco... use electronic cigarettes, e-cigarettes or other vaping device such as
e-hookah, hookah pens or vape pens?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A7.6
Cigarette Smoking Cessation Attempts


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Does not apply, don’t use na 98 95 69
0 times na 1 4 10
1 time na 1 1 17
2 to 3 times na 0 0 2
4 or more times na 0 0 2


Question HS A.80: How many times have you tried to quit or stop using cigarettes?


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.


Table A7.7
Personal Disapproval of Peer Cigarette Smoking, One or More Packs A Day


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Neither approve nor disapprove 5 11 17 19


Somewhat disapprove 6 12 15 23


Strongly disapprove 89 76 68 58


Question HS A.79/MS A.70: How do you feel about someone your age smoking one or more packs of cigarettes a
day?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A7.8
Perceived Harm of Cigarette Smoking and Difficulty of Obtaining Cigarettes


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Perceived Harm of Use...
Smoke cigarettes occasionally


Great 33 36 35 36
Moderate 40 39 40 41
Slight 13 17 17 14
None 14 8 7 10


Smoke 1-2 packs of cigarettes a day
Great 75 81 83 68
Moderate 8 9 9 20
Slight 2 3 2 0
None 14 8 5 12


Perceived Difficulty of Obtaining...
Cigarettes


Very difficult 22 7 5 16
Fairly difficult 16 13 9 12
Fairly easy 10 25 28 5
Very easy 4 16 27 47
Don’t know 48 39 30 21


Question HS A.70, 71, 76/MS A.61, 62, 67: How much do people risk harming themselves physically and in other
ways when they do the following?... Smoke cigarettes occasionally... Smoke 1-2 packs of cigarettes each day...
How difficult is it for students in your grade to get any of the following substances if they really want them?...
Cigarettes.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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8. Other Physical and Mental Health Risks


Table A8.1
Cyber Bullying, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


0 times (never) 86 86 87 83


1 time 8 7 6 8


2 to 3 times 4 4 4 5


4 or more times 3 3 3 3


Question HS A.106/MS A.95: During the past 12 months, how many times did other students spread mean rumors
or lies about you on the internet (i.e., FacebookTM, MySpaceTM, email, instant message)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A8.2
Alone After School


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Never 35 na na na


1 day 20 na na na


2 days 15 na na na


3 days 10 na na na


4 days 5 na na na


5 days 16 na na na


Question MS A.73: In a normal week, how many days are you home after school for at least one hour without
an adult there?
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of high school students.
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Table A8.3
Eating of Breakfast


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 14 21 25 39


Yes 86 79 75 61


Question HS A.110/MS A.98: Did you eat breakfast today?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A8.4
Chronic Sad or Hopeless Feelings, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 86 78 73 62


Yes 14 22 27 38


Question HS A.108/MS A.97: During the past 12 months, did you ever feel so sad or hopeless almost every day
for two weeks or more that you stopped doing some usual activities?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A8.5
Seriously Considered Attempting Suicide, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No na 87 86 80


Yes na 13 14 20


Question HS A.109: During the past 12 months, did you ever seriously consider attempting suicide?
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
na—Not asked of middle school students.


Table A8.6
Gang Involvement


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 95 95 94 92


Yes 5 5 6 8


Question HS A.107/MS A.96: Do you consider yourself a member of a gang?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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9. Race/Ethnic Breakdowns


Table A9.1
School Developmental Supports and Connectedness by Race/Ethnicity - 7th Grade


Percent of students scoring Grade 7
High (%)


H
/L


A
I/


A
N


A
si


an


A
A


N
H


/P
I


W
hi


te


M
ix


ed


School Environment


Total school supports 41 59 47 35 48 46 46


Caring adults in school 40 49 43 28 58 44 43


High expectations-adults in school 52 66 57 58 70 59 60


Meaningful participation at school 20 36 29 18 18 22 25


School Connectedness 72 81 76 64 67 73 73


Academic Motivation 48 58 56 36 52 44 48


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. H/L: Hispanic or Latino; AI/AN:
American Indian or Alaska Native; AA: Black or African American; NH/PI: Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander; Mixed: Mixed (two or more) races.


Table A9.2
School Developmental Supports and Connectedness by Race/Ethnicity - 9th Grade


Percent of students scoring Grade 9
High (%)


H
/L


A
I/
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N
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M
ix


ed


School Environment


Total school supports 27 34 27 27 36 30


Caring adults in school 28 29 32 22 34 29


High expectations-adults in school 42 43 38 33 46 41


Meaningful participation at school 16 18 12 16 21 18


School Connectedness 64 68 49 57 70 68


Academic Motivation 35 46 35 24 37 35


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. H/L: Hispanic or Latino; AI/AN:
American Indian or Alaska Native; AA: Black or African American; NH/PI: Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander; Mixed: Mixed (two or more) races.
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Table A9.3
School Developmental Supports and Connectedness by Race/Ethnicity - 11th Grade


Percent of students scoring Grade 11
High (%)


H
/L
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ed


School Environment


Total school supports 31 35 33 34 36 31


Caring adults in school 31 34 35 38 39 31


High expectations-adults in school 36 39 39 50 43 38


Meaningful participation at school 14 21 17 12 19 16


School Connectedness 57 61 41 62 66 53


Academic Motivation 30 37 24 24 32 31


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. H/L: Hispanic or Latino; AI/AN:
American Indian or Alaska Native; AA: Black or African American; NH/PI: Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander; Mixed: Mixed (two or more) races.


Table A9.4
School Developmental Supports and Connectedness by Race/Ethnicity - Non-Traditional


Percent of students scoring NT
High (%)


H
/L
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ed


School Environment


Total school supports 46


Caring adults in school 43


High expectations-adults in school 50


Meaningful participation at school 14


School Connectedness 68


Academic Motivation 21


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents. H/L: Hispanic or Latino; AI/AN:
American Indian or Alaska Native; AA: Black or African American; NH/PI: Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander; Mixed: Mixed (two or more) races.
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Table A9.5
Current Cigarette Smoking, by Race/Ethnicity


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Smoked cigarettes in the past 30 days
Hispanic or Latino 0 1 5


American Indian or Alaska Native 2


Asian 0 0 1


Black or African American 0 2 9


Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0 2


White 0 2 3 32


Mixed (two or more) races 1 1 5


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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10. Gender Breakdowns


Table A10.1
School Developmental Supports, Connectedness and Academic Motivation by Gender


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
Percent of Students Scoring High Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male


% % % % % % % %
School Environment


Total school supports 50 44 33 34 36 34 36 39


Caring adults in school 47 40 29 33 37 35 43 39


High expectations-adults in school 60 57 43 44 43 39 46 42


Meaningful participation at school 25 25 18 19 18 20 11 19


School Connectedness 75 73 67 69 61 61 54 52


Academic Motivation 53 45 44 35 40 25 21 32


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A10.2
Selected Alcohol and Drug Use Measures by Gender


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male


% % % % % % % %
Lifetime and Current AOD Use
During your life, did you ever...


drink alcohol (one full drink)? 3 5 16 13 41 40 54 61
use inhalants? 2 2 2 2 3 3 11 23
smoke marijuana? 0 1 6 6 21 26 64 55


During the past 30 days, did you...
drink alcohol (one full drink)? 2 3 9 7 25 24 29 50
use inhalants? 0 1 1 0 0 1 7 10
smoke marijuana? 0 0 3 3 10 16 46 35


Level of Involvement (High Risk Patterns)
During your life, have you ever...


been very drunk or sick after drinking alcohol? 1 1 7 4 24 23 39 45
been “high” from using drugs? 0 1 5 6 18 24 54 52


During the past 30 days, did you drink 5 or more drinks
of alcohol in a couple of hours? 0 0 3 2 13 16 29 39


AOD Use at School
During your life, have you ever been drunk or “high” on
school property? 0 0 2 2 7 10 43 39


During the past 30 days, did you use marijuana on school
property? 0 0 1 1 2 4 21 29


Perceived Harm
Frequent use of...is harmful.A


alcohol (five or more drinks once or twice a week) 86 85 93 91 96 94 89 90
marijuana (once or twice a week) 86 85 91 87 88 79 61 63


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines Great, Moderate, and Slight.
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Table A10.3
Selected Tobacco Use Measures by Gender


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male


% % % % % % % %
During your life, did you ever smoke a cigarette? 0 1 3 3 6 12 43 45
During the past 30 days, did you smoke a cigarette? 0 0 1 1 2 4 29 29
During the past 30 days, did you smoke cigarettes daily? 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
During the past 30 days, did you smoke cigarettes on
school property? 0 0 0 0 0 1 11 16


Frequent use of cigarettes is harmful. (1-2 packs a day)A 86 85 93 91 95 94 89 87
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines Great, Moderate, and Slight.


Table A10.4
School Safety - Related Indicators by Gender


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male


% % % % % % % %
During the past 12 months at school, have you been
harassed or bullied for any of the following reasons?


Race, ethnicity, or national origin 10 13 14 16 13 15 11 7
Religion 5 8 9 10 8 11 18 10
Gender 7 4 14 3 13 3 14 13
Gay/lesbian, or someone thought you were 5 8 6 7 4 6 18 13
Physical/mental disability 3 3 3 4 4 3 7 13
Any other reason 23 20 22 19 15 16 25 19


During the past 12 months at school, have you been in a
physical fight? 3 11 3 10 2 8 18 10


Feels safe at school 85 81 80 81 82 81 75 60
Currently belong to a gang 4 5 4 6 2 9 7 10


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A10.5
Physical and Mental Health Measures by Gender


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male


% % % % % % % %
Eating of breakfast 82 89 74 83 74 77 54 68


Chronic sad or hopeless feelings 18 9 29 14 33 20 52 26


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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School Climate Module


1. Module Sample


Table M1.1
Student Sample for School Climate Module


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NTA


Student Sample Size
Target sample 2,582 2,521 2,296 119


Final number 2,337 2,319 2,031 58


Average Response Rate 91% 92% 88% 49%


Note: ANT includes continuation, community day, and other alternative school types.
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2. Supports for Learning & Student Academic Engagement


Table M2.1
Supports for Learning


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students at this school are motivated to learn.
Strongly disagree 3 6 6 22


Disagree 6 8 10 21


Neither disagree nor agree 30 31 28 28


Agree 39 39 39 17


Strongly agree 22 16 17 12
Adults at this school encourage me to work hard so I
can be successful in college or at the job I choose.


Strongly disagree 3 4 5 9


Disagree 4 5 8 9


Neither disagree nor agree 14 18 21 25


Agree 36 45 42 32


Strongly agree 44 27 23 26
My teachers work hard to help me with my
schoolwork when I need it.


Strongly disagree 3 4 5 10


Disagree 3 5 8 3


Neither disagree nor agree 14 19 23 28


Agree 39 47 43 36


Strongly agree 41 25 20 22
Teachers show how classroom lessons are helpful to
students in real life.


Strongly disagree 4 7 11 12


Disagree 7 11 19 12


Neither disagree nor agree 19 25 28 40


Agree 39 39 29 26


Strongly agree 31 18 13 10


Question HS/MS M.1-4: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students at this school are motivated to learn... Adults at this school encourage me to work hard so
I can be successful in college or at the job I choose... My teachers work hard to help me with my schoolwork
when I need it... Teachers show how classroom lessons are helpful to students in real life.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M2.1
Supports for Learning – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Teachers give students a chance to take part in
classroom discussions or activities.


Strongly disagree 3 3 4 11


Disagree 3 3 5 7


Neither disagree nor agree 12 14 17 32


Agree 41 52 51 33


Strongly agree 41 28 23 18


This school promotes academic success for all
students.


Strongly disagree 3 4 5 9


Disagree 2 3 6 7


Neither disagree nor agree 11 14 17 29


Agree 38 46 44 33


Strongly agree 47 34 27 22


This school is a supportive and inviting place for
students to learn.


Strongly disagree 3 4 6 9


Disagree 3 4 7 5


Neither disagree nor agree 13 17 23 33


Agree 37 45 43 33


Strongly agree 44 29 22 21


Teachers go out of their way to help students.
Strongly disagree 4 6 9 9


Disagree 5 10 13 7


Neither disagree nor agree 24 29 30 31


Agree 36 37 34 29


Strongly agree 30 18 14 24


Question HS/MS M.5-8: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Teachers give students a chance to take part in classroom discussions or activities... This school
promotes academic success for all students... This school is a supportive and inviting place for students to
learn... Teachers go out of their way to help students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M2.1
Supports for Learning – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students really enjoy their classes.
Strongly disagree 5 9 11 16


Disagree 11 14 18 12


Neither disagree nor agree 40 42 41 47


Agree 29 25 21 16


Strongly agree 15 9 8 10


Teachers help students catch up when they return
from an absence.


Strongly disagree 5 10 13 12


Disagree 8 14 18 7


Neither disagree nor agree 21 28 29 31


Agree 38 33 29 24


Strongly agree 28 15 11 26


My teachers give me useful feedback on my work.
Strongly disagree 3 6 7 9


Disagree 6 8 13 5


Neither disagree nor agree 21 26 29 34


Agree 41 42 38 29


Strongly agree 29 17 13 22


My classes are challenging.
Strongly disagree 8 5 4 22


Disagree 13 8 4 10


Neither disagree nor agree 36 28 17 41


Agree 29 40 39 19


Strongly agree 13 19 36 7


Question HS/MS M.9-12: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students really enjoy their classes... Teachers help students catch up when they return from an
absence... My teachers give me useful feedback on my work... My classes are challenging.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M2.2
Student Academic Mindset and Learning Engagement


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students pay attention in class.
Strongly disagree 5 6 7 31


Disagree 9 12 14 10


Neither disagree nor agree 41 45 43 33


Agree 33 29 28 12


Strongly agree 11 9 8 14


Students try their best in school.
Strongly disagree 4 5 6 24


Disagree 7 9 10 16


Neither disagree nor agree 38 43 41 34


Agree 35 32 32 16


Strongly agree 16 11 11 10


Students usually follow the rules at school.
Strongly disagree 4 4 5 21


Disagree 8 8 10 16


Neither disagree nor agree 29 36 36 31


Agree 44 41 40 21


Strongly agree 16 11 10 12


Students turn in their homework on time.
Strongly disagree 4 4 4 21


Disagree 8 8 9 16


Neither disagree nor agree 41 43 40 34


Agree 37 36 37 22


Strongly agree 11 9 9 7


Question HS/MS M.52-55: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students pay attention in class... Students try their best in school... Students usually follow the rules
at school... Students turn in their homework on time.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M2.2
Student Academic Mindset and Learning Engagement – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students try to get good grades.
Strongly disagree 3 3 4 21


Disagree 4 4 5 7


Neither disagree nor agree 28 33 29 41


Agree 39 41 42 21


Strongly agree 26 19 21 10


Question HS/MS M.56: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students try to get good grades.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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3. Fairness and Respect for Diversity


Table M3.1
Fairness and Respect


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Adults at this school treat all students with respect.
Strongly disagree 4 7 9 12


Disagree 6 8 14 4


Neither disagree nor agree 20 27 29 35


Agree 36 39 33 28


Strongly agree 34 20 15 21


Students treat teachers with respect.
Strongly disagree 4 7 8 16


Disagree 8 12 19 14


Neither disagree nor agree 30 35 34 34


Agree 37 34 29 22


Strongly agree 20 12 10 14


The school rules are fair.
Strongly disagree 5 5 11 16


Disagree 7 7 15 7


Neither disagree nor agree 19 25 28 28


Agree 38 43 32 31


Strongly agree 31 19 13 19


All students are treated fairly when they break school
rules.


Strongly disagree 7 7 11 12


Disagree 9 9 15 9


Neither disagree nor agree 24 28 28 43


Agree 35 40 33 21


Strongly agree 26 17 13 16


Question HS/MS M.13-16: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Adults at this school treat all students with respect... Students treat teachers with respect... The
school rules are fair... All students are treated fairly when they break school rules.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M3.2
Respect for Diversity


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


My class lessons include examples of my racial,
ethnic, or cultural background.


Strongly disagree 8 8 10 17


Disagree 9 11 13 10


Neither disagree nor agree 40 43 38 45


Agree 28 28 28 17


Strongly agree 14 10 11 10
I have been disrespected by an adult at this school
because of my race, ethnicity, or culture.


Strongly disagree 61 45 43 47


Disagree 20 28 30 22


Neither disagree nor agree 12 19 19 28


Agree 4 5 6 2


Strongly agree 3 3 3 2
There is a lot of tension in this school between people
of different cultures, races, or ethnicities.


Strongly disagree 46 34 34 37


Disagree 25 30 31 25


Neither disagree nor agree 19 25 24 32


Agree 7 7 8 4


Strongly agree 3 4 4 4
Students in this school respect each other’s
differences.


Strongly disagree 8 9 9 14


Disagree 8 9 11 14


Neither disagree nor agree 24 32 30 33


Agree 36 35 34 21


Strongly agree 24 16 15 19


Question HS/MS M.43-46: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... My class lessons include examples of my racial, ethnic, or cultural background... I have been
disrespected by an adult at this school because of my race, ethnicity, or culture... There is a lot of tension in
this school between people of different cultures, races, or ethnicities... Students in this school respect each
other’s differences (for example, gender, race, culture, sexual orientation).
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M3.2
Respect for Diversity – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Adults in this school respect differences in students.
Strongly disagree 6 6 6 14


Disagree 3 5 7 5


Neither disagree nor agree 16 25 27 26


Agree 35 40 38 22


Strongly agree 40 24 21 33


Teachers show that they think it is important for
students of different races and cultures at this school
to get along with each other.


Strongly disagree 5 6 6 14


Disagree 3 6 8 9


Neither disagree nor agree 21 31 33 40


Agree 36 37 35 19


Strongly agree 35 22 18 19


Question HS/MS M.47-48: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Adults in this school respect differences in students (for example, gender, race, culture, sexual
orientation)... Teachers show that they think it is important for students of different races and cultures at this
school to get along with each other.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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4. Disciplinary Environment


Table M4.1
Consistency and Clarity of Rules and Expectations


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


This school clearly informs students what would
happen if they break school rules.


Strongly disagree 3 4 6 14
Disagree 4 7 10 7
Neither disagree nor agree 15 20 21 38
Agree 38 43 43 29
Strongly agree 40 25 20 13


Rules in this school are made clear to students.
Strongly disagree 3 3 4 10
Disagree 5 8 10 12
Neither disagree nor agree 19 28 29 34
Agree 47 46 45 31
Strongly agree 26 14 12 12


Students know how they are expected to act.
Strongly disagree 2 3 3 12
Disagree 3 4 4 12
Neither disagree nor agree 17 22 21 28
Agree 49 55 57 32
Strongly agree 29 17 16 16


Students know what the rules are.
Strongly disagree 2 3 3 12
Disagree 4 5 5 9
Neither disagree nor agree 15 24 24 33
Agree 51 53 54 34
Strongly agree 28 15 15 12


This school makes it clear how students are expected
to act.


Strongly disagree 3 3 3 11
Disagree 3 4 6 5
Neither disagree nor agree 16 24 22 39
Agree 47 51 53 30
Strongly agree 32 17 16 16


Question HS/MS M.17, 23-26: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about
your school?... This school clearly informs students what would happen if they break school rules... Rules in
this school are made clear to students... Students know how they are expected to act... Students know what the
rules are... This school makes it clear how students are expected to act.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M4.2
Disciplinary Harshness


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


The rules in this school are too strict.
Strongly disagree 17 12 9 31


Disagree 32 29 22 19


Neither disagree nor agree 31 38 36 40


Agree 11 14 20 7


Strongly agree 9 8 13 3


It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or get
suspended.


Strongly disagree 17 9 8 24


Disagree 31 22 23 19


Neither disagree nor agree 30 41 40 41


Agree 13 19 19 10


Strongly agree 8 8 10 5


Students get in trouble for breaking small rules.
Strongly disagree 7 6 7 24


Disagree 13 16 13 19


Neither disagree nor agree 40 40 34 34


Agree 27 28 31 21


Strongly agree 13 11 15 2


Teachers are very strict here.
Strongly disagree 9 5 5 28


Disagree 25 19 15 22


Neither disagree nor agree 49 54 53 38


Agree 12 16 21 9


Strongly agree 4 5 6 3


Question HS/MS M.19-22: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... The rules in this school are too strict... It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or get
suspended... Students get in trouble for breaking small rules... Teachers are very strict here.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M4.3
Behaving in School


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students at this school are well-behaved.
Strongly disagree 5 7 6 23


Disagree 9 10 12 14


Neither disagree nor agree 39 39 38 33


Agree 33 33 33 16


Strongly agree 15 12 11 14


Question HS/MS M.18: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students at this school are well-behaved.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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5. Student Peer Relationships


Table M5.1
Peer Caring Relationships


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Students enjoy doing things with each other in school
activities.


Strongly disagree 3 3 3 10
Disagree 4 4 6 5
Neither disagree nor agree 25 26 26 50
Agree 41 48 47 22
Strongly agree 28 19 18 12


Students enjoy working together on projects in class.
Strongly disagree 3 5 5 10
Disagree 4 5 9 9
Neither disagree nor agree 24 28 27 45
Agree 40 42 42 24
Strongly agree 29 20 17 12


Students care about each other.
Strongly disagree 4 4 5 10
Disagree 4 6 8 7
Neither disagree nor agree 30 34 32 55
Agree 41 42 41 21
Strongly agree 20 14 14 7


Students treat each other with respect.
Strongly disagree 4 5 6 12
Disagree 7 8 10 10
Neither disagree nor agree 34 37 36 40
Agree 37 39 37 29
Strongly agree 18 12 12 9


Students get along well with each other.
Strongly disagree 3 4 4 10
Disagree 6 6 6 10
Neither disagree nor agree 34 36 35 41
Agree 40 41 42 29
Strongly agree 17 12 13 9


Question HS/MS M.27-31: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Students enjoy doing things with each other in school activities... Students enjoy working together
on projects in class... Students care about each other... Students treat each other with respect... Students get
along well with each other.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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6. Social and Emotional Learning


Table M6.1
Supports for Social and Emotional Learning


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


This school encourages students to feel responsible
for how they act.


Strongly disagree 3 3 4 12


Disagree 3 4 6 3


Neither disagree nor agree 21 28 31 36


Agree 45 48 45 34


Strongly agree 27 16 13 14


Students are often given rewards for being good.
Strongly disagree 8 12 15 12


Disagree 16 19 24 14


Neither disagree nor agree 32 37 33 42


Agree 30 25 21 23


Strongly agree 14 8 7 9


This school encourages students to understand how
others think and feel.


Strongly disagree 4 5 7 16


Disagree 5 9 15 7


Neither disagree nor agree 26 33 34 34


Agree 43 40 33 34


Strongly agree 23 13 11 9


Students are taught that they can control their own
behavior.


Strongly disagree 4 4 6 11


Disagree 5 8 10 5


Neither disagree nor agree 22 30 34 42


Agree 45 44 38 30


Strongly agree 24 14 12 12


Question HS/MS M.32-35: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... This school encourages students to feel responsible for how they act... Students are often given
rewards for being good... This school encourages students to understand how others think and feel... Students
are taught that they can control their own behavior.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M6.1
Supports for Social and Emotional Learning – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


This school helps students solve conflicts with one
another.


Strongly disagree 4 6 9 12


Disagree 7 11 17 12


Neither disagree nor agree 23 34 37 45


Agree 42 38 28 22


Strongly agree 23 12 9 9


This school encourages students to care about how
others feel.


Strongly disagree 3 5 7 16


Disagree 5 8 12 7


Neither disagree nor agree 22 31 36 35


Agree 45 43 34 30


Strongly agree 25 13 11 12


Question HS/MS M.36-37: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... This school helps students solve conflicts with one another... This school encourages students to care
about how others feel.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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7. School Anti-Bullying Climate


Table M7.1
School Responses to Bullying


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying
is not tolerated.


Strongly disagree 3 4 5 12


Disagree 2 4 7 5


Neither disagree nor agree 12 22 24 33


Agree 34 42 41 26


Strongly agree 49 28 23 24


If another student was bullying me, I would tell one
of the teachers or staff at school.


Strongly disagree 5 8 11 14


Disagree 6 9 15 7


Neither disagree nor agree 19 28 27 38


Agree 34 34 31 22


Strongly agree 36 21 16 19


Students tell teachers when other students are being
bullied.


Strongly disagree 7 10 13 16


Disagree 11 15 24 14


Neither disagree nor agree 36 39 36 47


Agree 28 25 20 19


Strongly agree 17 10 8 5


Question HS/MS M.38-40: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying is not tolerated... If another student was bullying
me, I would tell one of the teachers or staff at school... Students tell teachers when other students are being
bullied.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table M7.1
School Responses to Bullying – Continued


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


If I tell a teacher that someone is bullying me, the
teacher will do something to help.


Strongly disagree 4 5 6 12


Disagree 4 5 7 3


Neither disagree nor agree 18 28 29 36


Agree 38 42 40 24


Strongly agree 37 21 18 24


Students here try to stop bullying when they see it
happening.


Strongly disagree 7 7 9 14


Disagree 10 12 15 5


Neither disagree nor agree 35 39 38 55


Agree 31 30 29 19


Strongly agree 18 11 10 7


Question HS/MS M.41-42: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... If I tell a teacher that someone is bullying me, the teacher will do something to help... Students here
try to stop bullying when they see it happening.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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8. Facilities Physical Environment


Table M8.1
Quality of Physical Environment


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


The schoolyard and buildings are clean and in good
condition.


Strongly disagree 4 4 6 17


Disagree 5 6 7 10


Neither disagree nor agree 18 24 24 22


Agree 38 40 40 22


Strongly agree 34 26 23 28


My school is usually clean and tidy.
Strongly disagree 4 4 5 16


Disagree 5 6 8 7


Neither disagree nor agree 18 25 24 31


Agree 39 41 40 19


Strongly agree 34 24 23 28


The school grounds are kept clean.
Strongly disagree 3 4 5 16


Disagree 5 7 8 11


Neither disagree nor agree 19 24 24 30


Agree 40 40 39 18


Strongly agree 33 24 23 26


Question HS/MS M.49-51: How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
school?... The schoolyard and buildings are clean and in good condition... My school is usually clean and
tidy... The school grounds are kept clean.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Tobacco Module


1. Module Sample


Table P1.1
Student Sample for Tobacco Module


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NTA


Student Sample Size
Target sample 2,582 2,521 2,296 119


Final number 2,398 2,355 2,070 59


Average Response Rate 93% 93% 90% 50%


Note: ANT includes continuation, community day, and other alternative school types.
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2. Smoking Patterns and Access to Cigarettes


Table P2.1
Lifetime Smoking


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Every smoked cigarettes daily
No 100 99 98 74


Yes 0 1 2 26


Smoked 100 cigarettes
No 100 99 99 83


Yes 0 1 1 17


Question HS/MS P.1, 4: Have you ever smoked cigarettes daily, that is, at least one cigarette every day for 30
days?... Have you smoked 100 cigarettes in your life?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table P2.2
Smoking in Past 30 Days


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Number of cigarettes smoked per day
None 100 99 97 76


Less than 1 cigarette per day 0 0 1 5


1 cigarette or more per day 0 1 2 19


1 cigarette per day 0 0 1 2


2 to 5 cigarettes per day 0 0 0 12


6 to 10 cigarettes per day 0 0 0 5


11 to 20 cigarettes per day 0 0 0 0


More than 20 cigarettes per day 0 0 0 0


Sources for Obtaining Cigarettes
Did not smoke cigarettes in the past 30 days 99 98 96 74


Bought them in a store 0 0 0 2


Bought them from a vending machine 0 0 0 0


Gave someone else money to buy them for me 0 0 1 10


Borrowed them from someone else 0 0 1 7


Took them from a store or family member 0 0 0 2


A friend gave them to me 0 0 0 2


A person 18 years or older gave them to me 0 0 0 3


Other people gave them to me 0 0 0 0


Got them some other way 0 0 0 0


Current cigar smoking
0 days 99 99 95 81


1 to 2 days 0 1 3 3


3 to 5 days 0 0 1 8


6 to 9 days 0 0 0 2


10 to 19 days 0 0 0 3


20 to 30 days 0 0 0 2


Question HS/MS P.3, 5, 6: During the past 30 days, on the days you smoked, how many cigarettes did you
smoke per day?... If you smoked cigarettes during the past 30 days, how did you usually get them? (Select
Only One Response.)... During the past 30 days, on how many days did you smoke any cigars, cigarillos, or
little cigars (SwishersTM, Black&MildTM, or Prime TimesTM)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table P2.3
Ever Smoke to Control Weight


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 100 99 99 93


Yes 0 1 1 7


Question HS/MS P.2: Did you ever smoke to control your weight?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P2.4
Current Desire to Quit Smoking Cigarettes


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


I don’t smoke cigarettes; does not apply 99 98 97 80


No 1 1 2 12


Yes 1 0 1 8


Question HS/MS P.7: If you now smoke cigarettes, would you like to quit smoking?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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3. Smoking Cessation


Table P3.1
Likelihood of Quitting


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Definitely will 91 87 83 72


Probably will 2 4 4 4


May or may not 2 4 7 13


Probably will not 1 1 2 7


Definitely will not 4 4 4 4


Question HS/MS P.8: If you are currently using tobacco, how likely are you to try to quit?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P3.2
Lifetime Frequency of Smoking Cessation Attempts


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Don’t smoke cigarettes; does not apply 99 97 96 73


0 times 1 1 2 7


One or more times 0 1 2 20


1 time 0 1 1 15


2 to 3 times 0 0 0 2


4 or more times 0 0 0 3


Question HS/MS P.9: How many times have you tried to quit smoking cigarettes?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table P3.3
Control Over Quitting


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No control at all 11 10 10 25


A little control 3 3 3 8


Medium control 3 5 4 4


A lot of control 3 6 6 8


Total control 80 76 76 54


Question HS/MS P.10: How much control do you have over whether you quit using tobacco?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P3.4
Type of Help Sought at School to Help Quit Smoking, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Go to a special group or class
Did not use tobacco 99 98 96 81


No 1 2 4 14


Yes 0 0 0 5


Talk to an adult at school about how to quit
Did not use tobacco 99 98 96 82


No 1 2 4 16


Yes 0 0 0 2


Talk to a peer helper about how to quit
Did not use tobacco 99 98 96 82


No 1 2 4 14


Yes 0 0 0 4


Question HS/MS P.11-13: If you used tobacco during the past 12 months, did you do any of the following
things at school to get help to quit using?... Go to a special group or class... Talk to an adult at your school
about how to quit... Talk to a peer helper about how to quit.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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4. Attitudes and Beliefs


Table P4.1
Likelihood of Smoking in the Next Year


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Sure it will not happen 90 82 79 64


It probably will not happen 7 13 12 16


Even chance (50-50) that it will happen 1 3 4 5


It probably will happen 0 1 2 10


It will happen for sure 1 1 2 5


Question HS/MS P.17: How likely do you think it is that you will smoke one or more cigarettes in the next year?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P4.2
Agreement with Eight Statements About Smoking


Percent responding “Very much agree” or “Agree” Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Smoking makes kids look grown up 12 14 13 32


Smoking makes your teeth yellow 92 95 94 90


Smoking is cool 2 4 6 24


Smoking makes you smell bad 87 90 89 83


Smoking helps you make friends 3 8 12 28


Smoking is bad for your health 90 93 93 91


Smoking helps you relax 12 30 38 41


Smoking helps control your weight 9 15 20 29


Question HS/MS P.19-26: Please indicate whether or not you agree with the following statements... Percent
responding “Very much agree” or “Agree”.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table P4.3
Estimated Prevalence of Adult Cigarette Smoking


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


None of them 40 30 28 40


Some 55 61 63 34


Many 5 8 8 21


Most or all 0 1 1 5


Question HS/MS P.18: About how many adults you know smoke cigarettes?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P4.4
Estimated Prevalence of Peer Cigarette Smoking


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


0 73 30 19 22


10 21 43 45 24


20 3 12 15 17


30 2 7 9 16


40 1 3 5 5


50 0 2 3 3


60 0 1 1 2


70 0 1 1 2


80 0 0 0 3


90 0 0 0 2


100 0 1 1 3


Question HS/MS P.30: Think about a group of 100 students (about three classrooms) in your grade. About how
many students do you think smoke cigarettes at least once a month?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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5. Prevention Program Exposure


Table P5.1
Tobacco Education in School, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Have lessons about tobacco and its effects on the body
No 31 44 69 68


Yes 57 46 20 25


Not sure 12 10 10 7


Practice different ways to refuse or say “no” to
tobacco offers


No 43 53 77 72


Yes 41 36 13 21


Not sure 16 12 10 7


Question HS/MS P.15-16: During the past 12 months, did you do any of these things at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P5.2
Perceived Ability to Refuse a Friend’s Offer of Cigarettes


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


Very hard 1 1 2 12


Hard 2 4 3 8


Easy 17 21 21 25


Very easy 79 73 75 54


Question HS/MS P.14: How hard would it be for you to refuse or say no to a friend who offered you a cigarette
to smoke?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table P5.3
Talked with Parents/Guardians About Tobacco Use, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


No 59 64 74 77


Yes 41 36 26 23


Question HS/MS P.28: During the past 12 months, have you talked with at least one of your parents or
guardians about the dangers of tobacco use?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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6. Media Exposure


Table P6.1
Tobacco Use in Movies, Past 12 Months


Grade 7 Grade 9 Grade 11 NT
% % % %


0 times 22 13 13 28


1 time 14 7 6 9


2 times 17 14 13 12


3 times 15 16 16 10


4-6 times 13 17 18 12


7 or more times 20 33 35 29


Question HS/MS P.29: During the past 12 months, how many times did you see smoking in movies?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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PREFACE


NEW THIS YEAR
The list of content sections and table names at the beginning of the digital report have been hyperlinked to the
tables. Click on the title of a content section or a table and you will be automatically directed to the actual
content section or table in the report.


This report provides the detailed results for each question from this school/district’s 2014–15 California
Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS), presented in tables organized by topic.


To help in understanding and interpreting these results, the CHKS Guidebook to survey content discusses
the significance of each question.1 Several other tools to help in data use are also available, as described
below. For additional information and resources, visit the survey website: chks.wested.org.


The CHKS, along with its two companion surveys — California School Climate Survey (CSCS) for staff
and the California School Parent Survey (CSPS) is a service of the California Department of Education
(CDE). These three surveys form the California School Climate, Health, and Learning Surveys (Cal-
SCHLS), the largest, most comprehensive effort in the nation to assess students, staff, and parents at
the local level on a regular basis to provide key data on school climate, learning supports and barriers,
stakeholder engagement; as well as overall youth development, health, and well-being.


The results of this student survey should be compared to those obtained from school, staff, and parent
surveys. It is important to determine how consistent are student, staff, and parent perceptions and expe-
riences. Appendix 5 of Workbook for Improving School Climate provides a crosswalk between student,
staff, and parent survey questions to facilitate this comparison.2


SURVEY PURPOSE


The California Department of Education (CDE) has funded the CHKS since 1997 to provide data that
would assist schools in: (1) fostering positive school climates and engagement in learning; (2) preventing
youth health-risk behaviors and other barriers to academic achievement; and (3) promoting positive youth
development, resilience, and well-being. A thorough understanding of the scope and nature of youth
behaviors, attitudes, and learning conditions is essential to guide school improvement efforts and to also
develop effective prevention, health, and youth development programs. These surveys grew out of CDE’s
commitment to helping schools promote the successful cognitive, social, and emotional development of
all students and create more positive, engaging school environments for students, staff, and parents.


SURVEY CONTENT OVERVIEW


The CHKS consists of a required general set of questions. Districts may also add their own questions
of local interest. The survey consists of a broad range of key questions identified by an expert advi-
sory committee considered most important for schools to administer to guide improvement of academic,
health, and prevention programs and the promotion of student achievement, positive development, and


1Guidebook to the California Healthy Kids Survey, Part II: Survey Content (chks.wested.org/training support)
2See californias3.wested.org/resources/schoolclimateworkbook-2ndedition final.pdf.
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well-being.3 The primary focus of the survey is assessing student perceptions and experiences related
to school climate and engagement, learning supports, and health-related, non-academic learning barriers
(e.g., substance use, bullying and violence, and poor physical and mental health).


School-Related Core Content


To support school improvement efforts, the majority of questions on the CHKS assess school perfor-
mance, engagement, climate, performance, and experiences. The survey provides self-report data on:


• School connectedness;


• The level of which students experience caring adult relationships, high expectations, and op-
portunities for meaningful participation at school, three fundamental developmental supports
(protective factors) that promote positive academic outcomes; and


• Perceived safety and frequency of, and reasons for, harassment and bullying at school.


SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND SAMPLING


School staff administered the survey, following detailed instructions provided by CDE that were designed
to assure the protection of all student and parental rights to privacy and to maintain confidentiality.
Students were surveyed only with the consent of parents or guardians. Each student’s participation was
voluntary, anonymous, and confidential. Table A1.1 gives the target sample of students and the final
number and percent of students who completed the survey (the participation response rate).


THE REPORT


The tables in the Main CHKS Report provide the percentages responding to each question response
option by grade level, organized by topic. Because it is just as important to identify the positive behaviors
of youth as it is to identify the risks they face, the tables include the percentages of youth who do not
engage in each risk behavior. Percentages are rounded off to the nearest whole number.


UNDERSTANDING AND USING THE DATA


Several guides, workshops, and other aids are available to help you understand and use the survey results.
These are described and made available on the survey website. Three are particularly important:


• To help in understanding and interpreting these results, Guidebook to the California Healthy
Kids Survey, Part II: Survey Content (chks.wested.org/training support) provides a detailed ex-
planation of each question and its significance (why it was asked) and the potential implications
of the results for programs.


• The Guidebook to the California Healthy Kids Survey, Part III: Data Use and Dissemination
(chks.wested.org/training support) provides a step-by-step process for reviewing, analyzing,
and disseminating survey results as part of a data-driven decision-making process for program
improvement. Free call-in data use workshops are offered as well.


• The Workbook for Improving School Climate and Closing the Achievement Gap provides a
practical guide to using the data in the framework of improving academic achievement and
well-being among all students and closing the achievement gap. It provides examples of how to


3The CHKS Guidebook to Survey Administration contains detailed information about the content of the survey.


v


WestEd Page 152







use the data to improve practice and policy.4


Care must be particularly taken to understand the factors that can impact the quality, validity, and gen-
eralizability of the results, such as changes that occur in survey content, administration, and/or sample
characteristics between administrations. The following are a few of the key issues that should be kept in
mind. A more detailed discussion of these topics can be found in the CHKS Data Use and Dissemination
Guidebook.


Sample Characteristics


Among the most important factors affecting the quality of survey results is the level of student participa-
tion. The validity and representativeness of the results will be adversely affected if the student response
rate is lower than 60%. One indication of the survey’s representativeness is how accurately the sample
reflects the gender and ethnic composition of the district’s student enrollment. Even if the response rate
is low, the results provide an indication of what those students who did respond felt about the school and
their experiences and behavior.


Changes Between Surveys


Many factors may account for changes in results from administration to administration besides real
changes in behavior, attitudes, or experiences among students. The change could be due to differences
over time in the characteristics or size of the sample of students who completed the survey, or changes
in the questions themselves, or differences in the time period in which the survey was administered (e.g.,
some risk behaviors tend to increase with age, and be higher after holidays or even a social event).


NEXT STEPS


Receiving this report is just a beginning step in a data-driven, decision-making process. The follow-
ing describes actions you can take to analyze and use the results and provide additional information to
support school- and program- improvement efforts.


Compare with Other Data Sources


CHKS results will be enriched if analyzed in the context of data from the California School Climate
Survey and other sources, particularly in identifying consistent patterns. Other data typically collected
in effectiveness studies of school climate include number and kinds of discipline referrals, school demo-
graphic information, school vandalism costs, and behavioral observations in classrooms.


Discuss with Students, Staff, and Parents


Discuss the results with both students and staff to explore the meaning of the results in more depth
and to obtain their input into how the school might better meet the needs identified. This is especially
important because it communicates to students that you value their input into how to improve the school
and gives them an opportunity for meaningful participation. This helps improve student perceptions of
the developmental supports and opportunities that the school offers and enhances school connectedness.
Cal-SCHLS staff can provide information on conducting structured group Listening to Students fishbowls
designed to explore with students, as staff observe, the meaning of survey results and obtain their input
on how to address the needs identified by the survey.


4The Guidebooks may be downloaded from chks.wested.org/training support, and the Workbook from chks.wested.org/about/ctag.
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Equally important is communicating the results and your plans for making improvements to parents.
This fosters parent involvement and collaboration in addressing the identified needs, and also support
for the survey, important for improving student participation rates. The importance and value of this has
been made even greater by the parent involvement requirements of the Local Control and Accountability
Plan.
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Survey Administration


Table 1
CHKS Survey Modules Administered
Survey Module Administered


A. Core (Required) X


B. District After-School Module (DASM)


C. GRAM Safety (Gang Risk Assessment) Module


D. Health Module


E. Military Module


F. Personal, Social, and Emotional Strengths Module In Process


G. School Climate Module


Z. Custom Questions
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Core Module Results


1. Survey Sample


Table A1.1
Student Sample Characteristics


Grade 5


Student Sample Size
Target sample 2,746


Final number 1,369


Average Response Rate 50%
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2. Summary of Key Indicators


Table A2.1
Key Indicators of School Climate and Student Well-Being


Grade 5 Table
%


School Engagement and Supports
School connectedness (high) 59 A4.2


Academic motivation (high) 51 A4.2


Caring adult relationships (high) 57 A4.2


High expectations (high) 57 A4.2


Meaningful participation (high) 16 A4.2


School Safety
Feel safe at school† 87 A7.1


Been hit or pushed 37 A7.2


Mean rumors spread about you 42 A7.2


Saw a weapon at school‡ 8 A7.4


Disciplinary Environment
Students well-behaved† 64 A6.2


Students treated fairly when break school rules† 62 A6.1


Students treated with respect† 87 A6.1


Lifetime Substance Use
Alcohol or drug use 11 A9.1


Cigarette smoking 1 A10.1


E-cigarette 1 A10.1


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
†Combines “Most of the time” and “All of the time.” ‡Past 12 months.
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3. Demographics


Table A3.1
Age of Sample


Grade 5
%


7 years old, or younger than 7 0


8 years old 0


9 years old 0


10 years old 66


11 years old 33


12 years old 1


13 years old, or older than 13 0


Question ES A.2: How old are you?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A3.2
Gender of Sample


Grade 5
%


Female 49


Male 51


Question ES A.3: Are you female or male?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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4. School Performance, Supports, and Engagements


Table A4.1
Perceived School Performance


Grade 5
%


One of the best students 20


Better than most students 30


About the same as others 42


Don’t do as well as most others 7


Question ES A.18: How well do you do in your schoolwork?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A4.2
School Developmental Supports, Connectedness, and Academic Motivation


Percent of students scoring Grade 5


High, Moderate, and Low (%) H M L


School Environment


Total School Supports 51 46 3


Caring Adults in School 57 40 3


High Expectations-Adults in School 57 41 2


Meaningful Participation-Adults in School 16 73 11


School Connectedness 59 39 2


Academic Motivation 51 40 10


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.3
School Developmental Supports Scale Questions


At my school, teachers and other grown-ups... Grade 5
%


Caring Relationships
care about you.


No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 14


Yes, most of the time 27


Yes, all of the time 57


listen when you have something to say.
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 22


Yes, most of the time 41


Yes, all of the time 34


High Expectations
tell you when you do a good job.


No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 24


Yes, most of the time 40


Yes, all of the time 33


believe that you can do a good job.
No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 11


Yes, most of the time 25


Yes, all of the time 64


Question ES A.12-13, 19-20: Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school care about you?... Do the teachers
and other grown-ups at school tell you when you do a good job?... Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school
listen when you have something to say?... Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school believe that you can do
a good job?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.3
School Developmental Supports Scale Questions - Continued


At school... Grade 5
%


Opportunities for Meaningful Participation
I am given a chance to help decide things at school.


No, never 26


Yes, some of the time 41


Yes, most of the time 21


Yes, all of the time 12


I do things to be helpful.
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 28


Yes, most of the time 44


Yes, all of the time 27


Question ES A.11, 21: Are you given a chance to help decide things at school, like class rules?... Do you do things
to be helpful at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.4
School Connectedness Scale Questions


Grade 5
%


I feel close to people at school.
No, never 5


Yes, some of the time 39


Yes, most of the time 37


Yes, all of the time 18


I am happy to be at this school.
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 18


Yes, most of the time 39


Yes, all of the time 42


I feel like I am part of this school.
No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 18


Yes, most of the time 29


Yes, all of the time 49


Teachers treat students fairly at school.
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 11


Yes, most of the time 34


Yes, all of the time 53


I feel safe at school.
No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 10


Yes, most of the time 34


Yes, all of the time 52


Question ES A.6-8, 10, 46: Do you feel close to people at school?... Are you happy to be at this school?... Do you
feel like you are part of this school?... Do teachers treat students fairly at school?... Do you feel safe at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A4.5
Academic Motivation Scale Questions


Grade 5
%


I finish all my class assignments.
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 6


Yes, most of the time 45


Yes, all of the time 48


I try even harder the next time when I get a bad grade.
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 4


Yes, most of the time 16


Yes, all of the time 79


I keep working and working on my schoolwork until I get it
right.


No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 13


Yes, most of the time 39


Yes, all of the time 47


I do my class assignments even when they’re really hard for me.
No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 7


Yes, most of the time 23


Yes, all of the time 70


Question ES A.31-34: Do you finish all your class assignments?... When you get a bad grade, do you try even
harder the next time?... Do you keep working and working on your schoolwork until you get it right?... Do you do
your class assignments even when they’re really hard for you?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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5. Supports for Learning at School


Table A5.1
Supports for Learning


Grade 5
%


Are the students at your school motivated to learn?
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 30


Yes, most of the time 51


Yes, all of the time 16


Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school ask you about
your ideas?


No, never 10


Yes, some of the time 43


Yes, most of the time 32


Yes, all of the time 15


Do the teachers and other grown-ups give you a chance to solve
school problems?


No, never 10


Yes, some of the time 30


Yes, most of the time 31


Yes, all of the time 28


Do you get to do interesting activities at school?
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 32


Yes, most of the time 40


Yes, all of the time 26


Question ES A.9, 14-16: Are the students at your school motivated to learn?... Do the teachers and other grown-
ups at school ask you about your ideas?... Do the teachers and other grown-ups give you a chance to solve school
problems?... Do you get to do interesting activities at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A5.1
Supports for Learning - Continued


Grade 5
%


Do your teachers ask you what you want to learn about?
No, never 43


Yes, some of the time 38


Yes, most of the time 13


Yes, all of the time 5


Question ES A.17: Do your teachers ask you what you want to learn about?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A5.2
Supports for Social and Emotional Learning


Grade 5
%


Does your school help students solve conflicts with one another?
No, never 5


Yes, some of the time 23


Yes, most of the time 35


Yes, all of the time 37


Does your school teach students to care about each other and
treat each other with respect?


No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 11


Yes, most of the time 24


Yes, all of the time 63


Question ES A.26, 27: Does your school help students solve conflicts with one another?... Does your school teach
students to care about each other and treat each other with respect?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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6. Disciplinary Environment, Fairness, and Respect


Table A6.1
Clarity of Rules and Fairness


Grade 5
%


Do students know what the rules are?
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 13


Yes, most of the time 43


Yes, all of the time 44


Are students treated fairly when they break school rules?
No, never 13


Yes, some of the time 25


Yes, most of the time 34


Yes, all of the time 27


Do teachers and other grown-ups at school treat students with
respect?


No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 12


Yes, most of the time 35


Yes, all of the time 52


Question ES A.22, 23, 25: Do teachers and other grown-ups at school treat students with respect?... Are students
treated fairly when they break school rules?... Do students know what the rules are?...
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A6.2
Student Positive Behavior


Grade 5
%


Do you follow the classroom rules?
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 2


Yes, most of the time 35


Yes, all of the time 63


Do you follow the playground rules at recess and lunch times?
No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 4


Yes, most of the time 28


Yes, all of the time 67


Do you listen when your teacher is talking?
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 4


Yes, most of the time 40


Yes, all of the time 56


Are students at this school well behaved?
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 34


Yes, most of the time 59


Yes, all of the time 5


Are you nice to other students?
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 3


Yes, most of the time 38


Yes, all of the time 58


Question ES A.24, 35-38: Are students at this school well behaved? ... Do you follow the classroom rules?... Do
you follow the playground rules at recess and lunch times?... Do you listen when your teacher is talking?... Are
you nice to other students?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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7. School Violence, Victimization, and Safety


Table A7.1
Perceived Safety At or Outside of School


Grade 5
%


Do you feel safe at school?
No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 10


Yes, most of the time 34


Yes, all of the time 52


Do you feel safe walking to and from school?
No, never 8


Yes, some of the time 15


Yes, most of the time 29


Yes, all of the time 48


Question ES A.46, 47: Do you feel safe at school?... Do you feel safe walking to and from school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A7.2
Frequency of Being Harassed on School Property


Grade 5
%


Been hit or pushed
No, never 63


Yes, some of the time 30


Yes, most of the time 5


Yes, all of the time 2


Mean rumors spread about you
No, never 58


Yes, some of the time 33


Yes, most of the time 6


Yes, all of the time 4


Question ES A.41, 42: Do other kids hit or push you at school when they are not just playing around?... Do other
kids at school spread mean rumors or lies about you?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A7.3
Frequency of Harassing on School Property, Past Year


Grade 5
%


Have hit or pushed other kids
0 times 77


1 time 12


2 times 6


3 or more times 5


Have spread mean rumors about other kids
0 times 82


1 time 12


2 times 3


3 or more times 2


Question ES A.39, 40: During the past year, how many times have you hit or pushed other kids at school when
you were not playing around?... During the past year, how many times have you spread mean rumors or lies about
other kids at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A7.4
Weapons (Gun or Knife) on School Property, Past Year


Grade 5
%


Brought weapon to school
No 99


Yes 1


Saw another kid with a weapon at school
No 92


Yes 8


Question ES A.43, 44: During the past year, did you ever bring a gun or knife to school?... During the past year,
have you ever seen another kid with a gun or knife at school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


2014-15
Page 15


Elementary Main Report - Module A: Core


WestEd Page 169







Table A7.5
School Responses to Bullying


Grade 5
%


Teachers and other grown-ups make it clear that bullying is not
allowed.


No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 5


Yes, most of the time 10


Yes, all of the time 84


If you tell a teacher that you’ve been bullied, the teacher will do
something to help.


No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 10


Yes, most of the time 22


Yes, all of the time 66


Students at your school try to stop bullying when they see it
happening.


No, never 12


Yes, some of the time 35


Yes, most of the time 36


Yes, all of the time 17


Question ES A.28-30: Do the teachers and other grown-ups make it clear that bullying is not allowed?... If you
tell a teacher that you’ve been bullied, will the teacher do something to help?... Do students at your school try to
stop bullying when they see it happening?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A7.6
Frequency of Being Home Alone


Grade 5
%


No, never 71


Yes, some of the time 24


Yes, most of the time 3


Yes, all of the time 2


Question ES A.45: Are you home alone after school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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8. Home Supports and Involvement in Schooling


Table A8.1
High Expectations at Home


At home, a parent or some other grown-up... Grade 5
%


believes that I can do a good job.
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 4


Yes, most of the time 13


Yes, all of the time 83


wants me to do my best.
No, never 0


Yes, some of the time 1


Yes, most of the time 5


Yes, all of the time 94


Question ES A.58, 59: Does a parent or some other grown-up at home believe that you can do a good job?... Does
a parent or some other grown-up at home want you to do your best?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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Table A8.2
Parent/Adult Involvement in Schoolwork


At home, a parent or some other grown-up... Grade 5
%


cares about my schoolwork.
No, never 1


Yes, some of the time 6


Yes, most of the time 17


Yes, all of the time 76


asks if I did my homework.
No, never 2


Yes, some of the time 8


Yes, most of the time 21


Yes, all of the time 69


checks my homework.
No, never 11


Yes, some of the time 29


Yes, most of the time 29


Yes, all of the time 31


asks me about school.
No, never 3


Yes, some of the time 18


Yes, most of the time 28


Yes, all of the time 51


asks me about my grades.
No, never 4


Yes, some of the time 15


Yes, most of the time 23


Yes, all of the time 58


Question ES A.57, 60-63: Does a parent or some other grown-up at home care about your schoolwork?... Does a
parent or some other grown-up at home ask if you did your homework?... Does a parent or some other grown-up
at home check your homework?... Does a parent or some other grown-up at home ask you about school?... Does
a parent or some other grown-up at home ask you about your grades?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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9. Alcohol and Other Drug (AOD) Use


Table A9.1
Use of Alcohol or Other Drugs, Lifetime


Grade 5
%


Alcohol, one or two sips 8


Alcohol, a full glass 1


Inhalants (to get high) 3


Marijuana 0


None of the above 89


Any of the above 11


Question ES A.51-53: Have you ever drunk beer, wine, or other alcohol?... Have you ever sniffed something
through your nose to get “high?”... Have you ever smoked any marijuana (pot, grass, weed)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A9.2
Perception of Health Risk of Alcohol and Marijuana Use


Grade 5
%


Alcohol
No, not bad 1


Yes, a little bad 27


Yes, very bad 72


Marijuana
No, not bad 2


Yes, a little bad 3


Yes, very bad 54


I don’t know what marijuana is 41


Question ES A.55, 56: Do you think drinking alcohol (beer, wine, liquor) is bad for a person’s health?... Do you
think using marijuana (pot, grass, weed) is bad for a persons health?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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10. Tobacco Use


Table A10.1
Use of Cigarettes and E-Cigarettes, Lifetime


Grade 5
%


Ever smoked a cigarette 1


Part of a cigarette, like one or two puffs 1


A whole cigarette 0


Ever used an electronic cigarette 1


Question ES A.49, 50: Have you ever smoked a cigarette?... Have you ever used an electronic cigarette, e-
cigarette, or other vaping device such as e-hookah, hookah pens, or vape pens?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A10.2
Perception of Health Risk of Cigarette Smoking


Grade 5
%


No, not bad 1


Yes, a little bad 2


Yes, very bad 98


Question ES A.54: Do you think smoking cigarettes is bad for a person’s health?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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11. Physical Health


Table A11.1
Breakfast Consumption


Grade 5
%


No 7


Yes 93


Question ES A.5: Did you eat breakfast this morning?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A11.2
Body Image


Grade 5
%


Ever been teased about your body at school
No 73


Yes 27


Question ES A.48: Have other kids at school ever teased you about what your body looks like?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
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12. Gender Breakdowns


Table A12.1
School Developmental Supports, Connectedness, and Academic Motivation by Gender


Grade 5
Percent of Students Scoring High Female Male


% %
School Environment


Total school supports 57 46


Caring adults in school 60 53


High expectations-adults in school 60 55


Meaningful participation at school 18 14


School Connectedness 66 54


Academic Motivation 55 47


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.


Table A12.2
Student Positive Behavior by Gender


Grade 5
Female Male


% %
Follow classroom rulesA 99 96


Listen when teacher is talkingA 97 95


Nice to other studentsA 97 95


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines “Most of the time,” and “All of the time.”
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Table A12.3
School Safety-Related Indicators by Gender


Grade 5
Female Male


% %
Been Harassed on School PropertyA


Been hit or pushed 29 44
Mean rumors spread about you 41 44


Feels safe at school most/all of the time 89 84
Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines “Some of the time,” “Most of the time,” and “All of the time.”


Table A12.4
Selected Alcohol and Drug Use Measures by Gender


Grade 5
Female Male


% %
Lifetime AOD Use


Alcohol, one or two sips 7 10
Alcohol, a full glass 0 1
Inhalants (to get high) 2 4
Marijuana 0 0
Any of the above 9 14


Perceived Health RiskA


Alcohol 99 98
MarijuanaB 98 97


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines “A little bad” and “Very bad.”
BStudents who responded that they didn’t know what marijuana was were excluded from calculation.
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Table A12.5
Selected Tobacco Measures by Gender


Grade 5
Female Male


% %
Ever smoked a cigarette 0 1


Part of a cigarette, like one or two puffs 0 1


A whole cigarette 0 0


Electronic cigarette 0 1


Perceived health risk of cigarette smokingA 99 100


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 25 respondents.
ACombines “A little bad” and “Very bad.”
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PREFACE


NEW THIS YEAR
The list of content sections and table names at the beginning of the digital report have been hyperlinked to the
tables. Click on the title of a content section or a table and you will be automatically directed to the actual
content section or table in the report.


This report provides the detailed results provided by teachers, administrators, and other school staff on
each question in your 2014-15 administration of the California School Climate Survey (CSCS), presented
in tables organized by topic. In 2013-14, the content of the survey was significantly revised to enhance
the value of its data for guiding the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) process, particularly
in regard to the state priorities of enhancing school climate, pupil engagement, and parent involvement.


The CSCS, along with its companion student and parent surveys—the California Healthy Kids Survey
(CHKS) and the California School Parent Survey (CSPS)—is a service of the California Department
of Education (CDE). These three surveys form the California School Climate, Health, and Learning
Survey (Cal-SCHLS) System, the largest, most comprehensive effort in the nation to assess students,
staff, and parents at the local level on a regular basis to provide key data on school climate and culture,
learning supports and barriers, and stakeholder engagement, as well as youth development, health, and
well-being. For additional information and resources, visit the survey websites: cscs.wested.org and
cal-schls.wested.org.


SURVEY PURPOSE


The CSCS was developed for CDE by WestEd in 2004, to fulfill the requirement in the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001, Title IV, that schools conduct an anonymous teacher survey related to student drug
use and violence. Recognizing the opportunity this requirement presented over time, CDE has expanded
the content to collect other data to guide school improvement efforts and to meet LCAP state priorities.
Schools can also add questions of their own choosing to meet other local data needs. Because the results
are anonymous and confidential, the survey provides staff with an opportunity to honestly communicate
their perceptions about the school.


The CSCS grew out of CDE’s commitment to: (1) helping schools promote the successful cognitive, so-
cial, and emotional development of all students; and (2) fostering positive school working environments,
particularly to help address the growing problem of low teacher retention. This CSCS report provides
perspective on the degree to which staff perceive that their school has a learning and working environ-
ment that is safe, supportive, caring, collegial, challenging, and engaging, with norms and standards that
encourage academic success. In conjunction with CHKS student data, CSCS data enrich a school’s abil-
ity to create a positive school climate that promotes quality teaching, school connectedness, academic
achievement, and overall well-being among both students and staff.
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Local Control and Accountability Plan Support


The CSCS (and Cal-SCHLS overall) is especially valuable for meeting four of the eight state LCAP
priorities: improving academic achievement, school climate, pupil engagement, and parent involvement.
It also provides data to determine whether a school fosters the supports, conditions, and specific compe-
tencies needed to meet a fifth priority: meeting Common Cores State Standards. For more information,
see Helpful Resources for Local Control and Accountability Plans and School Safety Plans, available at
cal-schls.wested.org/resources/LCAP Cal SCHLS.pdf.


Closing the Achievement Gap


Several questions specifically provide better data to advance efforts to close the state’s persistent racial/ethnic
achievement gap. These questions include assessment of respect shown to students, equity and diversity,
and cultural sensitivity.


Comparison with CHKS Results


Another broad CSCS goal is to provide data from school staff that are comparable to student self-report
information from the CHKS, to ascertain whether staff perceptions accurately reflect student behaviors
and experiences. The Guidebook to the California School Climate Survey Part II: Survey Content
(cscs.wested.org/resources/cscs guidebook 2 content.pdf) discusses how the CSCS and CHKS surveys
might be compared, and an item crosswalk is posted on the website.1 To enhance both survey adminis-
tration efficiency and data comparability, schools are encouraged to administer the surveys at the same
time.


SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND SAMPLE


Schools are provided with detailed survey planning and administration instructions (see the
Guidebook to the California School Climate Survey Part I: Administration, 2011-12 Edition available
at cscs.wested.org/resources/cscs guidebook 1 admin.pdf). CDE guidelines call for the CSCS to be ad-
ministered online at the same time as the CHKS, among all staff in grades 5 and above.2 Staff participa-
tion is totally voluntary, anonymous, and confidential. The tables in the Survey Sample and Demograph-
ics sections of this report provide the numbers of respondents who completed the core module; their roles
at the school (e.g., teacher, administrator, counselor); the length of their employment at the school and
in their positions; and their races/ethnicities. The number of respondents who completed each additional
module is also provided at the beginning of the set of tables for that module.


SURVEY CONTENT OVERVIEW


The survey questions were selected with the assistance of an advisory committee to assess the key school
climate variables that research and theory indicated are most associated with successful learning and
teaching. Like most school climate surveys, it focuses on individual behaviors; patterns of communica-
tion and interactions; and professional and student supports. For a detailed discussion of the significance
of each question, see the Guidebook to the California School Climate Survey Part II: Survey Content,
2011-12 Edition (cscs.wested.org/resources/cscs guidebook 2 content.pdf).


1Crosswalks between all three Cal-SCHLS surveys for the school climate questions are included in Making Sense of School Climate
(available at californias3.wested.org/tools).


2In some instances, the survey is administered on paper.
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Core Survey (Section A)


All staff answer the questions in the first part of the survey, which provides background information
about the characteristics of the staff respondents who completed the survey and assesses the following
main domains:


• How supportive and inviting the learning and working environment is in general;


• School norms and standards that promote achievement, including the rigor and relevance of
instruction, and a shared sense of responsibility for school improvement;


• Staff supports, professional respect, and collegiality within the working environment, factors
that surveys of California teachers have shown to be key to teacher retention;


• Staff and student safety;


• Student developmental supports in the school environment—caring staff/student relationships,
high expectations, and opportunities for meaningful participation and decision-making—that
resilience research has linked to school and life success;


• Equity, respect, and cultural sensitivity, which are particularly germane for closing the achieve-
ment gap;


• Student behaviors that facilitate learning, including the degree to which students are ready
and motivated to learn and are well-behaved;


• The level of problems the school experiences that are related to fourteen student behaviors or
conditions (e.g., truancy, violence, bullying, substance use, mental health, and physical health);


• The nature, communication, and enforcement of rules and policies related to discipline; and


• Staff professional development needs.


In 2013-14, the same questions asked of students in the CHKS School Climate Module were added to the
CSCS so that staff and student results can be compared. These results are reported in Section 6 (Learning
Conditions). The questions provide additional data on five key constructs.


• Supports for Learning


• Discipline and Order


• Social, Emotional, and Behavioral Supports


• Positive Peer Relationships (anti-bullying related)


• Respect for Diversity


Learning Supports Module


The Learning Supports Module consists of 22 questions that are answered only by staff who provide
services or instruction related to health, prevention, discipline, safety, or counseling. These questions
assess a school’s programs, policies, supports, and services that address nonacademic barriers to learning
and promote healthy youth development. The results can be compared to the level of student need as
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indicated by staff perceptions of problems (from the first section of the CSCS) and student report (from
the CHKS).


Supplemental Modules


In addition, two supplementary modules are available that districts can elect to add to the survey. For
information, call the toll-free Cal-SCHLS Helpline at 888.841.7536.


• The Special Education Supports Module consists of 12 questions designed to be answered
only by staff who have responsibilities for teaching or providing related support services to
students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). It provides data to better understand
issues involving (1) effectively meeting the needs of students with IEPs, and (2) recruiting and
retaining special education staff. Districts can request custom reports that compare CSCS results
reported by staff who have special education responsibilities to those reported by other staff.


• The Military Connected Schools Module allows schools to gather the views of staff about their
schools related to the educational and other needs of students who have parents connected to
the military, in order to foster more military-friendly and supportive school climates.


THE REPORT


Results are provided in tables with data from all school levels assessed presented separately. The usual
school levels are elementary (grades 1–6), middle (grades 7–8), high (grades 9–12), and nontraditional
(ungraded, such as continuation high schools with 16 years being the earliest age of admittance), as
appropriate.3


The tables are organized into topical sections, as outlined in the Table of Contents. They provide the
percentages of staff responding to each response option for each question. Percentages are rounded off
to the nearest whole number. Summary tables at the beginning of each section provide a quick overview
to key indicators, with a reference to the table where the detailed results can be found.


Supplemental Reports


On request, custom reports can be prepared that disaggregate the survey data and compare the results
based on the characteristics of respondents (e.g., race/ethnicity), job responsibilities (e.g., special educa-
tion compared to general education staff), or based on how staff responded to a particular question (e.g.,
whether they agreed or disagreed that the school had a supportive and inviting learning environment).


AIDS TO UNDERSTANDING AND USING THE DATA


In addition to the Guidebook to the California School Climate Survey Part II: Survey Content,
2011-12 Edition (cscs.wested.org/resources/cscs guidebook 2 content.pdf), there are several other guides,
workshops, and other aids to help schools understand and use survey results. Two are particularly im-
portant.


• The CHKS Guidebook to Data Use and Dissemination (chks.wested.org/using results) describes
a step-by-step process for reviewing, analyzing, and disseminating survey results as part of a
data-driven decision-making process for program improvement. Although written for use with


3For reporting purposes, K–8 schools are coded as elementary.
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student data, the guidelines apply equally as well to staff survey data. Free call-in data use
workshops are offered as well.


• The Workbook for Improving School Climate: Using Your California School Climate Health &
Learning Surveys Data (cscs.wested.org/using results/publications) helps school communities
interpret and use data. Worksheets help users walk through survey findings and identify the
needs to be addressed to create supportive school climates, enhance stakeholder engagement,
and improve student achievement.


• Making Sense of School Climate provides an overview of eight important dimensions of school
climate and outlines the items on each of the three Cal-SCHLS surveys that assess constructs in
each dimension.


ASSESSING THE DATA


Care must be taken to fully understand the survey; the context within which the data were collected; and
the factors that can impact the quality, validity, and generalizability of the results. The following are a
few of the key issues that should be kept in mind. A more detailed discussion of these topics can be
found in the CHKS Guidebook to Data Use and Dissemination (chks.wested.org/using results).


Representativeness


Among the most important factors affecting the quality of survey results is the level of staff participation.
The validity and representativeness of the results will be adversely affected if the staff response rate is
lower than 60%. One indication of the survey’s representativeness is how accurately the characteristics
of the sample (see Section 3) reflect the characteristics of the staff as indicated by personnel records.
Even if the response rate is low, the results provide an indication of what those staff who did respond felt
about the school and their experiences and behavior. Strategies for increasing participation are discussed
below.


Changes Between Surveys


Many factors besides real changes in behavior, attitudes, or experiences among staff may account for
changes in results from administration to administration. Changes may be due to differences over time
in the characteristics or size of the sample of staff who completed the survey, changes in the questions
themselves, or differences between time periods in which the survey was administered.


Data Comparisons


Comparing results to other local, county, and state data provides a broader context with which to assess
the local situation. This can help you determine whether local changes are unique or may be part of a
broader trend. Ultimately, however, the most fundamental concern should be what the survey results say
about your schools and what improvements need to be made. Results from all schools in the state that
conducted the CSCS may be downloaded from the CSCS website: cscs.wested.org/reports.


IMPROVING PARTICIPATION


The CSCS Survey Administration Guidebook (cscs.wested.org/resources/cscs guidebook 1 admin.pdf)
provides strategies for improving voluntary staff participation. One of the most important is raising
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awareness among staff of the value of the survey to the school and the value of staff perceptions to
school improvement efforts. To that end, it is important that staff are informed about the results and any
school-improvement efforts that are undertaken in response. Staff must perceive that their voices are
heard and valued.


NEXT STEPS


Receiving this report is a beginning step in the process of using data to improve school climate. The
following describes further actions that you can take.


Request School Reports


If the schools in the district vary significantly in demographics, programs, or other characteristics, con-
sider requesting individual reports for each school (a fee applies).


Compare with Other Data Sources


CSCS results will be enriched if analyzed in the context of data from the CHKS, CSPS, and other
sources, particularly in the context of identifying consistent patterns or disconnects that need to be further
explored. Other data typically collected in effectiveness studies of school climate include numbers and
kinds of discipline referrals, school demographic information, school vandalism costs, and behavioral
observations in classrooms.


Discuss with Students and Staff


Discuss the results with both students and staff to explore the meaning of the results in more depth and to
obtain their input into how the school might better meet the needs identified. This is especially important
because it communicates to staff that you value their input, and it may help improve participation in
the next survey. Cal-SCHLS staff can provide information on conducting structured group Listening to
Students fishbowls designed to explore with students, with staff observers, the meaning of survey results
and obtain their input on how to address the needs identified by the survey.


Conduct Additional Analyses of Dataset


The complete dataset is available electronically for additional analysis (there is a small fee for prepara-
tion). The dataset enables analyses of patterns in the results, how they are interrelated, and how they vary
by different subgroups of staff and across schools within a district.


Add Questions to Your Next Surveys


Determine what additional information is needed from staff to guide school improvement efforts and add
questions to your next CSCS or CHKS. Both surveys were designed so that schools can add additional
questions to help them conduct a more individualized and comprehensive assessment.


School Climate by Design Action Planning Workshop


Contact your Regional TA Center and request a School Climate by Design workshop to help you review
survey results, identify needs, and engage in developing an action plan that uses evidence-based strategies
to address these needs. Ongoing coaching in implementing the plan is also available.
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Survey Administration


Table 1
CSCS Survey Modules Administered


Survey Module Administered


A. Core (Required) X


B. Learning Supports X


C. Special Education Supports


D. Military Connected Schools


Z. Custom Questions


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
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Section A. Core Module (All Staff)


1. Survey Sample


Table A1.1
Core Module Sample


All ES MS HS NTA


Number of respondents 188 97 24 52 6


Note: ANT includes continuation, community day, and other alternative school types.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15
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2. Summary of Key Survey Indicators


Table A2.1
Key Indicators of School Climate and Student Behavior


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Student Learning Environment
Is a supportive and inviting place for students to learn† 35 42 29 24 33 A4.3
Sets high standards for academic performance for all† 24 34 10 13 0 A4.4
Nearly all adults believe every student can be a success 30 40 24 16 17 A5.7
Encourages opportunities for students to decide things† 18 26 10 11 0 A5.8
Is welcoming to and facilitates parent involvement 36 47 29 24 33 A4.25


Staff Working Environment
Is a supportive and inviting place for staff to work† 31 38 19 24 33 A4.10
Promotes trust and collegiality among staff† 28 34 14 22 33 A4.13
Promotes personnel participation in decision making† 18 21 10 21 17 A4.15


Safety
Is a safe place for staff† 39 47 38 29 33 A4.23
Is a safe place for students† 36 46 33 24 33 A4.22
Has sufficient resources to create a safe campus† 14 12 33 10 B3.2


Student Discipline and Support
Handles discipline problems fairly† 26 34 10 17 50 A10.3
Provides adequate counseling and support services† 15 20 5 11 33 A10.5
Emphasizes helping students with social, emotional,
behavioral problems† 27 35 17 20 B6.1


Positive Relationships
Nearly all adults really care about every student 33 41 29 20 17 A5.3
Nearly all adults treat every student with respect 33 45 10 20 17 A7.5
Fosters an appreciation of student diversity and respect for
each other† 28 38 29 15 0 A7.2


Has moderate/severe problem with harassment/bullying 39 41 43 36 0 A9.6
Student Behavior


Nearly all/most students motivated to learn 39 45 43 34 33 A8.2
Nearly all/most students well-behaved 61 65 62 61 67 A8.5
Cutting classes or being truant moderate/severe problem 27 11 33 41 83 A8.4
Alcohol and drug use moderate/severe problem 25 8 20 39 100 A9.12


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. †Percent responding “Strongly Agree.”


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
Page 3


CSCS Report - Section A: Core


WestEd Page 197







3. Demographics


Table A3.1
Role (Job) at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Teacher in grade 5 or above 52 40 75 61 50


Teacher in grade 4 or below 20 38 0 0 0


Special education teacher 8 8 8 8 0


Administrator 7 6 13 6 17


Prevention staff nurse or health aide 2 4 0 0 0


Counselor or psychologist 1 0 0 2 17


Police, resource officer, or safety personnel 2 4 0 0 0


Paraprofessional, teacher assistant, or instructional
aide 6 6 4 6 17


Other certificated staff 3 1 0 8 0


Other classified staff 6 7 4 8 0


Other service provider 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.1: What is your role at this school? (Mark All That Apply.)


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. Total percentages may exceed 100% for “mark all
that apply” items.


Table A3.2
Special Population Service Providers


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Migrant education 67 63 71 72 67


Special education 64 44 92 84 83


English language learners 83 80 96 84 67


None of the above 11 14 4 6 17


Question A.2: Do you provide services to the following types of students? (Mark All That Apply.)


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. Total percentages may exceed 100% for “mark all
that apply” items.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15
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Table A3.3
Length of Employment at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Less than 1 year 16 13 25 19 33


1 to 2 years 7 9 4 6 0


3 to 5 years 21 18 17 27 0


6 to 10 years 24 27 33 17 17


Over 10 years 32 34 21 31 50


Question A.3: How many years have you worked, in any position, at this school?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A3.4
Overall Length of Employment in Position


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Less than 1 year 5 7 0 2 17


1 to 2 years 9 9 13 6 0


3 to 5 years 16 14 4 20 17


6 to 10 years 22 26 29 14 0


Over 10 years 49 44 54 57 67


Question A.4: How many years have you worked at any school in your current position (e.g., teacher, counselor,
administrator, food service)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A3.5
Race/Ethnicity of Respondents


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


African American (not Hispanic) 1 1 0 0 0


American Indian or Alaska Native 2 1 0 4 0


Asian or Pacific Islander 3 2 0 6 17


White (not Hispanic) 35 33 63 27 33


Hispanic or Latino/a 51 54 29 57 50


Other or multi-ethnic 9 8 8 6 0


Question A.5: What is your race or ethnicity?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15
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4. Learning and Working Environment


Table A4.1
Summary of Indicators for Positive Learning and Working Environment


Percent Strongly Agreeing


This school... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Learning Environment
Is a supportive and inviting place for students to learn 35 42 29 24 33 A4.3


Sets high standards for academic performance for all 24 34 10 13 0 A4.4


Promotes academic success for all students 30 37 24 20 50 A4.5


Emphasizes helping students academically when they need it 29 38 14 22 33 A4.6


Emphasizes teaching lessons in ways relevant to students 24 34 10 15 0 A4.7


Working Environment
Is a supportive and inviting place for staff to work 31 38 19 24 33 A4.10


Promotes trust and collegiality among staff 28 34 14 22 33 A4.13


Promotes participation in school decision making 18 21 10 21 17 A4.15


Works to minimize paper work 16 23 14 12 0 A4.16


Provides adequate benefits to support continued employment 25 31 19 21 33 A4.17


Provides the materials, resources, and training to do job
effectively 20 27 14 15 0 A4.18


Provides relevant paraprofessional training 9 14 0 7 0 A4.19


Provides the materials, resources, and training to work with
special education (IEP) students 15 22 5 9 0 A4.20


Provides complete state adopted instructional materials for
students with IEPs 12 16 0 14 0 A4.21


Uses objective data in making school improvement decisions 14 25 0 7 0 A4.9


Safety, Facilities, and Parental Outreach
Is a safe place for students 36 46 33 24 33 A4.22


Is a safe place for staff 39 47 38 29 33 A4.23


Has clean and well-maintained facilities and property 26 32 29 15 33 A4.24


Is welcoming to and facilitates parent involvement 36 47 29 24 33 A4.25


Encourages parents to be active partners in educating their
child 25 40 10 14 17 A4.26


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15
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Table A4.2
Summary of Indicators for Staff Collegiality and Sense of Mission


Percent Responding
“Nearly All Adults”


How many adults at this school... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Have close professional relationships with one another 18 28 10 9 0 A4.14


Support and treat each other with respect 28 40 10 18 17 A4.12


Feel a responsibility to improve the school 27 31 19 24 17 A4.11


Work hard to ensure a safe and supportive learning
environment 32 42 19 22 17 A4.8


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
Page 7


CSCS Report - Section A: Core


WestEd Page 201







Student Learning Environment


Table A4.3
Learning Environment is Supportive and Inviting


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 35 42 29 24 33


Agree 52 51 52 52 67


Disagree 9 6 10 17 0


Strongly disagree 3 1 5 7 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.6: This school is a supportive and inviting place for students to learn.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.4
Sets High Standards for Academic Performance for All Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 24 34 10 13 0


Agree 54 57 48 49 67


Disagree 15 8 29 18 33


Strongly disagree 7 1 10 20 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.7: This school sets high standards for academic performance for all students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.5
Promotes Academic Success for All Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 30 37 24 20 50


Agree 50 51 48 50 33


Disagree 16 12 14 22 17


Strongly disagree 3 0 10 7 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 2 0


Question A.8: The school promotes academic success for all students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.6
Emphasizes Academic Help When Needed


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 29 38 14 22 33


Agree 51 52 52 43 67


Disagree 13 7 19 24 0


Strongly disagree 6 3 10 11 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.9: This school emphasizes helping students academically when they need it.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.7
Teaches Lessons Relevant to Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 24 34 10 15 0


Agree 64 60 76 65 100


Disagree 8 7 0 13 0


Strongly disagree 2 0 10 4 0


Not applicable 2 0 5 2 0


Question A.11: This school emphasizes teaching lessons in ways relevant to students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.8
Adults At School Ensure Safe and Supportive Environment


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 32 42 19 22 17


Most adults 38 31 57 44 17


Some adults 21 17 14 24 50


Few adults 8 9 5 9 17


Almost none 1 1 5 0 0


Question A.43: How many adults at this school work hard to ensure a safe and supportive learning environ-
ment?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.9
School Uses Objective Data in Decision Making


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 14 25 0 7 0


Agree 53 58 48 49 67


Disagree 22 14 29 30 17


Strongly disagree 8 3 10 14 0


Not applicable 3 0 14 0 17


Question A.75: This school uses objective data such as surveys, truancy counts, and test scores in making
school improvement decisions.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Staff Working Environment


Table A4.10
Supportive and Inviting Place to Work


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 31 38 19 24 33


Agree 42 40 52 43 50


Disagree 16 12 10 24 17


Strongly disagree 9 9 14 9 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 0 0


Question A.12: This school is a supportive and inviting place for staff to work.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.11
Staff Feel Responsibility to Improve School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 27 31 19 24 17


Most adults 33 37 43 29 17


Some adults 23 15 19 33 33


Few adults 14 16 10 13 33


Almost none 2 1 10 0 0


Question A.42: How many adults at this school feel a responsibility to improve this school?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.12
Staff Support and Treat Each Other with Respect


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 28 40 10 18 17


Most adults 39 35 48 44 17


Some adults 23 19 38 24 17


Few adults 9 6 5 13 50


Almost none 1 1 0 0 0


Question A.41: How many adults at this school support and treat each other with respect?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.13
Promotes Staff Trust and Collegiality


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 28 34 14 22 33


Agree 44 40 57 48 33


Disagree 16 17 10 17 33


Strongly disagree 10 8 14 13 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 0 0


Question A.13: This school promotes trust and collegiality among staff.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.14
Staff Have Close Professional Relationships


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 18 28 10 9 0


Most adults 38 37 33 42 33


Some adults 28 22 38 31 50


Few adults 14 12 14 18 17


Almost none 1 1 5 0 0


Question A.40: How many adults at this school have close professional relationships with one another?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.15
Staff Participate in Decision-Making


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 18 21 10 21 17


Agree 49 53 52 42 50


Disagree 22 19 24 23 33


Strongly disagree 8 4 10 12 0


Not applicable 3 3 5 2 0


Question A.71: This school promotes personnel participation in decision-making that affects school practices
and policies.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.16
Works to Minimize Paper Work


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 16 23 14 12 0


Agree 56 55 57 58 50


Disagree 18 14 19 19 33


Strongly disagree 7 6 10 12 0


Not applicable 2 3 0 0 17


Question A.76: This school takes steps to minimize paper work.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.17
Provides Adequate Benefits


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 25 31 19 21 33


Agree 53 57 48 51 50


Disagree 13 7 19 14 17


Strongly disagree 5 3 10 9 0


Not applicable 3 1 5 5 0


Question A.77: This school provides adequate benefits (e.g., salary, fringe benefits and retirement options) to
support my continued employment.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


General Staff Supports


Table A4.18
Provides Staff Resources and Training to Do Job Effectively


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 20 27 14 15 0


Agree 44 50 43 35 50


Disagree 22 14 24 26 50


Strongly disagree 13 8 14 24 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 0 0


Question A.14: This school provides the materials, resources, and training (professional development) needed
to do your job effectively.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.19
Provides Relevant Paraprofessional Training


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 9 14 0 7 0


Agree 38 46 33 33 33


Disagree 30 24 19 37 33


Strongly disagree 10 4 29 12 0


Not applicable 14 11 19 12 33


Question A.78: This school provides relevant training for paraprofessionals.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Special Education Supports


Table A4.20
Provides Resources and Training Needed to Work with Special Education (IEP) Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 15 22 5 9 0


Agree 33 34 29 35 33


Disagree 28 28 24 28 33


Strongly disagree 15 7 29 24 0


Not applicable 10 9 14 4 33


Question A.15: This school provides the materials, resources, and training (professional development) needed
to work with special education (IEP) students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.21
Provides Complete State Adopted Instructional Materials for Students with IEPs


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 12 16 0 14 0


Agree 45 48 48 37 50


Disagree 22 17 14 30 33


Strongly disagree 10 4 24 12 0


Not applicable 12 14 14 7 17


Question A.79: This school provides complete state adopted instructional materials for students with IEPs.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Perceived School Safety


Table A4.22
Safe Place for Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 36 46 33 24 33


Agree 47 44 48 51 67


Disagree 10 7 5 16 0


Strongly disagree 6 3 14 9 0


Not applicable 1 0 0 0 0


Question A.29: This school is a safe place for students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A4.23
Safe Place for Staff


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 39 47 38 29 33


Agree 47 48 48 49 50


Disagree 7 3 0 11 17


Strongly disagree 7 2 14 11 0


Not applicable 1 0 0 0 0


Question A.30: This school is a safe place for staff.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Facilities


Table A4.24
Clean and Well-Maintained Facilities and Property


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 26 32 29 15 33


Agree 49 45 62 54 50


Disagree 18 16 10 22 17


Strongly disagree 5 6 0 7 0


Not applicable 2 1 0 2 0


Question A.32: This school has clean and well-maintained facilities and property.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Parent Involvement


Table A4.25
Encourages Parental Involvement


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 36 47 29 24 33


Agree 54 45 67 59 67


Disagree 8 8 0 9 0


Strongly disagree 2 0 5 7 0


Not applicable 1 0 0 2 0


Question A.31: This school is welcoming to and facilitates parent involvement.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A4.26
Encourages Parental Partnership in Child’s Education


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 25 40 10 14 17


Agree 57 53 62 58 67


Disagree 13 7 24 14 17


Strongly disagree 4 0 5 12 0


Not applicable 1 0 0 2 0


Question A.74: This school encourages parents to be active partners in educating their child.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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5. Student Developmental Supports and Opportunities


Table A5.1
Summary of Indicators for Opportunities for Meaningful Student Participation


Percent Strongly Agreeing


This school provides/encourages students... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Opportunities to decide things 18 26 10 11 0 A5.8


Equal opportunity for classroom participation 30 42 10 22 17 A5.9


Equal opportunity to participate in extracurricular and
enrichment activities 26 36 10 20 17 A5.10


Opportunities to make a difference (help others) 22 30 5 20 0 A5.11


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A5.2
Summary of Indicators for Positive Staff-Student Relationships and High Expectations


Percent Responding
“Nearly All Adults”


How many adults at this school... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Caring Relationships
Really care about every student 33 41 29 20 17 A5.3


Acknowledge and pay attention to students 31 40 19 20 17 A5.4


Listen to what students have to say 27 37 14 16 17 A5.5


High Expectations
Want every student to do their best 41 54 24 24 33 A5.6


Believe every student can be a success 30 40 24 16 17 A5.7


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Caring Relationships


Table A5.3
Adults Really Care About All Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 33 41 29 20 17


Most adults 42 39 38 50 50


Some adults 20 17 24 20 33


Few adults 6 2 10 9 0


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.33: How many adults at this school really care about every student?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A5.4
Adults Acknowledge and Pay Attention to Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 31 40 19 20 17


Most adults 42 39 48 44 33


Some adults 23 20 24 27 50


Few adults 4 1 10 9 0


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.34: How many adults at this school acknowledge and pay attention to students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A5.5
Adults Listen to What Students Have to Say


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 27 37 14 16 17


Most adults 43 43 52 41 33


Some adults 25 16 24 36 50


Few adults 4 4 10 5 0


Almost none 1 0 0 2 0


Question A.36: How many adults at this school listen to what students have to say?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


High Expectations


Table A5.6
Adults Want All Students to Do Their Best


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 41 54 24 24 33


Most adults 36 33 43 36 33


Some adults 19 11 24 33 33


Few adults 4 2 10 7 0


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.35: How many adults at this school want every student to do their best?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A5.7
Adults Believe Every Student Can Be a Success


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 30 40 24 16 17


Most adults 38 43 24 33 50


Some adults 25 13 38 40 33


Few adults 6 4 10 9 0


Almost none 1 0 5 2 0


Question A.37: How many adults at this school believe that every student can be a success?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Opportunities for Meaningful Participation


Table A5.8
Encourages Decision Opportunities for Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 18 26 10 11 0


Agree 44 49 29 39 67


Disagree 27 19 43 33 33


Strongly disagree 8 4 10 15 0


Not applicable 3 2 10 2 0


Question A.16: This school encourages opportunities for students to decide things like class activities or rules.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A5.9
Gives Equal Opportunity for Classroom Participation


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 30 42 10 22 17


Agree 62 56 71 67 83


Disagree 4 2 0 7 0


Strongly disagree 2 0 10 4 0


Not applicable 1 0 10 0 0


Question A.17: This school gives all students equal opportunity to participate in classroom discussions or
activities.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A5.10
Gives Equal Access to Extracurricular and Enrichment Activities


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 26 36 10 20 17


Agree 45 41 43 52 50


Disagree 22 19 29 24 33


Strongly disagree 5 4 10 4 0


Not applicable 2 0 10 0 0


Question A.18: This school gives all students equal opportunity to participate in numerous extracurricular and
enrichment activities.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A5.11
Gives Opportunities to Make A Difference (Help Others)


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 22 30 5 20 0


Agree 52 48 50 52 83


Disagree 22 20 25 24 17


Strongly disagree 3 1 15 2 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 2 0


Question A.19: This school gives students opportunities to “make a difference” by helping other people, the
school, or the community (e.g., service learning).


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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6. Learning Conditions


Table A6.1
Summary of Indicators of School Learning Conditions


Percent Strongly Agreeing


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Learning Supports
Teachers go out of their way to help students 24 25 19 24 33 A6.2


Classes challenge students 13 16 5 10 0 A6.2


Fair, Respectful and Orderly Environment
Adults at this school treat all students with respect 20 26 14 12 17 A6.3


The school rules are fair 29 31 38 21 33 A6.3


Students in this school are well-behaved 12 16 5 12 0 A6.4


The rules in the school are too strict 3 4 0 5 0 A6.4


It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or get
suspended 2 1 0 5 0 A6.4


Students get in trouble for breaking small rules 3 4 0 2 0 A6.4


Teachers are very strict here 1 0 0 2 0 A6.4


Clarity of Rules and Expectations
Rules in this school are made clear to students 30 44 29 12 0 A6.5


Students know how they are expected to act 31 43 33 14 17 A6.5


Students know what the rules are 32 46 33 12 33 A6.5


This school makes it clear how students are expected to act 35 46 38 15 50 A6.5


Positive Peer Relations
Students enjoy spending time together during school
activities 31 38 24 24 33 A6.6


Students enjoy collaborating on projects in class 28 38 19 17 17 A6.6


Students care about one another 20 32 5 15 0 A6.6


Students treat each other with respect 13 19 5 12 0 A6.6


Students get along well with one another 17 24 5 14 17 A6.6


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A6.1
Summary of Indicators of School Learning Conditions - Continued


Percent Strongly Agreeing


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Social Emotional Supports, Conflict Management, and
Bullying Prevention


This school encourages students to feel responsible for
how they act 26 33 19 19 17 A6.7


Students are often given rewards for being good 20 31 5 10 0 A6.7
This school encourages students to understand how others
think and feel 15 19 10 14 0 A6.7


Students are taught that they can control their own behavior 20 25 19 14 0 A6.7


This school helps students solve conflicts with one another 15 22 5 10 0 A6.8
This school encourages students to care about how others
feel 16 22 10 12 0 A6.8


Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying is not
tolerated 34 46 24 21 33 A6.9


If a student was bullied, he or she would tell a teachers or
staff at school 22 32 19 10 17 A6.9


Students tell teachers when other students are being bullied 20 29 19 10 0 A6.9
If a student tells teacher that someone is bullying her/him,
the teacher will do something to help 30 36 38 17 0 A6.9


Students here try to stop bullying when they see it
happening 15 22 10 10 0 A6.9


Respect for Diversity
There is a lot of tension between people of different
cultures, races, or ethnicities 2 1 5 2 0 A6.10


Students respect each others’ differences 17 25 0 20 0 A6.10


Adults in school respect differences in students 33 42 24 23 17 A6.10
Teachers show that it is important for students of different
races and cultures to get along with each other 32 38 24 24 33 A6.10


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
Page 25


CSCS Report - Section A: Core


WestEd Page 219







Supports for Learning


Table A6.2
Learning Support at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Teachers go out of their way to help students
Strongly agree 24 25 19 24 33


Agree 56 62 57 48 50


Disagree 16 13 19 19 17


Strongly disagree 3 0 0 10 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Classes challenge students
Strongly agree 13 16 5 10 0


Agree 67 77 57 62 50


Disagree 14 7 14 17 50


Strongly disagree 6 0 19 12 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.100, 101: Teachers go out of their way to help students... Classes challenge students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Fair, Respectful, and Orderly Environment


Table A6.3
Fair Environment at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Adults at this school treat all students with respect
Strongly agree 20 26 14 12 17


Agree 61 61 62 64 67


Disagree 16 13 14 19 17


Strongly disagree 3 0 10 5 0


Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


The school rules are fair
Strongly agree 29 31 38 21 33


Agree 63 69 48 62 67


Disagree 4 0 5 10 0


Strongly disagree 3 0 5 7 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.102, 103: Adults at this school treat all students with respect... The school rules are fair.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A6.4
Respectful and Orderly Environment at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Students in this school are well-behaved
Strongly agree 12 16 5 12 0
Agree 56 60 48 55 67
Disagree 25 19 38 21 33
Strongly disagree 7 4 10 10 0
Not applicable 1 0 0 2 0


The rules in the school are too strict
Strongly agree 3 4 0 5 0
Agree 11 9 10 19 0
Disagree 49 54 48 38 67
Strongly disagree 34 28 38 38 33
Not applicable 3 4 5 0 0


It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or
get suspended


Strongly agree 2 1 0 5 0
Agree 15 10 19 21 33
Disagree 47 45 38 48 67
Strongly disagree 31 39 33 24 0
Not applicable 4 4 10 2 0


Students get in trouble for breaking small rules
Strongly agree 3 4 0 2 0
Agree 24 13 33 38 33
Disagree 51 61 33 36 67
Strongly disagree 20 18 24 24 0
Not applicable 3 3 10 0 0


Teachers are very strict here
Strongly agree 1 0 0 2 0
Agree 22 20 19 29 33
Disagree 57 61 48 48 67
Strongly disagree 18 18 24 19 0
Not applicable 3 2 10 2 0


Question A.104-108: Students in this school are well-behaved... The rules in the school are too strict... It is
easy for students to get kicked out of class or get suspended... Students get in trouble for breaking small rules...
Teachers are very strict here.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Clarity of Rules and Expectations


Table A6.5
Clarity of Rules and Expectations at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Rules in this school are made clear to students
Strongly agree 30 44 29 12 0


Agree 52 49 43 60 100


Disagree 10 7 10 17 0


Strongly disagree 6 0 14 12 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Students know how they are expected to act
Strongly agree 31 43 33 14 17


Agree 56 54 43 64 83


Disagree 8 3 10 12 0


Strongly disagree 5 0 10 10 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Students know what the rules are
Strongly agree 32 46 33 12 33


Agree 53 51 43 62 67


Disagree 9 3 10 17 0


Strongly disagree 5 0 10 10 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


This school makes it clear how students are
expected to act


Strongly agree 35 46 38 15 50


Agree 50 49 38 59 50


Disagree 9 3 10 17 0


Strongly disagree 6 1 10 10 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.109-112: Rules in this school are made clear to students... Students know how they are expected to
act... Students know what the rules are... This school makes it clear how students are expected to act.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Positive Peer Relations


Table A6.6
Positive Peer Relations at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Students enjoy spending time together during
school activities


Strongly agree 31 38 24 24 33
Agree 62 62 67 59 50
Disagree 7 0 10 17 17
Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 0
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


Students enjoy collaborating on projects in class
Strongly agree 28 38 19 17 17
Agree 61 61 57 63 67
Disagree 8 1 14 15 17
Strongly disagree 2 0 5 5 0
Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Students care about one another
Strongly agree 20 32 5 15 0
Agree 63 57 71 63 83
Disagree 14 10 19 17 17
Strongly disagree 1 0 5 2 0
Not applicable 1 0 0 2 0


Students treat each other with respect
Strongly agree 13 19 5 12 0
Agree 57 55 48 63 50
Disagree 24 24 33 15 50
Strongly disagree 4 1 14 5 0
Not applicable 1 0 0 5 0


Students get along well with one another
Strongly agree 17 24 5 14 17
Agree 67 62 76 67 83
Disagree 15 15 19 14 0
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 2 0
Not applicable 1 0 0 2 0


Question A.89-93: Students enjoy spending time together during school activities... Students enjoy collaborat-
ing on projects in class... Students care about one another... Students treat each other with respect... Students
get along well with one another.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Social Emotional Supports, Conflict Management, and Bullying
Prevention


Table A6.7
Social Emotional Supports at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


This school encourages students to feel responsible
for how they act


Strongly agree 26 33 19 19 17


Agree 54 54 62 55 67


Disagree 14 10 14 14 17


Strongly disagree 6 3 5 12 0


Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


Students are often given rewards for being good
Strongly agree 20 31 5 10 0


Agree 47 54 43 36 83


Disagree 23 12 38 33 0


Strongly disagree 7 3 10 14 0


Not applicable 4 0 5 7 17
This school encourages students to understand how
others think and feel


Strongly agree 15 19 10 14 0


Agree 54 60 43 45 83


Disagree 24 16 38 31 17


Strongly disagree 5 3 5 10 0


Not applicable 1 1 5 0 0
Students are taught that they can control their own
behavior


Strongly agree 20 25 19 14 0


Agree 55 57 48 52 83


Disagree 21 15 19 29 17


Strongly disagree 5 3 14 5 0


Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.94-97: This school encourages students to feel responsible for how they act... Students are often
given rewards for being good... This school encourages students to understand how others think and feel...
Students are taught that they can control their own behavior.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A6.8
Conflict Management at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


This school helps students solve conflicts with one
another


Strongly agree 15 22 5 10 0


Agree 58 57 62 57 83


Disagree 23 18 29 26 17


Strongly disagree 3 1 5 7 0


Not applicable 1 1 0 0 0


This school encourages students to care about how
others feel


Strongly agree 16 22 10 12 0


Agree 58 61 52 55 67


Disagree 19 13 24 24 33


Strongly disagree 4 1 10 7 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 2 0


Question A.98, 99: This school helps students solve conflicts with one another... This school encourages
students to care about how others feel.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A6.9
Bullying Prevention at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Teachers here make it clear to students that
bullying is not tolerated


Strongly agree 34 46 24 21 33


Agree 55 47 67 62 33


Disagree 8 6 0 12 33


Strongly disagree 2 1 5 2 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 2 0


If a student was bullied, he or she would tell one of
the teachers or staff at school


Strongly agree 22 32 19 10 17


Agree 48 51 33 50 33


Disagree 24 16 33 29 33


Strongly disagree 4 0 10 10 0


Not applicable 2 0 5 2 17


Students tell teachers when other students are
being bullied


Strongly agree 20 29 19 10 0


Agree 50 54 33 54 50


Disagree 25 14 33 29 50


Strongly disagree 3 0 10 5 0


Not applicable 3 3 5 2 0


Question A.80-82: Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying is not tolerated... If a student was
bullied, he or she would tell one of the teachers or staff at school... Students tell teachers when other students
are being bullied.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A6.9
Bullying Prevention at School - Continued


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


If a student tells teacher that someone is bullying
her/him, the teacher will do something to help


Strongly agree 30 36 38 17 0


Agree 58 52 57 64 83


Disagree 10 12 0 14 17


Strongly disagree 1 0 0 2 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 2 0


Students here try to stop bullying when they see it
happening


Strongly agree 15 22 10 10 0


Agree 40 39 33 44 67


Disagree 38 32 43 39 33


Strongly disagree 6 6 10 5 0


Not applicable 2 1 5 2 0


Question A.83, 84: If a student tells a teacher that someone is bullying her or him, the teacher will do something
to help... Students here try to stop bullying when they see it happening.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Respect for Diversity


Table A6.10
Respect for Diversity at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


There is a lot of tension between people of different
cultures, races, or ethnicities


Strongly agree 2 1 5 2 0
Agree 9 9 10 12 0
Disagree 43 42 33 49 33
Strongly disagree 31 32 19 29 67
Not applicable 15 16 33 7 0


Students respect each others’ differences
Strongly agree 17 25 0 20 0
Agree 54 49 62 51 83
Disagree 20 19 19 24 17
Strongly disagree 3 1 14 2 0
Not applicable 5 6 5 2 0


Adults in school respect differences in students
Strongly agree 33 42 24 23 17
Agree 56 52 57 60 67
Disagree 9 6 14 13 17
Strongly disagree 1 0 5 0 0
Not applicable 1 0 0 5 0


Teachers show that it is important for students of
different races and cultures to get along with each
other


Strongly agree 32 38 24 24 33
Agree 58 53 67 66 50
Disagree 6 6 0 7 0
Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0 0
Not applicable 4 3 10 2 17


Question A.85-88: There is a lot of tension in this school between people of different cultures, races, or ethnic-
ities... Students in this school respect each other’s differences (e.g., gender, race, culture, sexual orientation)...
Adults in this school respect differences in students (e.g., gender, race, culture, sexual orientation)... Teachers
show that they think it is important for students of different races and cultures at this school to get along with
each other.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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7. Respect, Equity, and Cultural Sensitivity


Table A7.1
Summary of Indicators for Respect, Equity, and Cultural Sensitivity


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Fosters an appreciation of student diversity and respect for
each other† 28 38 29 15 0 A7.2


Emphasizes showing respect for all students’ cultural beliefs
and practices† 28 34 33 17 17 A7.6


Emphasizes using instructional materials that reflect the
culture or ethnicity of its students† 16 23 5 11 17 A7.7


Has staff examine their own cultural biases through
professional development or other processes† 9 15 0 7 0 A7.8


Encourages equity in rigorous course enrollment† 17 20 10 22 0 A7.10


Considers closing the racial/ethnic achievement gap a high
priority† 18 22 14 15 17 A7.9


Provides the supports needed for teaching culturally and
linguistically diverse students† 14 23 5 7 0 A7.11


Treat all students fairly‡ 27 40 10 13 0 A7.4


Treat every student with respect‡ 33 45 10 20 17 A7.5


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
†Strongly agree that this school... ‡Report that nearly all adults at this school...


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Tolerance Among Students


Table A7.2
Fosters Appreciation for Student Diversity and Mutual Respect


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 28 38 29 15 0


Agree 53 51 38 57 83


Disagree 12 8 14 17 17


Strongly disagree 6 2 19 9 0


Not applicable 1 1 0 2 0


Question A.24: This school fosters an appreciation of student diversity and respect for each other.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.3
Racial/Ethnic Conflict Among Students is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 70 74 70 59 83


Mild problem 21 18 20 30 17


Moderate problem 8 7 10 11 0


Severe problem 1 1 0 0 0


Question A.63: How much of a problem at this school is racial/ethnic conflict among students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Treating Students Fairly and Respectfully


Table A7.4
Staff Treat All Students Fairly


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 27 40 10 13 0


Most adults 48 41 57 53 50


Some adults 21 16 29 27 50


Few adults 4 2 5 7 0


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.38: How many adults at this school treat all students fairly?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.5
Staff Treat All Students with Respect


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all adults 33 45 10 20 17


Most adults 41 39 43 45 33


Some adults 23 16 43 27 50


Few adults 3 1 5 7 0


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.39: How many adults at this school treat every student with respect?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Cultural Sensitivity


Table A7.6
Students’ Cultural Beliefs and Practices Respected


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 28 34 33 17 17


Agree 51 53 29 57 67


Disagree 13 10 19 15 17


Strongly disagree 6 2 14 11 0


Not applicable 1 1 5 0 0


Question A.25: This school emphasizes showing respect for all students’ cultural beliefs and practices.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.7
Uses Culturally Relevant Instructional Materials


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 16 23 5 11 17


Agree 43 38 48 46 67


Disagree 33 33 33 37 17


Strongly disagree 4 2 10 4 0


Not applicable 4 5 5 2 0


Question A.21: This school emphasizes using instructional materials that reflect the culture or ethnicity of its
students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.8
Staff Examine Their Cultural Biases


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 9 15 0 7 0


Agree 29 31 14 33 17


Disagree 41 38 52 39 50


Strongly disagree 13 6 29 20 17


Not applicable 8 10 5 2 17


Question A.22: This school has staff examine their own cultural biases through professional development or
other processes.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Instructional Equity


Table A7.9
Closing the Achievement Gap is a High Priority


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 18 22 14 15 17


Agree 40 34 43 46 50


Disagree 22 25 14 22 17


Strongly disagree 11 7 24 15 0


Not applicable 9 12 5 2 17


Question A.23: This school considers closing the racial/ethnic achievement gap a high priority.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.10
Encourages Equity in Rigorous Course Enrollment


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 17 20 10 22 0


Agree 30 20 24 54 33


Disagree 19 19 24 15 17


Strongly disagree 8 4 24 9 0


Not applicable 26 37 19 0 50


Question A.20: This school encourages students to enroll in rigorous courses (such as honors and AP), regard-
less of their race, ethnicity, or nationality.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A7.11
Support Provided for Teaching Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 14 23 5 7 0


Agree 48 54 43 47 33


Disagree 28 16 48 28 50


Strongly disagree 7 3 5 16 0


Not applicable 3 4 0 2 17


Question A.73: This school provides the supports needed for teaching culturally and linguistically diverse
students.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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8. Learning Readiness and Engagement


Table A8.1
Summary of Indicators for Student Learning Readiness and Engagement


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


How many students at this school
Are motivated to learn† 39 45 43 34 33 A8.2


Are well-behaved† 61 65 62 61 67 A8.5


This school...
Motivates students to learn‡ 22 30 19 12 17 A8.3


How much of a problem at this school is...
Disruptive behavior§ 54 46 62 52 100 A8.6


Cutting classes or being truant§ 27 11 33 41 83 A8.4


Lack of respect of staff by students§ 32 19 43 41 33 A8.7


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. †Percent responding “Most” or “Nearly all;”
‡Percent Responding “Strongly Agree;” §Percent Responding “Moderate problem” or “Severe problem.”


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Learning Motivation and Truancy


Table A8.2
Students Are Motivated to Learn


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all 5 5 0 7 0


Most 35 39 43 27 33


Some 41 45 24 39 50


Few 18 9 24 27 17


Almost none 2 1 10 0 0


Question A.56: Based on your experience, how many students at this school are motivated to learn?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A8.3
School Motivates Students to Learn


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 22 30 19 12 17


Agree 58 59 52 53 83


Disagree 13 7 14 21 0


Strongly disagree 7 3 10 14 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.72: This school motivates students to learn.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A8.4
Cutting Class or Truancy is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 45 78 29 7 0


Mild problem 28 11 38 52 17


Moderate problem 18 8 24 25 67


Severe problem 9 3 10 16 17


Question A.66: How much of a problem at this school is cutting classes or being truant?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
Page 42


CSCS Report - Section A: Core


WestEd Page 236







General Behavior


Table A8.5
Students Are Well-Behaved


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all 8 9 5 9 0


Most 53 55 57 52 67


Some 32 30 33 32 17


Few 5 3 5 5 17


Almost none 2 3 0 2 0


Question A.57: Based on your experience, how many students at this school are well-behaved?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A8.6
Disruptive Student Behavior is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 11 14 0 16 0


Mild problem 35 41 38 32 0


Moderate problem 34 34 33 32 67


Severe problem 20 12 29 20 33


Question A.62: How much of a problem at this school is disruptive student behavior?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A8.7
Lack of Respect of Staff by Students is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 31 43 14 25 0


Mild problem 38 38 43 34 67


Moderate problem 18 7 19 30 33


Severe problem 14 12 24 11 0


Question A.65: How much of a problem at this school is lack of respect of staff by students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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9. Student Health and Risk Behavior


Table A9.1
Summary of Indicators for Student Physical and Mental Health


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Perceived Physical and Mental Health
Arrive at school alert and rested† 49 61 52 32 20 A9.3


Are healthy and physically fit† 43 51 29 39 33 A9.4


Depression or other mental health issues are moderate/severe
problems 25 19 24 30 50 A9.5


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. †Percent responding “Most” or “Nearly all.”


Table A9.2
Summary of Indicators for Student Risk Behavior


How much of a problem at this school is... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Violence, Conflict, and Crime
Harassment or bullying‡ 39 41 43 36 0 A9.6


Physical fighting‡ 29 32 33 20 0 A9.7


Gang activity‡ 16 8 24 20 17 A9.10


Vandalism and graffiti‡ 20 14 19 30 0 A9.8


Theft‡ 21 14 19 30 20 A9.9


Weapons possession at school‡ 5 4 5 5 0 A9.11


Substance Use
Alcohol and drug use‡ 25 8 20 39 100 A9.12


Tobacco use‡ 9 6 5 12 33 A9.13


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. ‡Percent Responding “Moderate problem” or
“Severe problem.”


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Perceived Physical and Mental Health


Table A9.3
Students Arrive at School Alert and Rested


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all 5 7 5 2 0


Most 44 54 48 30 20


Some 36 32 24 48 60


Few 15 7 24 20 20


Almost none 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.55: Based on your experience, how many students at this school arrive at school alert and rested?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.4
Students Are Healthy and Physically Fit


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Nearly all 5 8 0 2 0


Most 38 43 29 36 33


Some 41 35 43 45 67


Few 15 14 24 16 0


Almost none 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.54: Based on your experience, how many students at this school are healthy and physically fit?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.5
Student Depression or Other Mental Health Issues are a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 34 57 14 14 0


Mild problem 40 24 62 56 50


Moderate problem 16 9 24 21 33


Severe problem 9 9 0 9 17


Question A.64: How much of a problem at this school is student depression or other mental health problems?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Bullying and Fighting


Table A9.6
Harassment or Bullying Among Students is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 16 16 14 18 33


Mild problem 44 43 43 45 67


Moderate problem 28 30 24 30 0


Severe problem 12 11 19 7 0


Question A.60: How much of a problem at this school is harassment or bullying among students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.7
Physical Fighting Between Students is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 34 36 14 36 67


Mild problem 38 31 52 43 33


Moderate problem 26 27 33 20 0


Severe problem 3 5 0 0 0


Question A.61: How much of a problem at this school is physical fighting between students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Delinquency


Table A9.8
Vandalism (Including Graffiti) is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 49 64 48 34 33


Mild problem 30 23 33 36 67


Moderate problem 15 12 10 23 0


Severe problem 5 1 10 7 0


Question A.69: How much of a problem at this school is vandalism (including graffiti)?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A9.9
Theft is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 42 57 38 27 20


Mild problem 37 30 43 43 60


Moderate problem 15 11 14 23 20


Severe problem 5 3 5 7 0


Question A.70: How much of a problem at this school is theft?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.10
Gang-Related Activity is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 53 81 29 27 17


Mild problem 30 11 48 52 67


Moderate problem 11 5 19 11 0


Severe problem 6 3 5 9 17


Question A.67: How much of a problem at this school is gang-related activity?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.11
Weapons Possession is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 75 93 71 53 67


Mild problem 20 3 24 42 33


Moderate problem 2 1 5 2 0


Severe problem 3 3 0 2 0


Question A.68: How much of a problem at this school is weapons possession?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Substance Use


Table A9.12
Student Alcohol and Drug Use is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 52 91 30 9 0


Mild problem 23 1 50 52 0


Moderate problem 19 5 20 27 83


Severe problem 7 3 0 11 17


Question A.58: How much of a problem at this school is student alcohol and drug use?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A9.13
Student Tobacco Use is a Problem


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Insignificant problem 69 93 50 43 33


Mild problem 22 1 45 45 33


Moderate problem 5 3 5 7 33


Severe problem 3 3 0 5 0


Question A.59: How much of a problem at this school is tobacco use?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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10. Discipline and Counseling


Table A10.1
Summary of Indicators for Discipline and Counseling


Percent Strongly Agreeing


This school... All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Clearly communicates to students consequences of breaking
rules 30 44 14 15 17 A10.2


Handles discipline problems fairly 26 34 10 17 50 A10.3


Effectively handles student discipline and behavioral
problems 27 36 10 20 33 A10.4


Provides adequate counseling and support services for
students 15 20 5 11 33 A10.5


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A10.2
Clearly Communicates Consequences of Breaking Rules


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 30 44 14 15 17


Agree 44 40 57 43 83


Disagree 16 10 14 28 0


Strongly disagree 9 6 14 13 0


Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.26: This school clearly communicates to students the consequences of breaking school rules.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A10.3
Handles Discipline Problems Fairly


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 26 34 10 17 50


Agree 47 43 62 46 50


Disagree 16 14 14 24 0


Strongly disagree 10 8 14 13 0


Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0


Question A.27: This school handles discipline problems fairly.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A10.4
Handles Student Discipline and Behavioral Problems Effectively


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 27 36 10 20 33


Agree 39 35 38 43 50


Disagree 20 19 24 20 17


Strongly disagree 14 9 24 17 0


Not applicable 1 0 5 0 0


Question A.28: This school effectively handles student discipline and behavioral problems.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A10.5
Provides Adequate Counseling and Support for Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Strongly agree 15 20 5 11 33


Agree 38 37 62 26 67


Disagree 29 28 19 39 0


Strongly disagree 15 12 10 22 0


Not applicable 3 3 5 2 0


Question A.10: This school provides adequate counseling and support services for students.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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11. Professional Development Needs


Table A11.1
Summary of Indicators for Professional Development (PD) Needs
Perceive need for more PD in... All ES MS HS NT Table


% % % % %
Instruction and School Environment
Meeting academic standards 60 68 52 56 17 A11.2


Evidence-based methods of instruction 64 70 55 63 17 A11.3


Positive behavioral support and classroom management 54 55 52 56 33 A11.4


Creating a positive school climate 60 51 71 72 67 A11.5


Addressing Needs of Diverse Populations
Working with diverse racial, ethnic, or cultural groups 40 35 43 53 0 A11.6


Culturally relevant pedagogy for the school’s student
population 46 39 48 60 33 A11.7


Serving English language learners 61 56 52 74 33 A11.8


Closing the achievement gap 65 68 48 67 50 A11.9


Providing Support Services
Serving special education (IEP) students 63 63 43 72 50 A11.10


Meeting the social, emotional, and developmental needs of
youth 63 66 62 60 67 A11.11


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Instruction and School Environment


Table A11.2
Need PD in Meeting Academic Standards


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 60 68 52 56 17


No 31 27 33 33 50


Not applicable 9 5 14 12 33


Question A.44: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... meeting academic standards?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A11.3
Need PD in Instructional Methods


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 64 70 55 63 17


No 28 25 35 28 50


Not applicable 8 5 10 9 33


Question A.45: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... evidence-based methods of instruction?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A11.4
Need PD on Positive Behavior Support and Classroom Management


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 54 55 52 56 33


No 38 40 38 35 50


Not applicable 8 5 10 9 17


Question A.46: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... positive behavioral support and classroom management?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A11.5
Need PD in Creating a Positive School Climate


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 60 51 71 72 67


No 35 44 29 23 33


Not applicable 5 5 0 5 0


Question A.53: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... creating a positive school climate?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Addressing Needs of Diverse Populations


Table A11.6
Need PD on Working with Diverse Populations


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 40 35 43 53 0


No 51 55 43 44 67


Not applicable 10 10 14 2 33


Question A.47: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... working with diverse racial, ethnic, or cultural groups?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A11.7
Need PD on Culturally Relevant Pedagogy


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 46 39 48 60 33


No 45 51 43 37 33


Not applicable 8 10 10 2 33


Question A.48: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... culturally relevant pedagogy for the school’s student population?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Table A11.8
Need PD on Serving English Language Learners


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 61 56 52 74 33


No 33 38 43 21 33


Not applicable 6 6 5 5 33


Question A.49: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... serving English Language Learners?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Table A11.9
Need PD on Closing the Achievement Gap


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 65 68 48 67 50


No 29 29 43 26 17


Not applicable 6 4 10 7 33


Question A.50: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... closing the achievement gap?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Providing Support Services


Table A11.10
Need PD for Serving Special Education (IEP) Students


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 63 63 43 72 50


No 28 26 43 21 33


Not applicable 10 11 14 7 17


Question A.51: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... serving special education (IEP) students?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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Table A11.11
Need PD on Meeting Social, Emotional, and Developmental Needs of Youth


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Yes 63 66 62 60 67


No 30 27 33 33 33


Not applicable 6 6 5 7 0


Question A.52: Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other support
to do your job in any of the following areas... meeting the social, emotional, and developmental needs of youth
(e.g., resilience promotion)?


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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B. Learning Supports Module


1. Module Sample


Table B1.1
Learning Supports Module Sample


All ES MS HS NTA


Number of respondents 37 17 6 10 2


Note: ANT includes continuation, community day, and other alternative school types.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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2. Summary of Indicators


Table B2.1
Summary of Indicators of School Learning Supports


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Discipline, Safety, and Behavior Management
Collaborates well with law enforcement organizations‡ 27 35 33 10 B3.1


Punishes first-time violations of alcohol or other drug
policies‡ 14 18 17 10 B3.1


Enforces zero tolerance policies‡ 13 19 20 0 B3.1


Considers sanctions for student violation of rules/policies
on case-by-case basis‡ 11 18 0 10 B3.1


Has sufficient resources to create a safe campus‡ 14 12 33 10 B3.2


Seeks to maintain a secure campus‡ 5 6 0 0 B3.2


Provides harassment or bullying prevention† 25 31 0 30 B3.3


Provides conflict resolution or behavior management
instruction† 14 25 0 10 B3.3


Substance Use and Risk Behavior
Considers substance abuse prevention an important goal‡ 16 29 0 0 B4.1


Collaborates well with community organizations to address
substance use or other problems‡ 22 24 17 20 B4.1


Provides effective confidential support and referral services
for students needing help due to substance abuse, violence,
or other problems‡


24 29 17 20 B4.1


Provides alcohol or drug use prevention instruction† 11 13 17 10 B4.1


Provides tobacco use prevention instruction† 11 13 0 20 B4.1


Has sufficient resources to address substance use
prevention needs‡ 11 12 20 10 B4.1


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. †Percent responding “A lot;” ‡Percent responding
“Strongly Agree.”
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Table B2.1
Summary of Indicators of School Learning Supports - Continued


All ES MS HS NT Table
% % % % %


Physical Health and Special Needs
Provides healthy food choices for students‡ 16 29 17 0 B5.1


Provides adequate health services for students‡ 16 29 0 0 B5.1


Provides opportunities for physical education and activity† 39 38 50 50 B5.1


Provides nutritional instruction† 11 19 0 11 B5.1


Provides services for students with disabilities or other
special needs† 44 38 33 60 B5.1


Youth Development and Social-Emotional Health
Fosters youth development, resilience, or asset promotion† 19 19 17 20 B6.1


Provides character education† 28 25 0 50 B6.1


Emphasizes helping students with social, emotional, and
behavioral problems‡ 27 35 17 20 B6.1


Notes: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents. †Percent responding “A lot;” ‡Percent responding
“Strongly Agree.”


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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3. Discipline, Safety, and Behavior Management


Table B3.1
Discipline Practice at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Collaborates well with law enforcement
organizations


Strongly agree 27 35 33 10


Agree 51 41 33 80


Neither agree nor disagree 16 18 17 10


Disagree 5 6 17 0


Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0
Punishes first-time violations of alcohol or other
drug policies by at least an out-of-school suspension


Strongly agree 14 18 17 10


Agree 43 29 33 70


Neither agree nor disagree 30 47 17 20


Disagree 8 0 17 0


Strongly disagree 5 6 17 0


Enforces zero tolerance policies
Strongly agree 13 19 20 0


Agree 50 38 40 100


Neither agree nor disagree 25 38 20 0


Disagree 9 6 20 0


Strongly disagree 3 0 0 0
Considers sanctions for student violations of
rules/policies on case-by-case basis with a wide
range of options


Strongly agree 11 18 0 10


Agree 43 29 50 60


Neither agree nor disagree 32 47 17 30


Disagree 8 6 17 0


Strongly disagree 5 0 17 0


Question 2, 5-7 (Section 2): This school... collaborates well with law enforcement organizations... considers
sanctions for student violations of rules and policies on a case-by-case basis with a wide range of options...
punishes first-time violations of alcohol or other drug policies by at least an out-of-school suspension... en-
forces zero tolerance policies.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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Table B3.2
Supports for Safety at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Has sufficient resources to create a safe campus
Strongly agree 14 12 33 10


Agree 46 47 33 50


Neither agree nor disagree 19 24 17 20


Disagree 22 18 17 20


Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0


Seeks to maintain a secure campus
Strongly agree 5 6 0 0


Agree 30 6 33 70


Neither agree nor disagree 24 35 50 0


Disagree 24 29 17 20


Strongly disagree 16 24 0 10


Question 3, 8 (Section 2): This school... has sufficient resources to create a safe campus... seeks to maintain a
secure campus through such means as metal detectors, security guards, or personal searches.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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Table B3.3
Behavior Management at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Provides harassment or bullying prevention
A lot 25 31 0 30


Some 53 63 67 40


Not much 11 6 17 10


Not at all 11 0 17 20


Provides conflict resolution or behavior
management instruction


A lot 14 25 0 10


Some 56 56 67 40


Not much 17 19 17 20


Not at all 14 0 17 30


Question 19, 21 (Section 2): To what extent does this school... provide conflict resolution or behavior manage-
ment instruction... provide harassment or bullying prevention.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative


2014-15


.
Page 62


CSCS Report - Section B: Learning Supports


WestEd Page 256







4. Substance Use and Risk Behavior


Table B4.1
Substance Use Prevention


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Considers substance abuse prevention an important
goal


Strongly agree 16 29 0 0


Agree 46 35 67 60


Neither agree nor disagree 27 35 0 30


Disagree 5 0 17 0


Strongly disagree 5 0 17 10


Collaborates well with community organizations to
address substance use or other problems


Strongly agree 22 24 17 20


Agree 32 24 17 50


Neither agree nor disagree 32 41 50 20


Disagree 14 12 17 10


Strongly disagree 0 0 0 0


Provides effective confidential support and referral
services for students needing help


Strongly agree 24 29 17 20


Agree 30 18 67 30


Neither agree nor disagree 27 41 0 20


Disagree 16 12 17 20


Strongly disagree 3 0 0 10


Question 1, 9, 10 (Section 2): This school... collaborates well with community organizations to help address
substance use or other problems among youth... provides effective confidential support and referral services
for students needing help because of substance abuse, violence, or other problems (e.g., a Student Assistance
Program)... considers substance abuse prevention an important goal.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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Table B4.1
Substance Use Prevention - Continued


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Provides alcohol or drug use prevention instruction
A lot 11 13 17 10


Some 50 63 50 30


Not much 31 25 33 40


Not at all 8 0 0 20


Provides tobacco use prevention instruction
A lot 11 13 0 20


Some 50 63 67 20


Not much 31 25 33 40


Not at all 8 0 0 20


Has sufficient resources to address substance use
prevention needs


Strongly agree 11 12 20 10


Agree 39 35 40 40


Neither agree nor disagree 28 47 0 20


Disagree 14 6 20 10


Strongly disagree 8 0 20 20


Question 4, 17, 18 (Section 2): This school... has sufficient resources to address substance use prevention
needs... To what extent does this school... provide alcohol or drug use prevention instruction... provide tobacco
use prevention instruction.


Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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5. Physical Health and Special Needs


Table B5.1
Physical Health and Special Needs


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Provides healthy food choices for students
Strongly agree 16 29 17 0
Agree 49 47 50 50
Neither agree nor disagree 16 6 0 40
Disagree 16 18 17 10
Strongly disagree 3 0 17 0


Provides adequate health services for students
Strongly agree 16 29 0 0
Agree 43 35 50 60
Neither agree nor disagree 30 29 33 30
Disagree 8 6 17 0
Strongly disagree 3 0 0 10


Provides opportunities for physical education and
activity


A lot 39 38 50 50
Some 53 56 50 30
Not much 8 6 0 20
Not at all 0 0 0 0


Provides nutritional instruction
A lot 11 19 0 11
Some 60 63 67 33
Not much 26 19 33 44
Not at all 3 0 0 11


Provides services for students with disabilities or
other special needs


A lot 44 38 33 60
Some 44 56 33 30
Not much 6 6 17 0
Not at all 6 0 17 10


Question 11, 12, 15, 16, 22 (Section 2): This school... provides adequate health services for students... provides
students with healthy food choices. To what extent does this school... provide nutritional instruction... provide
opportunities for physical education and activity... provide services for students with disabilities or other
special needs?
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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6. Youth Development and Social-Emotional Health


Table B6.1
Youth Development and Social-Emotional Health at School


All ES MS HS NT
% % % % %


Fosters youth development, resilience, or asset
promotion


A lot 19 19 17 20


Some 53 63 33 50


Not much 19 19 33 20


Not at all 8 0 17 10


Provides character education
A lot 28 25 0 50


Some 50 56 67 30


Not much 8 6 17 10


Not at all 14 13 17 10


Emphasizes helping students with social, emotional,
and behavioral problems


Strongly agree 27 35 17 20


Agree 27 18 50 30


Neither agree nor disagree 22 35 0 20


Disagree 22 12 33 20


Strongly disagree 3 0 0 10


Question 13, 14, 20 (Section 2): This school... emphasizes helping students with their social, emotional,
and behavioral problems... To what extent does this school... foster youth development, resilience, or asset
promotion... provide character education.
Note: Cells are empty if there are less than 5 respondents.
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Section C. Special Education Supports Module


Not Administered
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Section D. Military Connected Schools Module


Not Administered


Legend: All–All District; ES–Elementary; MS–Middle; HS–High; NT–Continuation/Community Day/Alternative
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Core Module
High School Questionnaire


2014-2015


This survey asks about your behavior, experiences, and attitudes related to your 
school, health, and well–being.  It includes questions about use of alcohol, tobacco, 
and other drugs, and about bullying and violence. 


You do not have to answer these questions, but your answers will be very helpful 
in improving school and health programs.  You will be able to answer whether or 
not you have done or experienced any of these things.


Please do not write your name on this form or the answer sheet.  Do not 
identify yourself in any other way.


Please mark all of your answers on the answer sheet.  Fill in the bubbles neatly with a 
#2 pencil.  Do not write on the questionnaire.  Mark only one answer unless told to 
“Mark All That Apply.”


This survey asks about things you may have done during different periods of time, 
such as during your lifetime (for example, did you ever do something?), or the past 
12 months, or 30 days.  Each provides different information.  Please pay careful 
attention to these time periods.


Thank you for taking this survey!
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Core Module


Begin by writing your school’s name at the top of the answer sheet.


1. Fill in the bubble for the letter “B.”


2. Fill in the bubble for the letter “H.”


Next, we would like some background information about you.


3. How old are you?
A) 10 years old or younger
B) 11 years old
C) 12 years old
D) 13 years old
E) 14 years old


F) 15 years old
G) 16 years old
H) 17 years old
I) 18 years old or older


4. What is your sex?
A) Male
B) Female


5. What grade are you in?
A) 6th grade
B) 7th grade
C) 8th grade
D) 9th grade
E) 10th grade


F) 11th grade
G) 12th grade
H) Other grade
I) Ungraded


6. Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?
A) No
B) Yes


7. What is your race?
A) American Indian or Alaska Native
B) Asian
C) Black or African American


D) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
E) White
F) Mixed (two or more) races
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Core Module


9. What best describes where you live?  A home includes a house, apartment, trailer, or mobile 
home. 


A) A home with one or more parents or 
guardian


B) Other relative’s home
C) A home with more than one family
D) Friend’s home


E) Foster home, group care, or waiting 
placement


F) Hotel or motel
G) Shelter, car, campground, or other 


transitional or temporary housing
H) Other living arrangement


10. What is the highest level of education your parents completed? (Mark The Educational Level Of 
The Parent Who Went The Furthest In School.)


8. If you are Asian or Pacific Islander, which groups best describe you? (Mark All That Apply.)   
If you are not of Asian/Pacific Islander background, mark “A. Does not apply.”


A) Does not apply; I am not Asian or 
Pacific Islander


B) Asian Indian
C) Cambodian
D) Chinese
E) Filipino
F) Hmong
G) Japanese


H) Korean
I) Laotian
J) Vietnamese
K) Native Hawaiian, Guamanian, 


Samoan, Tahitian, or other Pacific 
Islander


L) Other Asian


A) Did not finish high school
B) Graduated from high school
C) Attended college but did not 


complete four–year degree


D) Graduated from college
E) Don’t know


11. During the past 12 months, how would you describe the grades you mostly received in school?
A) Mostly A’s
B) A’s and B’s
C) Mostly B’s
D) B’s and C’s


E) Mostly C’s
F) C’s and D’s
G) Mostly D’s
H) Mostly F’s


12. During the past 12 months, about how many times did you skip school or cut classes?
A) 0 times
B) 1–2 times
C) A few times


D) Once a month
E) Once a week
F) More than once a week
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 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


Core Module
13. In the past 30 days, did you miss school for any of the following reasons? (Mark All That Apply.)  


A) Does not apply, I didn’t miss any 
school


B) Illness (feeling physically sick), 
including problems with breathing or 
your teeth


C) Felt very sad, hopeless, anxious, 
stressed, or angry


D) Didn’t get enough sleep
E) Didn’t feel safe at school
F) Had to work
G) Had to take care of or help a family 


member or friend


H) Wanted to spend time with friends 
who don’t go to your school


I) Wanted to use alcohol or drugs
J) Were behind in schoolwork or 


weren’t prepared for a test or class 
assignment


K) Were bored with or uninterested in 
school


L) Were suspended
M) Other reason


How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree


Neither 
Disagree 


Nor 
Agree Agree


Strongly 
Agree


14. I feel close to people at this school.
15. I am happy to be at this school.
16. I feel like I am part of this school.
17. The teachers at this school treat students fairly.
18. I feel safe in my school.
19. I try hard to make sure that I am good at my 


schoolwork.
20. I try hard at school because I am interested in my 


work.
21. I work hard to try to understand new things at 


school.
22. I am always trying to do better in my schoolwork.
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 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
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 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


Core Module
Please mark on your answer sheet how TRUE you feel each of the following 


statements is about your SCHOOL and things you might do there.


At my school, there is a teacher or some other adult …
Not At All 


True
A Little 


True
Pretty Much 


True
Very Much 


True


23. who really cares about me.
24. who tells me when I do a good job.
25. who notices when I’m not there.
26. who always wants me to do my best.
27. who listens to me when I have something to say.
28. who believes that I will be a success.


At school, …
Not At All 


True
A Little 


True
Pretty Much 


True
Very Much 


True


29. I do interesting activities.
30. I help decide things like class activities or rules.
31. I do things that make a difference.
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 
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Core Module
The next questions ask about the use of alcohol, tobacco, marijuana, and other 


drugs, including pills or medications to get “high” or for reasons other than 
medical (without a doctor’s order).


Keep the following definitions in mind.
•	 One drink of ALCOHOL, or alcoholic drink (beverage), means one regular size can/bottle of 


beer or wine cooler, one glass of wine, one mixed drink, or one shot glass of liquor.  


•	 Questions about alcohol do not include drinking a few sips of wine for religious purposes.


•	 DRUG means any substance other than alcohol or tobacco, including pills and medications, 
used to get “high” (“loaded”, “stoned”, or “wasted”) or for purposes other than they were 
prescribed by a doctor. 


During your life, how many times have you used the following substances? 
Number of Times


0  
Times


1  
Time


2  
Times


3  
Times


4–6 
Times


7 or 
More 
Times


32. A whole cigarette
33. Smokeless tobacco (dip, chew, or snuff such as 


Redman™, Skoal™, or Beechnut™)
34. Electronic cigarettes, e-cigarettes or other vaping 


device such as e-hookah, hookah pens or vape 
pens?


35. One full drink of alcohol (such as a can of beer, 
glass of wine, wine cooler, or shot of liquor)


36. Marijuana (pot, weed, grass, hash, bud)
37. Inhalants (things you sniff, huff, or breathe to get 


“high” such as glue, paint, aerosol sprays, gasoline, 
poppers, gases)


38. Cocaine, Methamphetamine, or any 
amphetamines (meth, speed, crystal, crank, ice)


39. Derbisol (DB, derbs, dirt)
40. Ecstasy, LSD, or other psychedelics (acid, 


mescaline, peyote, mushrooms)
41. Prescription pain killers (Vicodin™, OxyContin™, 


Percodan™, Lortab™), tranquilizers, or sedatives 
(Xanax™, Ativan™)


42. Diet Pills (Didrex, Dexedrine, Zinadrine, Skittles, 
M&M’s)


43. Ritalin™ or Adderall™ (JIF, R–ball, Skippy) or 
other prescription stimulant 
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 A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J 
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 


Core Module
During your life, how many times have you used the following substances? 


Number of Times


0  
Times


1  
Time


2  
Times


3  
Times


4–6 
Times


7 or 
More 
Times


44. Cold/Cough Medicines (Triple–C’s, Coricidin 
Cough, Sudafed, TheraFlu, Tylenol Cough) or other 
over–the–counter medicines


45. Any other drug, or pill, or medicine to get “high” 
or for other than medical reasons


During your life, how many times have you been …
Number of Times


0  
Times


1  
Time


2  
Times


3  
Times


4–6 
Times


7 or 
More 
Times


46. very drunk or sick after drinking alcohol?
47. “high” (loaded, stoned, or wasted) from using 


drugs?
48. drunk on alcohol or “high” on drugs on school 


property?


About how old were you the first time you did any of these things?


Years of Age


Never
10 or 


Under 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
18 or 
Over 


49. Had a drink of an alcoholic beverage 
(other than a sip or two)


50. Smoked part or all of a cigarette
51. Used smokeless tobacco or other 


tobacco products
52. Used marijuana or hashish
53. Used any other illegal drug or pill to 


get “high”
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 
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 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 
      
      
 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 
 A  B  C  D  E  F 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


Core Module
During the past 30 days, on how many days did you use …


0  
Days


1 
Day


2 
Days


3 – 9  
Days


10 – 19 
Days


20 – 30 
Days


54. cigarettes?
55. smokeless tobacco (dip, chew or snuff)?
56. electronic cigarettes, e-cigarettes or other vaping 


device such as e-hookah, hookah pens or vape pens?
57. at least one drink of alcohol?
58. five or more drinks of alcohol in a row, that is, 


within a couple of hours?
59. marijuana (pot, weed, grass, hash, bud)?
60. inhalants (things you sniff, huff, or breathe to get 


“high”)?
61. prescription pain medications to get “high” or for 


reasons other than prescribed (such as Vicodin™, 
OxyContin™, Percodan™, Ritalin™, Adderall™, Xanax™)?


62. any other drug, pill, or medicine to get “high” or for 
other than medical reasons?


63. two or more drugs at the same time (for example, 
alcohol with marijuana, ecstasy with mushrooms)?


During the past 30 days, on how many days on school property did you …
0  


Days
1 


Day
2 


Days
3 – 9  
Days


10 – 19 
Days


20 – 30 
Days


64. smoke cigarettes?
65. use smokeless tobacco?
66. use electronic cigarettes, e-cigarettes or other 


vaping device such as e-hookah, hookah pens or 
vape pens?


67. have at least one drink of alcohol?
68. smoke marijuana?
69. use any other illegal drug or pill to get “high”?


How much do people risk harming themselves physically and in other ways when they do the following?
How Much Risk or Harm


Great Moderate Slight None


70. Smoke cigarettes occasionally
71. Smoke 1–2 packs of cigarettes each day
72. Drink alcohol occasionally
73. Have five or more drinks of an alcoholic beverage 


once or twice a week
74. Smoke marijuana occasionally
75. Smoke marijuana once or twice a week
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 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


Core Module
How difficult is it for students in your grade to get any of the following substances if they really want them?


Very 
Difficult


Fairly 
Difficult


Fairly 
Easy


Very  
Easy


Don’t 
Know


76. Cigarettes
77. Alcohol
78. Marijuana


79. How do you feel about someone your age smoking one or more packs of cigarettes a day?
A) Neither approve nor disapprove
B) Somewhat disapprove
C) Strongly disapprove


How many times have you tried to quit or stop using …
Does Not 


Apply, 
Don’t 
Use 0 Times 1 Time


2–3 
Times


4 or 
More 
Times


80. cigarettes?
81. alcohol?
82. marijuana?


83. During your life, how many times have you ever driven a car when you had been drinking alcohol, 
or been in a car driven by a friend when he or she had been drinking?


A) Never
B) 1 time
C) 2 times
D) 3 to 6 times
E) 7 or more times


Next are questions about violence, safety, harassment, & bullying  
on school property.


84. How safe do you feel when you are at school?
A) Very safe
B) Safe
C) Neither safe nor unsafe
D) Unsafe
E) Very unsafe
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 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


Core Module
During the past 12 months, how many times on school property have you …


Happened on School Property


0 Times 1 Time 2 to 3 Times
4 or More 


Times


85. been pushed, shoved, slapped, hit, or kicked by 
someone who wasn’t just kidding around?


86. been afraid of being beaten up?
87. been in a physical fight?
88. had mean rumors or lies spread about you?
89. had sexual jokes, comments, or gestures made to 


you?
90. been made fun of because of your looks or the way 


you talk?
91. had your property stolen or deliberately damaged, 


such as your car, clothing, or books?
92. been offered, sold, or given an illegal drug?
93. damaged school property on purpose?
94. carried a gun?
95. carried any other weapon (such as a knife or club)?
96. been threatened or injured with a weapon (gun, 


knife, club, etc.)?
97. seen someone carrying a gun, knife, or other 


weapon?
98. been threatened with harm or injury?
99. been made fun of, insulted, or called names?


During the past 12 months, how many times on school property were you harassed or bullied for any 
of the following reasons?  [You were bullied if you were shoved, hit, threatened, called mean names, 
teased, or had other unpleasant physical or verbal things done to you repeatedly or in a severe way.  
It is not bullying when two students of about the same strength quarrel or fight.]


0 Times 1 Time 2 to 3 Times
4 or More 


Times
100. Your race, ethnicity, or national origin
101. Your religion
102. Your gender (being male or female)
103. Because you are gay or lesbian or someone thought 


you were
104. A physical or mental disability
105. Any other reason
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Core Module
106. During the past 12 months, how many times did other students spread mean rumors or lies about 


you on the internet (i.e., Facebook™, MySpace™, email, instant message)?
A) 0 times (never)
B) 1 time
C) 2–3 times
D) 4 or more times


107. Do you consider yourself a member of a gang?
A) No
B) Yes


108. During the past 12 months, did you ever feel so sad or hopeless almost everyday for two weeks or 
more that you stopped doing some usual activities?


A) No
B) Yes


109. During the past 12 months, did you ever seriously consider attempting suicide?
A) No
B) Yes


110. Did you eat breakfast today?
A) No 
B) Yes


111. How many questions in this survey did you answer honestly?
A) All of them
B) Most of them
C) Only some of them
D) Hardly any


112. Is your father, mother, or caretaker currently in the military (Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force, 
National Guard, or Reserves)?


A) No
B) Yes
C) Don’t know


113. Which of the following best describes you? (Mark All That Apply.)  
A) Heterosexual (straight)
B) Gay or Lesbian or Bisexual
C) Transgender
D) Not sure
E) Decline to respond
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School Climate Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1


 
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your school?


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree


Neither 
Disagree 


Nor Agree Agree
Strongly 


Agree


W1. Students at this school are motivated to learn.
W2. Adults at this school encourage me to work hard so I can be 


successful in college or at the job I choose.


W3. My teachers work hard to help me with my schoolwork 
when I need it.


W4. Teachers show how classroom lessons are helpful to 
students in real life. 


W5. Teachers give students a chance to take part in classroom 
discussions or activities.


W6. This school promotes academic success for all students.
W7. This school is a supportive and inviting place for students 


to learn.


W8. Teachers go out of their way to help students. 
W9. Students really enjoy their classes.
W10. Teachers help students catch up when they return from an 


absence.


W11. My teachers give me useful feedback on my work.
W12. My classes are challenging.
W13. Adults at this school treat all students with respect.
W14. Students treat teachers with respect. 
W15. The school rules are fair.
W16. All students are treated fairly when they break school rules.
W17. This school clearly informs students what would happen if 


they break school rules.


W18. Students at this school are well–behaved.
W19. The rules in this school are too strict.
W20. It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or get 


suspended.


W21. Students get in trouble for breaking small rules.
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School Climate Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree


Neither 
Disagree 


Nor Agree Agree
Strongly 


Agree


W22. Teachers are very strict here.
W23. Rules in this school are made clear to students.
W24. Students know how they are expected to act.
W25. Students know what the rules are.
W26. This school makes it clear how students are expected to act. 
W27. Students enjoy doing things with each other in school 


activities.


W28. Students enjoy working together on projects in class.
W29. Students care about each other.
W30. Students treat each other with respect.
W31. Students get along well with each other.
W32. This school encourages students to feel responsible for how 


they act.


W33. Students are often given rewards for being good.
W34. This school encourages students to understand how others 


think and feel.


W35. Students are taught that they can control their own 
behavior.


W36. This school helps students solve conflicts with one another.
W37. This school encourages students to care about how others 


feel.


W38. Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying is not 
tolerated.


W39. If another student was bullying me, I would tell one of the 
teachers or staff at school.


W40. Students tell teachers when other students are being 
bullied.


W41. If I tell a teacher that someone is bullying me, the teacher 
will do something to help.


W42. Students here try to stop bullying when they see it 
happening.


W43. My class lessons include examples of my racial, ethnic, or 
cultural background.
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School Climate Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree


Neither 
Disagree 


Nor Agree Agree
Strongly 


Agree


W44. I have been disrespected by an adult at this school because 
of my race, ethnicity, or culture.


W45. There is a lot of tension in this school between people of 
different cultures, races, or ethnicities.


W46. Students in this school respect each other’s differences (for 
example, gender, race, culture, sexual orientation). 


W47. Adults in this school respect differences in students (for 
example, gender, race, culture, sexual orientation).


W48. Teachers show that they think it is important for students 
of different races and cultures at this school to get along 
with each other. 


W49. The schoolyard and buildings are clean and in good 
condition.


W50. My school is usually clean and tidy.
W51. The school grounds are kept clean.
W52. Students pay attention in class.
W53. Students try their best in school.
W54. Students usually follow the rules at school.
W55. Students turn in their homework on time.
W56. Students try to get good grades.
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Please tell us how true each statement is of you …
Not At All 
True of Me


A Little 
True of Me


Pretty Much 
True of Me


Very Much 
True of Me


W1. I can work out my problems.
W2. I can do most things if I try.
W3. There are many things that I do well.
W4. There is a purpose to my life.
W5. I understand my moods and feelings.
W6. I understand why I do what I do.
W7. When I do not understand something, I ask the 


teacher again and again until I understand.


W8. I try to answer all the questions asked in class.
W9. When I try to solve a math problem, I will not 


stop until I find a final solution.


W10. I accept responsibility for my actions.
W11. When I make a mistake I admit it.
W12. I can deal with being told no.
W13. I feel bad when someone gets their feelings hurt.
W14. I try to understand what other people go through.
W15. I try to understand how other people feel and 


think.


W16. I can wait for what I want.
W17. I don’t bother others when they are busy.
W18. I think before I act.
W19. Each day I look forward to having a lot of fun.
W20. I usually expect to have a good day.
W21. Overall, I expect more good things to happen to 


me than bad things.


healthy kidsC A L I F O R N I A S U R V E Y


Middle & High School Questionnaire
Social Emotional Health Module


~ 1 ~


California Healthy Kids Survey ©2014 CA Dept. of Ed.
Version MSHS18 — Fall 2014–Spring 2015


Social Emotional Health Module


SUPPLEMENT 1


WestEd Page 277







FO
R REFE


REN
CE O


NLY 


DO NOT C
OPY


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D  


 A  B  C  D    E  


 A  B  C  D    E  


 A  B  C  D    E  


 A  B  C  D    E  


 A  B  C  D    E  


 A  B  C  D    E  


How true do you feel these statements are about your family and friends?
Not At All 


True
A Little 


True
Pretty Much 


True
Very Much 


True


W22. My family members really help and support one 
another.


W23. There is a feeling of togetherness in my family.
W24. My family really gets along well with each other.
W25. I have a friend my age who really cares about me.
W26. I have a friend my age who talks with me about 


my problems.


W27. I have a friend my age who helps me when I’m 
having a hard time.


Please tell us how strongly you feel the following emotion …


Not At All A Little Somewhat
Quite  
A Lot Extremely


W28. Since yesterday, how much have you felt 
GRATEFUL?


W29. Since yesterday, how much have you felt 
THANKFUL?


W30. Since yesterday, how much have you felt 
APPRECIATIVE?


How do you feel right now?


Not At All A Little Somewhat
Quite  
A Lot Extremely


W31. How much do you feel ENERGETIC right 
now?


W32. How much do you feel ACTIVE right now?
W33. How much do you feel LIVELY right now?
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Elementary School Questionnaire
2014-2015


This survey is voluntary. You do not have to complete this survey, but we hope 
that you will.  We need your help!


Your answers will improve health programs.


Do not write your name on this form or the answer sheet.  No one but you will 
know how you answer these questions. 


Please mark only one answer for each question on the answer sheet.  Fill in the 
bubbles neatly with a #2 pencil. Please do not write on the survey questionnaire.


Please read every question carefully.  Mark one choice on your answer sheet for each 
question.


Thank you for taking this survey!
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First, write your SCHOOL NAME on the top of the answer sheet.


1. Fill in the bubble for number “2.”


2. How old are you?
A) 7 years old, or younger than 7
B) 8 years old
C) 9 years old
D) 10 years old
E) 11 years old
F) 12 years old 
G) 13 years old, or older than 13


3. Are you female or male?
A) Female
B) Male


4. What grade are you in?
A) 3rd grade
B) 4th grade
C) 5th grade
D) 6th grade


5. Did you eat breakfast this morning?
A) No
B) Yes


6. Do you feel close to people at school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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7. Are you happy to be at this school?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time 
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


8. Do you feel like you are part of this school? 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


9. Are the students at your school motivated to learn?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


10. Do teachers treat students fairly at school? 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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11. Are you given a chance to help decide things at school, like class rules? 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


12. Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school care about you? 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


13. Do the teachers and other grown–ups at school tell you when you do a good job?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


14. Do the teachers and other grown–ups at school ask you about your ideas?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


15. Do the teachers and other grown-ups give you a chance to solve school problems?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


16. Do you get to do interesting activities at school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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17. Do your teachers ask you what you want to learn about?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


18. How well do you do in your schoolwork?
A) I’m one of the best students 
B) I do better than most students
C) I do about the same as others
D) I don’t do as well as most others


19. Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school listen when you have something to say?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


20. Do the teachers and other grown-ups at school believe that you can do a good job?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


21. Do you do things to be helpful at school?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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22. Do teachers and other grown-ups at school treat students with respect?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


23. Are students treated fairly when they break school rules?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


24. Are students at this school well behaved?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


25. Do students know what the rules are?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


26. Does your school help students solve conflicts with one another?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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27. Does your school teach students to care about each other and treat each other with 
respect?


A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


28. Do the teachers and other grown-ups make it clear that bullying is not allowed?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


29. If you tell a teacher that you’ve been bullied, will the teacher do something to help? 
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


30. Do students at your school try to stop bullying when they see it happening?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


31. Do you finish all your class assignments?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


32. When you get a bad grade, do you try even harder the next time?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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33. Do you keep working and working on your schoolwork until you get it right?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


34. Do you do your class assignments even when they’re really hard for you?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


35. Do you follow the classroom rules?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


36. Do you follow the playground rules at recess and lunch times? 
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


37. Do you listen when your teacher is talking?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


38. Are you nice to other students?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


healthy kidsC A L I F O R N I A S U R V E Y


Elementary School Questionnaire


~ 8 ~


California Healthy Kids Survey ©2014 CA Dept. of Ed.
Version E18 — Fall 2014–Spring 2015                       Core Module


WestEd Page 286







39. During the past year, how many times have you hit or pushed other kids at school when 
you were not playing around?


A) 0 times 
B) 1 time
C) 2 times
D) 3 or more times


40. During the past year, how many times have you spread mean rumors or lies about other 
kids at school?


A) 0 times 
B) 1 time
C) 2 times
D) 3 or more times


41. Do other kids hit or push you at school when they are not just playing around?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


42. Do other kids at school spread mean rumors or lies about you?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


43. During the past year, did you ever bring a gun or knife to school?
A) No
B) Yes


44. During the past year, have you ever seen another kid with a gun or knife at school?
A) No
B) Yes
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45. Are you home alone after school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


46. Do you feel safe at school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


47. Do you feel safe walking to and from school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


48. Have other kids at school ever teased you about what your body looks like?
A) No
B) Yes


The next questions are about cigarettes, alcohol, and other drugs.


49. Have you ever smoked a cigarette?
A) No
B) Yes, I smoked a part of a cigarette, like one or two puffs
C) Yes, I smoked a whole cigarette


Keep the following definitions in mind
•	 One drink of alcohol means drinking one regular size can/bottle of beer or wine 


cooler, one glass of wine, one mixed drink, or one shot glass of liquor. Questions 
about alcohol do not include drinking a few sips of wine for religious purposes.


•	 Drug means any substance you use to get “high.”
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50. Have you ever used an electronic cigarette, e-cigarette, or other vaping device such as 
e-hookah, hookah pens, or vape pens?


A) No
B) Yes


51. Have you ever drunk beer, wine, or other alcohol? 
A) No
B) Yes, I drank one or two sips
C) Yes, I drank a full glass


52. Have you ever sniffed something through your nose to get “high?”
A) No
B) Yes


53. Have you ever smoked any marijuana (pot, grass, weed)?
A) No
B) Yes
C) I don’t know what marijuana is


54. Do you think smoking cigarettes is bad for a person’s health?
A) No, not bad
B) Yes, a little bad
C) Yes, very bad


55. Do you think drinking alcohol (beer, wine, liquor) is bad for a person’s health?
A) No, not bad
B) Yes, a little bad
C) Yes, very bad


56. Do you think using marijuana (pot, grass, weed) is bad for a person’s health?
A) No, not bad
B) Yes, a little bad
C) Yes, very bad
D) I don’t know what marijuana is 
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Here are questions about your home.


57. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home care about your schoolwork?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


58. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home believe that you can do a good job?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


59. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home want you to do your best?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


60. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home ask if you did your homework?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


61. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home check your homework?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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62. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home ask you about school?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


63. Does a parent or some other grown-up at home ask you about your grades?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


64. Did you understand the questions on this survey?
A) No, none of them
B) Yes, some of them
C) Yes, most of them
D) Yes, all of them


65. Did you answer the questions on this survey honestly and truthfully?
A) No, none of them
B) Yes, some of them
C) Yes, most of them
D) Yes, all of them
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Personal, Social and Emotional Strengths Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1
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66. I stand up for myself without putting others down.
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


67. Do you get along or work well with students who are different from you?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


68. Do you enjoy working with other students?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


69. Do you try to understand how other people feel?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


70. Do you feel bad when someone else gets their feelings hurt?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time 
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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Personal, Social and Emotional Strengths Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1
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71. Do you try to understand what other people go through?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


72. Do you try to understand your moods and feelings?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


73. Do you understand why you do what you do?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


74. Do you feel there is a purpose to your life? 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


75. I can do most things if I try. 
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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Personal, Social and Emotional Strengths Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1
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76. Do you try to work out your problems?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


77. Are there many things you do well?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


78. Do you know where to go for help with a problem?
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


79. Do you try to work out your problems by talking or writing about them?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


80. When you need help, do you find someone to talk with about it?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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Personal, Social and Emotional Strengths Module 


SUPPLEMENT 1
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81. Do you try to do your best?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


82. Do you set goals and then work to achieve then?
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


83. I accept responsibility for my actions.
A) No, never 
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


84. When I make a mistake I admit it.
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time


85. I can deal with being told no.
A) No, never
B) Yes, some of the time
C) Yes, most of the time
D) Yes, all of the time
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2014-15


This survey is designed to provide schools with data useful for fostering a positive 
learning and working environment that promotes academic success among all 
students.  Several questions have been added this year related to closing the racial/
ethnic achievement gap, staff working conditions, and special education.  Your 
survey participation is very important to insure accurate and useful data.


The first part of this survey is for all staff and should take less than 15 minutes to 
complete. The second part is only for staff who provide services or instruction 
related to health, prevention, discipline, counseling and/or safety. 


•	 Answer the questions based on your experiences only at the school that asked 
you to complete it, not your experiences with the district overall or another 
school where you might also work.  


•	 Questions about staff or adults at the school refer to ALL staff — 
administrators, teachers, teaching assistants, counselors, and all other 
certificated and classified staff.


All responses are anonymous and confidential.  A few questions ask for personal 
information, such as the work you do at the school, how long you have done it, and 
your race/ethnicity.  But the survey reports provided to your district contain only 
percentages for all respondents combined.  If there are less than 5 respondents in 
any group, that data are not made available.


Thank you for taking this survey!
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Note:  This survey is typically administered online.  This PDF is provided for review only. 
Please do not administer without permission. 


A) Teacher in grade 5 or above
B) Teacher in grade 4 or below
C) Special education teacher
D) Administrator 
E) Prevention staff nurse, or health aide 
F) Counselor, psychologist 
G) Police, resource officer, or safety 


personnel 


H) Paraprofessional, teacher assistant, or 
instructional aide 


I) Other certificated staff (e.g., librarian) 
J) Other classified staff (e.g., janitor, 


secretarial or clerical, food service) 


K) Other service provider (e.g., speech, 
occupational, physical therapist)


2. Do you provide services to the following types of students? (Mark All That Apply.) 
A) Migrant education
B) Special education
C) English language learners
D) None of the above


3. How many years have you worked, in any position, at this school? 
A) Less than one year 
B) 1 to 2 years 
C) 3 to 5 years 
D) 6 to 10 years 
E) Over 10 years 


4. How many years have you worked at any school in your current position (e.g., teacher, counselor, 
administrator, food service)?


A) Less than one year 
B) 1 to 2 years 
C) 3 to 5 years 
D) 6 to 10 years 
E) Over 10 years 


5. What is your race or ethnicity? 
A) African American (Not Hispanic)
B) American Indian or Alaska Native
C) Asian or Pacific Islander 
D) White (Not Hispanic)
E) Hispanic or Latino/a
F) Other or Multi–ethnic  


1. What is your role(s) at this school? (Mark All That Apply.) 


SECTION 1
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 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about this 
school.  If the question is not applicable to your job, and you could not know enough to 


answer it, mark “Not Applicable.”


This school … 
Strongly 


Agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree


Not 
Applicable


6. is a supportive and inviting place for students to learn.
7. sets high standards for academic performance for all 


students.


8. promotes academic success for all students.
9. emphasizes helping students academically when they 


need it. 


10. provides adequate counseling and support services for 
students.


11. emphasizes teaching lessons in ways relevant to 
students.


12. is a supportive and inviting place for staff to work.
13. promotes trust and collegiality among staff.
14. provides the materials, resources, and training 


(professional development) needed to do your job 
effectively.


15. provides the materials, resources, and training 
(professional development) needed to work with 
special education (IEP) students.


16. encourages opportunities for students to decide things 
like class activities or rules.


17. gives all students equal opportunity to participate in 
classroom discussions or activities.


18. gives all students equal opportunity to participate in 
numerous extracurricular and enrichment activities.


19. gives students opportunities to “make a difference” by 
helping other people, the school, or the community 
(e.g., service learning). 


20. encourages students to enroll in rigorous courses (such 
as honors and AP), regardless of their race, ethnicity, 
or nationality.


21. emphasizes using instructional materials that reflect 
the culture or ethnicity of its students.


22. has staff examine their own cultural biases through 
professional development or other processes.


23. considers closing the racial/ethnic achievement gap a 
high priority.
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 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
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 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
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 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


This school … 
Strongly 


Agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree


Not 
Applicable


24. fosters an appreciation of student diversity and respect 
for each other.


25. emphasizes showing respect for all students’ cultural 
beliefs and practices. 


26. clearly communicates to students the consequences of 
breaking school rules.


27. handles discipline problems fairly.
28. effectively handles student discipline and behavioral 


problems.


29. is a safe place for students.
30. is a safe place for staff.
31. is welcoming to and facilitates parent involvement.
32. has clean and well–maintained facilities and property.


How many adults at this school …
Nearly 


All 
Adults


Most 
Adults


Some 
Adults


Few 
Adults


Almost 
None


33. really care about every student?
34. acknowledge and pay attention to students?
35. want every student to do their best?
36. listen to what students have to say?
37. believe that every student can be a success?
38. treat all students fairly?
39. treat every student with respect?
40. have close professional relationships with one another? 
41. support and treat each other with respect?
42. feel a responsibility to improve this school?
43. work hard to ensure a safe and supportive learning 


environment?
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    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 


    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 
    A  B  C 


    A  B  C 


 


Do you feel that you need more professional development, training, mentorship or other 
support to do your job in any of the following areas? If the indicated training is not needed 


for your job, mark “Not Applicable.”


Area of Professional Development Yes No
Not 


Applicable
44. meeting academic standards
45. evidence–based methods of instruction
46. positive behavioral support and classroom 


management


47. working with diverse racial, ethnic, or cultural groups
48. culturally relevant pedagogy for the school’s student 


population


49. serving English language learners
50. closing the achievement gap
51. serving special education (IEP) students
52. meeting the social, emotional, and developmental 


needs of youth (e.g., resilience promotion)


53. creating a positive school climate


Based on your experience, how many students at this school …
Nearly 


All Most Some Few
Almost 
None


54. are healthy and physically fit?
55. arrive at school alert and rested?
56. are motivated to learn?
57. are well–behaved?
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 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
 A  B  C  D  
   


 A  B  C  D  E  


 A  B  C  D  E  
 A  B  C  D  E  


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E  


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E  


 A  B  C  D  E  
 A  B  C  D  E  
  


The next questions ask for your opinions about problems you may have experienced in doing 
your job at this school. 


How much of a problem AT THIS SCHOOL is …
Insignificant 


Problem
Mild 


Problem
Moderate 
Problem


Severe 
Problem


58. student alcohol and drug use? 
59. student tobacco use?
60. harassment or bullying among students?
61. physical fighting between students?
62. disruptive student behavior?
63. racial/ethnic conflict among students?
64. student depression or other mental health problems?
65. lack of respect of staff  by students 
66. cutting classes or being truant?
67. gang–related activity?
68. weapons possession?
69. vandalism (including graffiti)?
70. theft?


This school …
Strongly 


Agree Agree Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree


Not 
Applicable


71. promotes personnel participation in decision-making 
that affects school practices and policies.


72. motivates students to learn.
73. provides the supports needed for teaching culturally 


and linguistically diverse students.


74. encourages parents to be active partners in educating 
their child.


75. uses objective data such as surveys, truancy counts, 
and test scores in making school improvement 
decisions.


76. takes steps to minimize paper work.
77. provides adequate benefits (e.g., salary, fringe benefits 


and retirement options) to support my continued 
employment.


78. provides relevant training for paraprofessionals.
79. provides complete state adopted instructional 


materials for students with IEPs.
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school.


Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree


Strongly 
Disagree


Not 
Applicable


80. Teachers here make it clear to students that bullying is 
not tolerated.


81. If a student was bullied, he or she would tell one of the 
teachers or staff at school.


82. Students tell teachers when other students are being 
bullied.


83. If a students tells a teacher that someone is bullying her 
or him, the teacher will do something to help.  


84. Students here try to stop bullying when they see it 
happening.


85. There is a lot of tension in this school between people 
of different cultures, races, or ethnicities.


86. Students in this school respect each other’s differences 
(e.g., gender, race, culture, sexual orientation).


87. Adults in this school respect differences in students 
(e.g., gender, race, culture, sexual orientation).


88. Teachers show that they think it is important for 
students of different races and cultures at this school to 
get along with each other.


89. Students enjoy spending time together during school 
activities.


90. Students enjoy collaborating on projects in class.
91. Students care about one another.
92. Students treat each other with respect.
93. Students get along well with one another.
94. This school encourages students to feel responsible for 


how they act.


95. Students are often given rewards for being good.


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
       
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
school.


Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree


Strongly 
Disagree


Not 
Applicable


96. This school encourages students to understand how 
others think and feel.


97. Students are taught that they can control their own 
behavior.


98. This school help students solve conflicts with one 
another.


99. This school encourages students to care about how others 
feel. 


100. Teachers go out of their way to help students.
101. Classes challenge students.
102. Adults at this school treat all students with respect.
103. The school rules are fair.
104. Students in this school are well-behaved.
105. The rules in the school are too strict.
106. It is easy for students to get kicked out of class or get 


suspended.


107. Students get in trouble for breaking small rules.
108. Teachers are very strict here.
109. Rules in this school are made clear to students.
110. Students know how they are expected to act.
111. Students know what the rules are.
112. This school makes it clear how students are expected to 


act.


113. Do you have responsibilities for services or instruction related to health, prevention, discipline, counseling 
and/or safety?


A) Yes
B) No


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
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 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
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 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
       


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 


 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 
 A  B  C  D  E 


SECTION 2


The following questions are ONLY for staff at this school who have responsibilities for 
services or instruction related to health, prevention, discipline, counseling and/or safety.  If 
you have such responsibilities, continue through this module. (If not, please go to Section 3.) 


How much do you agree with the following statements about this school?


This school …


Strongly 
Agree Agree


Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree Disagree


Strongly 
Disagree


1. collaborates well with community organizations to 
help address substance use or other problems among 
youth.


2. collaborates well with law enforcement organizations.
3. has sufficient resources to create a safe campus.
4. has sufficient resources to address substance use 


prevention needs.


5. considers sanctions for student violations of rules and 
policies on a case–by–case basis with a wide range of 
options.


6. punishes first–time violations of alcohol or other drug 
policies by at least an out–of–school suspension.


7. enforces zero tolerance policies.
8. seeks to maintain a secure campus through such 


means as metal detectors, security guards, or personal 
searches.


9. provides effective confidential support and referral 
services for students needing help because of 
substance abuse, violence, or other problems (e.g., a 
Student Assistance Program).


10. considers substance abuse prevention an important 
goal.


11. provides adequate health services for students. 
12. provides students with healthy food choices. 
13. emphasizes helping students with their social, 


emotional, and behavioral problems. 
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 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 
 A  B  C  D 


The next questions ask about this school’s health or prevention services and activities. 


To what extent does this school …
A Lot Some Not Much Not At All


14. foster youth development, resilience, or asset 
promotion?


15. provide nutritional instruction?
16. provide opportunities for physical education and 


activity?


17. provide alcohol or drug use prevention instruction?
18. provide tobacco use prevention instruction?
19. provide conflict resolution or behavior management 


instruction?


20. provide character education?
21. provide harassment or bullying prevention?
22. provide services for students with disabilities or other 


special needs? 
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A School Climate Survey for Parents and Guardians 
2014-2015 


 


This survey is an opportunity for you to help this school by sharing your opinions about it. Your 
opinions are important, and the school is interested in hearing them. 


We are particularly interested in your thoughts on this school’s efforts to promote academic success 
and well-being for every student, regardless of race, ethnicity, disability, or other characteristics. 


If you have more than one child at this school, please complete one survey for each child. 


Answer all the questions based on your experiences at this school only. Remember, we 
appreciate your honest opinions.  


Do not write your name on this survey. No one can tell who filled out this survey. Your answers 
will be completely private and unknown to others.  


Please begin by writing the name of the school your child attends on the line below: 


 
School Name: ____________________________________ 
 


Begin by answering the following questions about yourself and your child. 


1.  I am a… 


  


 Parent of at least one child at this school 



Grandparent, other relative, and/or legal guardian of a child at this 
school 


 Not applicable, not sure, or decline to answer 


 
 
2.  Is your child in any of these programs? (Mark all that apply) 
  


Migrant Education Program  


 Special Education Program or has had an Individual Education Plan (IEP) 


 English Language Development (for children learning English) 



Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) or takes Honors/Advanced Placement 
classes 


 Not applicable, not sure, or decline to answer 
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3.  How many years has your child been at this school?  


  
 Less than one year  


 1 to 2 years  


 3 to 5 years  


 6 to 10 years 


 Over 10 years  


 Not applicable, not sure, or decline to answer 
 
 
4.  What is your race or ethnicity?  
  


African American (Not Hispanic) 


American Indian or Alaska Native 


Asian or Asian American 


Hispanic or Latino 


Pacific Islander  


White or Caucasian (Not Hispanic)  


Other or Multi-ethnic 


Not applicable, not sure, or decline to answer 
 
 
5.  Does one or more of your children receive a free or reduced-price breakfast or lunch at this school?  
  


Yes 


No 


Not applicable, not sure, or decline to answer 
 
 
6.  In what grade is your child? 
      


 Kindergarten  5th  grade  10th grade 


 1st grade  6th grade  11th grade 


 2nd  grade  7th grade  12th grade 


 3rd grade  8th grade Other 


 4th grade  9th grade Ungraded 
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about this school. 


This school… Strongly 
Agree 


 
Agree 


 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know/NA 


7. promotes academic success for all students.     


8. treats all students with respect.     


9. clearly tells students in advance what will happen if 
they break school rules.     


10. encourages all students to enroll in challenging 
courses regardless of their race, ethnicity, or 
nationality. 


    


11. gives all students opportunities to “make a difference” 
by helping other people, the school, or the 
community. 


    


12. keeps me well-informed about school activities.     


13. provides quality counseling or other ways to help 
students with social or emotional needs.     


14. is an inviting place for students to learn.     


15. allows input and welcomes parents’ contributions.     


16. provides students with healthy food choices.     


17. communicates the importance of respecting all 
cultural beliefs and practices.      


18. gives my child opportunities to participate in 
classroom activities.     


19. provides instructional materials that reflect my child’s 
culture, ethnicity and identity.     


20. enforces school rules equally for my child and all 
students.     


21. provides quality activities that meet my child’s 
interests and talents, such as sports, clubs, and 
music. 


    


22. has quality programs for my child’s talents, gifts, or 
special needs.      


23. is a safe place for my child.     


24. keeps me well-informed about my child’s progress in 
school.     


25. promptly responds to my phone calls, messages, or 
e-mails.     


26. encourages me to be an active partner with the 
school in educating my child.     
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about this school. 


This school… Strongly 
Agree 


 
Agree 


 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


Don’t 
Know/NA 


37. actively seeks the input of parents before making 
important decisions.     


38. has clean and well-maintained facilities and 
properties.     


39. motivates students to learn.     


40. has a supportive learning environment for my child.     


41. has adults that really care about students.     


 
 


Thank you for taking the time to answer these questions! 
 


 


 
Based on your experience, how much of a 
problem at this school is… 
 


Not a 
Problem 


 
Small 


Problem 


 
Some- 
what a 
Problem 


Large 
Problem 


Don’t 
Know/NA 


      


27. 
student tobacco use (cigarette smoking 
and/or Smokeless tobacco such as dip, 
chew, or snuff)? 


    


28. 
student use of electronic cigarettes, e-
cigarettes or other vaping device such as e-
hookah, hook pens or vape pens? 


    


29. student alcohol and drug use?      


30. harassment or bullying of students?     


31. physical fighting between students?     


32. racial/ethnic conflict among students?     


33. students not respecting staff?     


34. gang-related activity?     


35. weapons possession?     


36. vandalism (including graffiti)?     
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Part	  II	  –	  Cost	  Proposal	  


School	  Climate/SEL	  Survey	  
3179	  


RFP	  Title:	  	   	   
RFP:	  	   	  
Vendor	  Name:	   WestEd	  


730	  Harrison	  Street	  
San	  Francisco,	  CA	  94107-‐1242	  


Opening	  Date:	   May	  6,	  2015	  
Opening	  Time:	   2:00	  PM	  







ATTACHMENT H – COST SCHEDULE 
 
Time Period: 9/08/15 – 9/30/16 
 
Vendor: WestEd  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 


Description Price per Each 
 
Cost for School Reports 


 
No Cost               
 


 
Cost for Set Up (customized report) 


 
$27,626     
 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey (online 
administration) 
 


 
$0.60 per student 
 


 
 
5.3.1/5.3.2 – Additional Costs for Services not included above 
 


Description Price 
 
Management of project and collaborative 
planning with NDE 
  


 
$47,859            
 


 
Technical Report and Interpretive Guides 


 
$14,265               
 


 
Optional: Staff Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


 
$24,732               
 


 
Optional: Parent Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


Processing fee for providing paper-
and-pencil parent surveys 
 
Processing fee for scanning 


 


 
$24,732               
 
 
$0.15 per survey provided 
 
 
$0.30 per survey processed 
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Time Period: 10/01/16 – 9/30/17 
 
Vendor: WestEd  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 


Description Price per Each 
 
Cost for School Reports 


 
No Cost               
 


 
Cost for Set Up (customized report) 


 
$21,672     
 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey (online 
administration) 
 


 
$0.60 per student 
 


 
 
5.3.1/5.3.2 – Additional Costs for Services not included above 
 


Description Price 
 
Management of project and collaborative 
planning with NDE 
  


 
$36,670            
 


 
Technical Report and Interpretive Guides 


 
$8,277               
 


 
Optional: Staff Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


 
$15,712               
 


 
Optional: Parent Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


Processing fee for providing paper-
and-pencil parent surveys 
 
Processing fee for scanning 


 


 
$15,712               
 
 
$0.15 per survey provided 
 
 
$0.30 per survey processed 
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Time Period: 10/01/17 – 9/30/18 
 
Vendor: WestEd  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 


Description Price per Each 
 
Cost for School Reports 


 
No Cost               
 


 
Cost for Set Up (customized report) 


 
$22,453     
 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey (online 
administration) 
 


 
$0.60 per student 
 


 
 
5.3.1/5.3.2 – Additional Costs for Services not included above 
 


Description Price 
 
Management of project and collaborative 
planning with NDE 
  


 
$37,947            
 


 
Technical Report and Interpretive Guides 


 
$8,589               
 


 
Optional: Staff Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


 
$16,280               
 


 
Optional: Parent Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


Processing fee for providing paper-
and-pencil parent surveys 
 
Processing fee for scanning 


 


 
$16,280               
 
 
$0.15 per survey provided 
 
 
$0.30 per survey processed 
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Time Period: 10/01/18 – 9/30/19 
 
Vendor: WestEd  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 


Description Price per Each 
 
Cost for School Reports 


 
No Cost               
 


 
Cost for Set Up (customized report) 


 
$23,261     
 


 
Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey (online 
administration) 
 


 
$0.60 per student 
 


 
 
5.3.1/5.3.2 – Additional Costs for Services not included above 
 


Description Price 
 
Management of project and collaborative 
planning with NDE 
  


 
$39,275            
 


 
Technical Report and Interpretive Guides 


 
$8,912               
 


 
Optional: Staff Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


 
$16,868               
 


 
Optional: Parent Survey – construction, 
administration, report generation 
 


Processing fee for providing paper-
and-pencil parent surveys 
 
Processing fee for scanning 


 


 
$16,868               
 
 
$0.15 per survey provided 
 
 
$0.30 per survey processed 
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VENDOR INFORMATION SHEET FOR RFP 3179



Vendor Must:



A) Provide all requested information in the space provided next to each numbered question.  The information provided in Sections V1 through V6 will be used for development of the contract;



B) Type or print responses; and



C) Include this Vendor Information Sheet in Tab III of the Technical Proposal.



		V1

		Company Name

		







		V2

		Street Address

		







		V3

		City, State, ZIP

		







		V4

		Telephone Number



		

		Area Code:  

		Number:  

		Extension:  







		V5

		Facsimile Number



		

		Area Code:  

		Number:  

		Extension:  







		V6

		Toll Free Number



		

		Area Code:  

		Number:  

		Extension:  







		V7

		Contact Person for Questions / Contract Negotiations,

including address if different than above



		

		Name:



		

		Title:



		

		Address:



		

		Email Address:







		V8

		Telephone Number for Contact Person



		

		Area Code:  

		Number:  

		Extension:  







		V9

		Facsimile Number for Contact Person



		

		Area Code:  

		Number:  

		Extension:  







		V10

		Name of Individual Authorized to Bind the Organization



		

		Name:

		Title:







		V11

		Signature (Individual must be legally authorized to bind the vendor per NRS 333.337)



		

		Signature:

		Date:
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A Request for Proposal (RFP) process is different from an Invitation to Bid.  The State expects vendors to propose creative, competitive solutions to the agency's stated problem or need, as specified below.  Vendors’ technical exceptions and/or assumptions should be clearly stated in Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.  Vendors’ cost exceptions and/or assumptions should be clearly stated in Attachment I, Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be considered during the evaluation process; however, vendors must be specific.  Nonspecific exceptions or assumptions may not be considered.  The State reserves the right to limit the Scope of Work prior to award, if deemed in the best interest of the State per NRS 333.350(1).



Prospective vendors are advised to review Nevada’s ethical standards requirements, including but not limited to, NRS 281A and the Governor’s Proclamation, which can be found on the Purchasing Division’s website (http://purchasing.state.nv.us). 





[bookmark: _Toc415148223]PROJECT OVERVIEW



The State of Nevada Purchasing Division, on behalf of the Nevada Department of Education (NDE), is seeking proposals from qualified vendors to provide School Climate/SEL Survey services statewide on an as needed basis.



NDE, through the award of the Now Is the Time, Project AWARE grant from Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), is intending to select a School Climate/Social and Emotional Learning (SEL) Survey for administration to all pupils who are enrolled in Nevada Public Schools.  



The intention is for survey administration to commence in pilot locations in the Fall of 2015, and statewide the following year and for the next four (4) years, ending by September 2019.



The Survey must:



Be used to provide data and information regarding the school community’s needs and strengths in terms of student engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students;



Allow teachers, administrators, and other educational personnel to use the results of the survey to make data-based decisions in regards to school climate and social and emotional learning initiatives; and



Be used as an evaluation tool to determine the effectiveness of said initiatives.



NDE is seeking a holistic and creative solution to the task of selecting a School Climate/SEL survey.  



Proposing vendors are encouraged to provide information on related products or tools that provide multiple indicators to rate the perception of school climate, school safety, SEL and growth.  



Proposing vendors are also encouraged to provide information concerning how this information can be used to support positive mental health and encourage school improvement.



Proposing vendors should highlight any additional value of the assessment that would benefit Nevada students and schools, or could be used by school improvement planners.



Nevada’s system of K-12 public education is comprised of seventeen (17) local school districts and a Public State Charter School Authority.



The Survey must be administered at the same time within each district or charter school, but the individual districts and charter schools each have the option of selecting a different surveying window.



NDE is actively seeking a normed and valid survey for secondary schools, but are open to reviewing elementary survey instruments as part of the proposing vendor’s package.



Proposing vendors should assume approximately 35,000 students per grade level will submit the Survey each year, with that number likely to steadily increase with annual enrollment growth.



Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to deliver the Survey and provide support services as follows:



Program management;

Survey design;

Item development; and

Form publishing which will include:

Test administration, logistics, and data processing; and

Scoring, data analysis and reporting.



The new Survey must commence in School Year (SY) 2015-16, the review committee must complete its review of responses to this RFP no later than June 11, 2015.



The Nevada Department of Education will administer contract resulting from this RFP.  The resulting contract will be for an initial contract term of four (4) years, anticipated to begin September 8, 2015, subject to Board of Examiners approval and expire September 30, 2019.



The resultant contract will be for four (4) school years with administration, collection, data analysis, and reporting anticipated to begin October, 2015.



GOALS AND OBJECTIVES



The goal of this project is to be able to see how students perceive the climate of their school, as well as, how well their school is doing in promoting their social and emotional skills.



NDE wants to be able to gauge mental health factors at a school level to promote the growth in that arena in the schools, as well as, to provide NDE with comparison data from school to school.



NDE also wants to be able to distill this information down to sub-group populations, including race/ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status (SES), etc.



[bookmark: _Toc415148224]ACRONYMS/DEFINITIONS 



For the purposes of this RFP, the following acronyms/definitions will be used:



		Acronym

		Description



		Assumption

		An idea or belief that something will happen or occur without proof.  An idea or belief taken for granted without proof of occurrence.





		Awarded Vendor

		The organization/individual that is awarded and has an approved contract with the State of Nevada for the services identified in this RFP.





		BOE

		State of Nevada Board of Examiners





		Confidential Information

		Any information relating to the amount or source of any income, profits, losses or expenditures of a person, including data relating to cost or price submitted in support of a bid or proposal.  The term does not include the amount of a bid or proposal.  Refer NRS 333.020(5) (b).   





		Contract Approval Date

		The date the State of Nevada Board of Examiners officially approves and accepts all contract language, terms and conditions as negotiated between the State and the successful vendor.





		Contract Award Date

		The date when vendors are notified that a contract has been successfully negotiated, executed and is awaiting approval of the Board of Examiners.





		Contractor

		The company or organization that has an approved contract with the State of Nevada for services identified in this RFP.  The contractor has full responsibility for coordinating and controlling all aspects of the contract, including support to be provided by any subcontractor(s).  The contractor will be the sole point of contact with the State relative to contract performance.





		Cross Reference

		A reference from one document/section to another document/section containing related material.





		Customer

		Department, Division or Agency of the State of Nevada.





		Division/Agency

		The Division/Agency requesting services as identified in this RFP.





		DOE

		Department of Education.





		Evaluation 

Committee

		An independent committee comprised of a majority of State officers or employees established to evaluate and score proposals submitted in response to the RFP pursuant to NRS 333.335.  





		Exception

		A formal objection taken to any statement/requirement identified within the RFP.





		Goods

		The term “goods” as used in this RFP has the meaning ascribed to it in NRS §104.2105(1) and includes, without limitation, “supplies”, “materials”, “equipment”, and “commodities”, as those terms are used in NRS Chapter 333.





		Key Personnel

		Vendor staff responsible for oversight of work during the life of the project and for deliverables.





		LCB

		Legislative Counsel Bureau





		LOI

		Letter of Intent - notification of the State’s intent to award a contract to a vendor, pending successful negotiations; all information remains confidential until the issuance of the formal notice of award.  





		May

		Indicates something that is recommended but not mandatory.  If the vendor fails to provide recommended information, the State may, at its sole option, ask the vendor to provide the information or evaluate the proposal without the information.





		Must

		Indicates a mandatory requirement.  Failure to meet a mandatory requirement may result in the rejection of a proposal as non-responsive.





		NAC

		Nevada Administrative Code –All applicable NAC documentation may be reviewed via the internet at:  www.leg.state.nv.us.





		NDE

		Nevada Department of Education.





		NOA

		Notice of Award – formal notification of the State’s decision to award a contract, pending Board of Examiners’ approval of said contract, any non-confidential information becomes available upon written request.





		NRS

		Nevada Revised Statutes – All applicable NRS documentation may be reviewed via the internet at:  www.leg.state.nv.us.





		Pacific Time (PT)

		Unless otherwise stated, all references to time in this RFP and any subsequent contract are understood to be Pacific Time.





		Proprietary Information

		Any trade secret or confidential business information that is contained in a bid or proposal submitted on a particular contract.  (Refer to NRS 333.020 (5) (a).





		Public Record

		All books and public records of a governmental entity, the contents of which are not otherwise declared by law to be confidential must be open to inspection by any person and may be fully copied or an abstract or memorandum may be prepared from those public books and public records.  (Refer to NRS 333.333 and NRS 600A.030 [5]).





		Redacted

		The process of removing confidential or proprietary information from a document prior to release of information to others.





		RFP

		Request for Proposal - a written statement which sets forth the requirements and specifications of a contract to be awarded by competitive selection as defined in NRS 333.020(8).





		SAMHSA

		Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.





		SES

		Socio-economic status.





		SEL

		Social and Emotional Learning.





		Shall

		Indicates a mandatory requirement.  Failure to meet a mandatory requirement may result in the rejection of a proposal as non-responsive.





		Should

		Indicates something that is recommended but not mandatory.  If the vendor fails to provide recommended information, the State may, at its sole option, ask the vendor to provide the information or evaluate the proposal without the information.





		State

		The State of Nevada and any agency identified herein.





		Subcontractor

		Third party, not directly employed by the contractor, who will provide services identified in this RFP.  This does not include third parties who provide support or incidental services to the contractor.





		Trade Secret

		Information, including, without limitation, a formula, pattern, compilation, program, device, method, technique, product, system, process, design, prototype, procedure, computer programming instruction or code that: derives independent economic value, actual or potential, from not being generally known to, and not being readily ascertainable by proper means by the public or any other person who can obtain commercial or economic value from its disclosure or use; and is the subject of efforts that are reasonable under the circumstances to maintain its secrecy.





		User

		Department, Division, Agency or County of the State of Nevada.





		Vendor

		Organization/individual submitting a proposal in response to this RFP.





		Will

		Indicates a mandatory requirement.  Failure to meet a mandatory requirement may result in the rejection of a proposal as non-responsive.









STATE OBSERVED HOLIDAYS



The State observes the holidays noted in the following table.  When January 1st, July 4th, November 11th or December 25th falls on Saturday, the preceding Friday is observed as the legal holiday.  If these days fall on Sunday, the following Monday is the observed holiday.



		Holiday

		Day Observed



		New Year’s Day

		January 1



		Martin Luther King Jr.’s Birthday

		Third Monday in January



		Presidents' Day

		Third Monday in February



		Memorial Day

		Last Monday in May



		Independence Day

		July 4



		Labor Day

		First Monday in September



		Nevada Day

		Last Friday in October



		Veterans' Day

		November 11



		Thanksgiving Day

		Fourth Thursday in November



		Family Day

		Friday following the Fourth Thursday in November



		Christmas Day

		December 25
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Proposing vendors must provide a comprehensive summary of the recommended survey and related services or products.



NDE is open to consideration of proposed online or computer adaptive surveys, as well as, to traditional paper/pencil formats.



NDE is open to consideration of surveys administered to students only, or to students, staff, and parents.



At a minimum, NDE is intending to survey all middle and high school students, but NDE is interested in surveying younger students as well, if the surveys are normed and validated for younger ages.



Tasks, Activity, Deliverables and Objectives



Task:  Administer a normed/valid survey to middle and high school students in the State.



Objective: Rate, at a minimum, the student’s perception on student engagement, relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students.



Activity:  Administer the survey during a prescribed survey window.



Deliverable: Ensure notification of privacy rights are follows.



Distribute surveys and survey administration instructions to all schools located in Nevada.



Activity:  Collect responses while protecting survey security.



Deliverable:  Secure surveys collected.



Task:  Analyze the data gathered into useable information.



Objective: Be able to read the data and determine needs and strengths at the school and district level.  NDE expects the data generated to be sensitive to change once interventions are implemented.



Activity: Generate school and district reports explaining how schools rated in the categories mentioned above refer to Section 3.1.4.1 A).



These may be broken down into sub-populations, where appropriate.



Deliverable:  School and district reports of school climate ratings.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



Proposing vendors must describe in brief general terms how the proposed survey can fit the State’s requirements and any specific benefits that the State would receive by choosing this approach over any alternatives.



PROJECT TIMELINE



Proposing vendors must submit a preliminary project timeline as part of the information provided.  This should correspond with the time constraints (refer to  Section 1.2.1).



The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific grade levels or a specific district, with the intention of full scale roll out by the end of the contract period as more funding becomes available.



PROJECT MANAGEMENT



Proposing vendors must describe their approach to promoting a working relationship with NDE, including but not limited to the following factors:



Regular communications with NDE staff through a variety of methods including e-mail, phone, conference calls, video conferencing, and meetings;



An approach that is collaborative, client-oriented, and proactive in terms of services and planning needed to complete a successful Survey administration;



Availability to NDE staff to answer questions and offer technical expertise and advise on Survey issues;



Assurances that the survey will comply with adopted procedures for State-administered surveys and ensure students who are enrolled in public schools can participate;



Assurance that the assessment meets compliance and peer review requirements of the United States Department of Education;



Arrangement of at least one planning meeting with NDE staff to be held each contract year;  



Contracted vendor will pay for the meeting room and meals provided for the meeting.



Attendance at relevant Survey Security and Administration trainings; and



Routine presentations related to program management and planning meetings.



FUNCTIONAL AND TECHNICAL REQUIREMENT



Survey Design, Item Development, and Form Publishing



Proposing vendors must demonstrate how the survey provides valid and reliable information on perceptions of student engagement, interpersonal relationships, school safety, the learning environment, and the social and emotional growth of students; and



Proposing vendors must demonstrate the ability to provide all students, including those with a disability, access to the survey, including but not limited to printing vision-impaired survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts and the ability to create Braille survey booklets based on order amounts from school districts if the survey is delivered in a paper/pencil format.



TEST ADMINISTRATION, LOGISTICS, AND DATA PROCESSING



Contracted vendor must provide a service call center/help desk two (2) weeks prior to, during, and two (2) weeks after the survey window(s).



Contracted vendor must deliver and/or provide access to the survey materials to schools two (2) weeks before the testing window.



Contracted vendor must sequence the dates for the return and scoring of the assessment to minimize turnaround time for reporting student scores to the schools and school scores to NDE in order to meet NDE’s data analysis deadlines.



NDE will expect electronic reporting of school reports to occur within a timeframe to be negotiated, but in no instance more than 28 calendar days from the return of the answer documents if the assessment is delivered in a paper/pencil format.



Contracted vendor must collaborate with NDE staff and develop business decision rules consistent with existing practices for data file layout, data processing, and reporting.



SCORING, DATA ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING



Contracted vendor must provide psychometric support to scoring, data analysis, and reporting.



Contracted vendor must score all assessments, utilizing the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer to and from NDE and to and from the school districts.



Contracted vendor must provide services on-line, which must include the following:



Upcoming assessment schedule;

Reporting;

Principal certifications;

Administration manuals;

Additional materials order; and

Assessment materials pickup.



Contracted vendor must publish a survey specific technical report each contract year.



The format and content for this technical report must meet industry standards.



Contracted vendor must publish an interpretation guide to explain school score reporting to teachers and parents in both English and Spanish.



[bookmark: _Toc415148226]COMPANY BACKGROUND AND REFERENCES



VENDOR INFORMATION



Vendors must provide a company profile in the table format below.



		Question

		Response



		Company name:

		



		Ownership (sole proprietor, partnership, etc.):

		



		State of incorporation:

		



		Date of incorporation:

		



		# of years in business:

		



		List of top officers:

		



		Location of company headquarters:

		



		Location(s) of the company offices:

		



		Location(s) of the office that will provide the services described in this RFP:

		



		Number of employees locally with the expertise to support the requirements identified in this RFP:

		



		Number of employees nationally with the expertise to support the requirements in this RFP:

		



		Location(s) from which employees will be assigned for this project:

		







Please be advised, pursuant to NRS 80.010, a corporation organized pursuant to the laws of another state must register with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office as a foreign corporation before a contract can be executed between the State of Nevada and the awarded vendor, unless specifically exempted by NRS 80.015.



The selected vendor, prior to doing business in the State of Nevada, must be appropriately licensed by the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s Office pursuant to NRS76.  Information regarding the Nevada Business License can be located at http://sos.state.nv.us. 



		Question

		Response



		Nevada Business License Number:

		



		Legal Entity Name:

		







Is “Legal Entity Name” the same name as vendor is doing business as?



		Yes

		

		No

		







If “No”, provide explanation.



Vendors are cautioned that some services may contain licensing requirement(s).  Vendors shall be proactive in verification of these requirements prior to proposal submittal.  Proposals that do not contain the requisite licensure may be deemed non-responsive.



Has the vendor ever been engaged under contract by any State of Nevada agency?  



		Yes

		

		No

		







If “Yes”, complete the following table for each State agency for whom the work was performed.  Table can be duplicated for each contract being identified.



		Question

		Response



		Name of State agency:

		



		State agency contact name:

		



		Dates when services were performed:

		



		Type of duties performed:

		



		Total dollar value of the contract:

		







Are you now or have you been within the last two (2) years an employee of the State of Nevada, or any of its agencies, departments, or divisions?



		Yes

		

		No

		







If “Yes”, please explain when the employee is planning to render services, while on annual leave, compensatory time, or on their own time?



If you employ (a) any person who is a current employee of an agency of the State of Nevada, or (b) any person who has been an employee of an agency of the State of Nevada within the past two (2) years, and if such person will be performing or producing the services which you will be contracted to provide under this contract, you must disclose the identity of each such person in your response to this RFP, and specify the services that each person will be expected to perform.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Disclosure of any significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract breaches, civil or criminal litigation in which the vendor has been alleged to be liable or held liable in a matter involving a contract with the State of Nevada or any other governmental entity.  Any pending claim or litigation occurring within the past six (6) years which may adversely affect the vendor’s ability to perform or fulfill its obligations if a contract is awarded as a result of this RFP must also be disclosed.


Does any of the above apply to your company?



		Yes

		

		No

		







If “Yes”, please provide the following information.  Table can be duplicated for each issue being identified.



		Question

		Response



		Date of alleged contract failure or breach:

		



		Parties involved:

		



		Description of the contract failure, contract breach, or litigation, including the products or services involved:

		



		Amount in controversy:

		



		Resolution or current status of the dispute:

		



		If the matter has resulted in a court case:

		Court

		Case Number



		

		

		



		Status of the litigation:

		







Vendors must review the insurance requirements specified in Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.  Does your organization currently have or will your organization be able to provide the insurance requirements as specified in Attachment E.



		Yes

		

		No

		







Any exceptions and/or assumptions to the insurance requirements must be identified on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.  Exceptions and/or assumptions will be taken into consideration as part of the evaluation process; however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations. 



Upon contract award, the successful vendor must provide the Certificate of Insurance identifying the coverages as specified in Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.



Company background/history and why vendor is qualified to provide the services described in this RFP.  Limit response to no more than five (5) pages.



Length of time vendor has been providing services described in this RFP to the public and/or private sector.  Please provide a brief description.



Financial information and documentation to be included in Part III, Confidential Financial Information of vendor’s response in accordance with Section 9.5, Part III – Confidential Financial Information. 



Dun and Bradstreet Number 



Federal Tax Identification Number



SUBCONTRACTOR INFORMATION



Does this proposal include the use of subcontractors?



		Yes

		

		No

		







If “Yes”, vendor must:



Identify specific subcontractors and the specific requirements of this RFP for which each proposed subcontractor will perform services.



If any tasks are to be completed by subcontractor(s), vendors must:



Describe the relevant contractual arrangements;



Describe how the work of any subcontractor(s) will be supervised, channels of communication will be maintained and compliance with contract terms assured; and



Describe your previous experience with subcontractor(s).



Vendors must describe the methodology, processes and tools utilized for:



Selecting and qualifying appropriate subcontractors for the project/contract;



Ensuring subcontractor compliance with the overall performance objectives for the project; 



Ensuring that subcontractor deliverables meet the quality objectives of the project/contract; and



Providing proof of payment to any subcontractor(s) used for this project/contract, if requested by the State.  Proposal should include a plan by which, at the State’s request, the State will be notified of such payments.



Provide the same information for any proposed subcontractors as requested in Section 4.1, Vendor Information.



Business references as specified in Section 4.3, Business References must be provided for any proposed subcontractors.



Vendor shall not allow any subcontractor to commence work until all insurance required of the subcontractor is provided to the vendor.



Vendor must notify the using agency of the intended use of any subcontractors not identified within their original proposal and provide the information originally requested in the RFP in Section 4.2, Subcontractor Information.  The vendor must receive agency approval prior to subcontractor commencing work.



BUSINESS REFERENCES



Vendors should provide a maximum of three (3) business references from similar projects performed for private, state and/or large local government clients within the last three (3) years.



Vendors must provide the following information for every business reference provided by the vendor and/or subcontractor:



The “Company Name” must be the name of the proposing vendor or the vendor’s proposed subcontractor.  



		Reference #:

		



		Company Name:

		



		Identify role company will have for this RFP project

(Check appropriate role below):



		

		VENDOR

		

		SUBCONTRACTOR



		Project Name:

		



		Primary Contact Information



		Name:

		



		Street Address:

		



		City, State, Zip:

		



		Phone, including area code:

		



		Facsimile, including area code:

		



		Email address:

		



		Alternate Contact Information



		Name:

		



		Street Address:

		



		City, State, Zip:

		



		Phone, including area code:

		



		Facsimile, including area code:

		



		Email address:

		








		Project Information



		Brief description of the project/contract and description of services performed, including technical environment (i.e., software applications, data communications, etc.) if applicable:

		



		Original Project/Contract Start Date:

		



		Original Project/Contract End Date:

		



		Original Project/Contract Value:

		



		Final Project/Contract Date:

		



		Was project/contract completed in time originally allotted, and if not, why not?

		



		Was project/contract completed within or under the original budget/ cost proposal, and if not, why not?

		







Vendors must also submit Attachment F, Reference Questionnaire to the business references that are identified in Section 4.3.2.  



The company identified as the business references must submit the Reference Questionnaire directly to the Purchasing Division. 



It is the vendor’s responsibility to ensure that completed forms are received by the Purchasing Division on or before the deadline as specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline for inclusion in the evaluation process.  Reference Questionnaires not received, or not complete, may adversely affect the vendor’s score in the evaluation process.  



The State reserves the right to contact and verify any and all references listed regarding the quality and degree of satisfaction for such performance.



[bookmark: _Toc163539200]VENDOR STAFF RESUMES 



A resume must be completed for each proposed key personnel responsible for performance under any contract resulting from this RFP per Attachment G, Proposed Staff Resume.



[bookmark: _Toc415148227]COST 



Proposing vendors must submit a per-pupil cost for administration of the assessment.



For aggregate cost associated with an entire class/year of students, the projected student population of 35,000 students per grade should be used and noted  in the Cost Schedule (refer to  Attachment H, Cost Schedule).



Any support costs for products or services not included in the per-pupil cost of the assessment should be listed on a fee schedule with the following information:



Listing of each product or service;

Original project proposed price;

Annual licensing fee, if applicable; and

Annual maintenance fee.



 Clearly specify the nature of all expenses anticipated (refer to Attachment H, Cost Schedule).



[bookmark: _Toc180917196][bookmark: _Toc415148228]FINANCIAL 



PAYMENT



Upon review and acceptance by the State, payments for invoices are normally made within 45 – 60 days of receipt, providing all required information, documents and/or attachments have been received.



Pursuant to NRS 227.185 and NRS 333.450, the State shall pay claims for supplies, materials, equipment and services purchased under the provisions of this RFP electronically, unless determined by the State Controller that the electronic payment would cause the payee to suffer undue hardship or extreme inconvenience.



BILLING



The State does not issue payment prior to receipt of goods or services.



The vendor must bill the State as outlined in the approved contract and/or payment schedule.



Vendors may propose an alternative payment option.  Alternative payment options must be listed on Attachment I, Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of the RFP.  Alternative payment options will be considered if deemed in the best interest of the State, project or service solicited herein.



[bookmark: _Toc415148229]WRITTEN QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



In lieu of a pre-proposal conference, the Purchasing Division will accept questions and/or comments in writing, received by email regarding this RFP.



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



The RFP Question Submittal Form is located on the Services RFP/RFQ Opportunities webpage at http://purchasing.state.nv.us/services/sdocs.htm.  Select this RFP number and the “Question” link.



The deadline for submitting questions is as specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline.



All questions and/or comments will be addressed in writing.  An email notification that the amendment has been posted to the Purchasing website will be issued on or about the date specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline.



[bookmark: _Toc415148230]RFP TIMELINE



The following represents the proposed timeline for this project.  All times stated are Pacific Time (PT).  These dates represent a tentative schedule of events.  The State reserves the right to modify these dates at any time.  The State also reserves the right to forego vendor presentations and select vendor(s) based on the written proposals submitted.



		Task

		Date/Time



		Deadline for submitting questions

		04/20/2015 @ 2:00 PM



		Answers posted to website 

		On or about 04/27/2015 



		Deadline for submittal of Reference Questionnaires

		No later than 4:30 PM on 05/04/2015 



		Deadline for submission and opening of proposals

		No later than 2:00 PM on 05/06/2015 



		Evaluation period (approximate time frame)

		05/08/2015 – 05/18/2015



		Evaluation meeting for technical and cost proposals

		05/21/2015



		Notification to top five (5) for Presentations

		05/22/2015



		Vendor Presentations (approximate time frame)

		06/11/2015



		Selection of vendor 

		On or about 06/15/2015



		Anticipated BOE approval

		09/08/2015



		Contract start date (contingent upon BOE approval)

		09/08/2015







[bookmark: _Toc415148231]PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS, FORMAT AND CONTENT



GENERAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 



Vendors’ proposals must be packaged and submitted in counterparts; therefore, vendors must pay close attention to the submission requirements.  Proposals will have a technical response, which may be composed of two (2) parts in the event a vendor determines that a portion of their technical response qualifies as “confidential” as defined within Section 2, Acronyms/Definitions.



If complete responses cannot be provided without referencing confidential information, such confidential information must be provided in accordance with Section 9.3, Part I B – Confidential Technical and Section 9.5, Part III Confidential Financial Information.  Specific references made to the tab, page, section and/or paragraph where the confidential information can be located must be identified on Attachment A, Confidentiality and Certification of Indemnification and comply with the requirements stated in Section 9.6, Confidentiality of Proposals.



The remaining section is the Cost Proposal.  Vendors may submit their proposal broken out into the three (3) sections required, or four (4) sections if confidential technical information is included, in a single box or package for shipping purposes.



The required CDs must contain information as specified in Section 9.6.4.



Detailed instructions on proposal submission and packaging follows and vendors must submit their proposals as identified in the following sections.  Proposals and CDs that do not comply with the following requirements may be deemed non-responsive and rejected at the State’s discretion.



All information is to be completed as requested.



Each section within the technical proposal and cost proposal must be separated by clearly marked tabs with the appropriate section number and title as specified.



Although it is a public opening, only the names of the vendors submitting proposals will be announced per NRS 333.335(6).  Technical and cost details about proposals submitted will not be disclosed.  Assistance for handicapped, blind or hearing-impaired persons who wish to attend the RFP opening is available.  If special arrangements are necessary, please notify the Purchasing Division designee as soon as possible and at least two (2) days in advance of the opening.



If discrepancies are found between two (2) or more copies of the proposal, the master copy will provide the basis for resolving such discrepancies.  If one (1) copy of the proposal is not clearly marked “MASTER,” the State may reject the proposal.  However, the State may at its sole option, select one (1) copy to be used as the master.



For ease of evaluation, the proposal must be presented in a format that corresponds to and references sections outlined within this RFP and must be presented in the same order.  Written responses must be in bold/italics and placed immediately following the applicable RFP question, statement and/or section.  Exceptions/assumptions to this may be considered during the evaluation process.



Proposals are to be prepared in such a way as to provide a straightforward, concise delineation of capabilities to satisfy the requirements of this RFP.  Expensive bindings, colored displays, promotional materials, etc., are not necessary or desired.  Emphasis should be concentrated on conformance to the RFP instructions, responsiveness to the RFP requirements, and on completeness and clarity of content.



Unnecessarily elaborate responses beyond what is sufficient to present a complete and effective response to this RFP are not desired and may be construed as an indication of the proposer’s lack of environmental and cost consciousness.  Unless specifically requested in this RFP, elaborate artwork, corporate brochures, lengthy narratives, expensive paper, specialized binding, and other extraneous presentation materials are neither necessary nor desired.



The State of Nevada, in its continuing efforts to reduce solid waste and to further recycling efforts requests that proposals, to the extent possible and practical:



Be submitted on recycled paper;



Not include pages of unnecessary advertising;



Be printed on both sides of each sheet of paper; and



Be contained in re-usable binders or binder clips as opposed to spiral or glued bindings.



For purposes of addressing questions concerning this RFP, the sole contact will be the Purchasing Division as specified on Page 1 of this RFP.  Upon issuance of this RFP, other employees and representatives of the agencies identified in the RFP will not answer questions or otherwise discuss the contents of this RFP with any prospective vendors or their representatives.  Failure to observe this restriction may result in disqualification of any subsequent proposal per NAC 333.155(3).  This restriction does not preclude discussions between affected parties for the purpose of conducting business unrelated to this procurement.



Any vendor who believes proposal requirements or specifications are unnecessarily restrictive or limit competition may submit a request for administrative review, in writing, to the Purchasing Division.  To be considered, a request for review must be received no later than the deadline for submission of questions.



The Purchasing Division shall promptly respond in writing to each written review request, and where appropriate, issue all revisions, substitutions or clarifications through a written amendment to the RFP.



Administrative review of technical or contractual requirements shall include the reason for the request, supported by factual information, and any proposed changes to the requirements.



If a vendor changes any material RFP language, vendor’s response may be deemed non-responsive per NRS 333.311.



PART I A – TECHNICAL PROPOSAL



The technical proposal must include:



One (1) original marked “MASTER”; and

Six (6) identical copies.



The technical proposal must not include confidential technical information (refer to Section 9.3, Part I B, Confidential Technical) or cost and/or pricing information.  Cost and/or pricing information contained in the technical proposal may cause the proposal to be rejected.



Format and Content



Tab I – Title Page



The title page must include the following:



		Part I A – Technical Proposal



		RFP Title:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		RFP:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Address:

		



		Opening Date:

		May 6, 2015



		Opening Time:

		2:00 PM







Tab II – Table of Contents



An accurate and updated table of contents must be provided.



Tab III – Vendor Information Sheet



The vendor information sheet completed with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization must be included in this tab.



Tab IV – State Documents



The State documents tab must include the following:



The signature page from all amendments with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization.



Attachment A – Confidentiality and Certification of Indemnification with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization.



Attachment C – Vendor Certifications with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization.



Attachment J – Certification Regarding Lobbying with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization.



Copies of any vendor licensing agreements and/or hardware and software maintenance agreements.



Copies of applicable certifications and/or licenses.



Tab V - Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP 



Attachment B with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization must be included in this tab.



If the exception and/or assumption require a change in the terms or wording of any section of the RFP, the contract, or any incorporated documents, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed on Attachment B.



Only technical exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on Attachment B.  



The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or assumptions in detail at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.



Tab VI – Section 3 – Scope of Work



Vendors must place their written response(s) in bold/italics immediately following the applicable RFP question, statement and/or section.



Tab VII– Section 4 – Company Background and References



Vendors must place their written response(s) in bold/italics immediately following the applicable RFP question, statement and/or section.  This section must also include the requested information in Section 4.2, Subcontractor Information, if applicable.



Tab VIII – Attachment G – Proposed Staff Resume



Vendors must include all proposed staff resumes per Section 4.4, Vendor Staff Resumes in this section.  



This section should also include any subcontractor proposed staff resumes, if applicable.



Tab IX – Other Informational Material



Vendors must include any other applicable reference material in this section clearly cross referenced with the proposal.






PART I B – CONFIDENTIAL TECHNICAL PROPOSAL 



Vendors only need to submit Part I B if the proposal includes any confidential technical information (Refer to Attachment A, Confidentiality and Certification of Indemnification).



The confidential technical proposal must include:



One (1) original marked “MASTER”; and

Six (6) identical copies.



Format and Content



Tab I – Title Page



The title page must include the following:



		Part I B – Confidential Technical Proposal



		RFP Title:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		RFP:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Address:

		



		Opening Date:

		May 6, 2015



		Opening Time:

		2:00 PM







Tabs – Confidential Technical



Vendors must have tabs in the confidential technical information that cross reference back to the technical proposal, as applicable.



PART II – COST PROPOSAL



The cost proposal must include:



One (1) original marked “MASTER”; and

Six (6) identical copies.



The cost proposal must not be marked “confidential”.  Only information that is deemed proprietary per NRS 333.020(5)(a) may be marked as “confidential”.



Format and Content



Tab I – Title Page



The title page must include the following:



		Part II – Cost Proposal



		RFP Title:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		RFP:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Address:

		



		Opening Date:

		May 6, 2015



		Opening Time:

		2:00 PM







Tab II – Cost Proposal



Vendor’s response for the cost proposal must be included in this tab.



Tab III – Attachment I, Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP



Attachment I with an original signature by an individual authorized to bind the organization must be included in this tab.



In order for any cost exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed in Attachment I.  



Only cost exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on Attachment I.  



Do not restate the technical exceptions and/or assumptions on this form.  



The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or assumptions in detail at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.



PART III – CONFIDENTIAL FINANCIAL INFORMATION



The confidential financial information part must include:



One (1) original marked “MASTER”; and

One (1) identical copy.



Format and Content



Tab I – Title Page



The title page must include the following:



		Part III – Confidential Financial Information



		RFP Title:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		RFP:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Address:

		



		Opening Date:

		May 6, 2015



		Opening Time:

		2:00 PM










Tab II – Financial Information and Documentation



Vendors must place the information required per Section 4.1.11 in this tab.



CONFIDENTIALITY OF PROPOSALS



As a potential contractor of a public entity, vendors are advised that full disclosure is required by law.



Vendors are required to submit written documentation in accordance with Attachment A, Confidentiality and Certification of Indemnification demonstrating the material within the proposal marked “confidential” conforms to NRS §333.333, which states “Only specific parts of the proposal may be labeled a “trade secret” as defined in NRS §600A.030(5)”.  Not conforming to these requirements will cause your proposal to be deemed non-compliant and will not be accepted by the State of Nevada.



Vendors acknowledge that material not marked as “confidential” will become public record upon contract award.



The required CDs must contain the following:



One (1) “Master” CD with an exact duplicate of the technical and cost proposal contents only.  



The electronic files must follow the format and content section for the technical and cost proposal.  



The CD must be packaged in a case and clearly labeled as follows:



		Master CD



		RFP No:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Contents:

		Part IA – Technical Proposal

Part IB – Confidential Technical Proposal

Part II – Cost Proposal







One (1) “Public Records CD” which must include the technical and cost proposal contents to be used for public records requests.  



This CD must not contain any confidential or proprietary information.  



The electronic files must follow the format and content section for the redacted versions of the technical and cost proposal.  



All electronic files must be saved in “PDF” format, with one file named Part IA – Technical Proposal and one (1) file named part II – Cost Proposal.



The CD must be packaged in a case and clearly labeled as follows:



		Public Records CD



		RFP No:

		3179



		Vendor Name:

		



		Contents:

		Part IA – Technical Proposal for Public Records Request

Part II – Cost Proposal for Public Records Request







The Public Records submitted on the CD will be posted to the Purchasing Website upon the Notice of Award.



It is the vendor’s responsibility to act in protection of the labeled information and agree to defend and indemnify the State of Nevada for honoring such designation.  



Failure to label any information that is released by the State shall constitute a complete waiver of any and all claims for damages caused by release of said information.



PROPOSAL PACKAGING



[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]If the separately sealed technical and cost proposals as well as confidential technical information and financial documentation, marked as required, are enclosed in another container for mailing purposes, the outermost container must fully describe the contents of the package and be clearly marked as follows:



Vendors are encouraged to utilize the copy/paste feature of word processing software to replicate these labels for ease and accuracy of proposal packaging.



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		







Proposals must be received at the address referenced below no later than the date and time specified in Section 8, RFP Timeline.  Proposals that do not arrive by proposal opening time and date will not be accepted.  Vendors may submit their proposal any time prior to the above stated deadline.



The State will not be held responsible for proposal envelopes mishandled as a result of the envelope not being properly prepared.  



Email, facsimile, or telephone proposals will NOT be considered; however, at the State’s discretion, the proposal may be submitted all or in part on electronic media, as requested within the RFP document.  Proposal may be modified by email, facsimile, or written notice provided such notice is received prior to the opening of the proposals.



The technical proposal shall be submitted to the State in a sealed package and be clearly marked as follows:



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		COMPONENT:

		PART I A – TECHNICAL PROPOSAL



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		







If applicable, confidential technical information shall be submitted to the State in a sealed package and be clearly marked as follows:



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		COMPONENT:

		PART I B – CONFIDENTIAL TECHNICAL PROPOSAL



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		







The cost proposal shall be submitted to the State in a sealed package and be clearly marked as follows:



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		COMPONENT:

		PART II – COST PROPOSAL



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL  Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		





Confidential financial information shall be submitted to the State in a sealed package and be clearly marked as follows:



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		COMPONENT:

		PART III - CONFIDENTIAL FINANCIAL INFORMATION



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		







The CDs shall be submitted to the State in a sealed package and be clearly marked as follows:



		Annette Morfin, Purchasing Officer

State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

Carson City, NV  89701



		RFP:

		3179



		COMPONENT:

		CDs



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		FOR:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		VENDOR’S NAME:

		







[bookmark: _Toc415148232]PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND AWARD PROCESS



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.



Proposals shall be consistently evaluated and scored in accordance with NRS 333.335(3) based upon the following criteria:



Demonstrated competence



Experience in performance of comparable engagements



Conformance with the terms of this RFP



Expertise and availability of key personnel



Cost



Presentations



Following the evaluation and scoring process specified above, the State may require vendors to make a presentation of their proposal to the evaluation committee or other State staff, as applicable.  



The State, at its option, may limit participation in vendor presentations up to the five (5) highest ranking vendors.  



The State reserves the right to forego vendor presentations and select vendor(s) based on the written proposals submitted.



Note:  Financial stability will be scored on a pass/fail basis.



Proposals shall be kept confidential until a contract is awarded.



The evaluation committee may also contact the references provided in response to the Section identified as Company Background and References; contact any vendor to clarify any response; contact any current users of a vendor’s services; solicit information from any available source concerning any aspect of a proposal; and seek and review any other information deemed pertinent to the evaluation process.  The evaluation committee shall not be obligated to accept the lowest priced proposal, but shall make an award in the best interests of the State of Nevada per NRS 333.335(5).



Each vendor must include in its proposal a complete disclosure of any alleged significant prior or ongoing contract failures, contract breaches, any civil or criminal litigation or investigations pending which involves the vendor or in which the vendor has been judged guilty or liable.  Failure to comply with the terms of this provision may disqualify any proposal.  The State reserves the right to reject any proposal based upon the vendor’s prior history with the State or with any other party, which documents, without limitation, unsatisfactory performance, adversarial or contentious demeanor, significant failure(s) to meet contract milestones or other contractual failures.  See generally, NRS 333.335.



Clarification discussions may, at the State’s sole option, be conducted with vendors who submit proposals determined to be acceptable and competitive per NAC 333.165.  Vendors shall be accorded fair and equal treatment with respect to any opportunity for discussion and/or written revisions of proposals.  Such revisions may be permitted after submissions and prior to award for the purpose of obtaining best and final offers.  In conducting discussions, there shall be no disclosure of any information derived from proposals submitted by competing vendors.  Any modifications made to the original proposal during the best and final negotiations will be included as part of the contract.



A Notification of Intent to Award shall be issued in accordance with NAC 333.170.  Any award is contingent upon the successful negotiation of final contract terms and upon approval of the Board of Examiners, when required.  Negotiations shall be confidential and not subject to disclosure to competing vendors unless and until an agreement is reached.  If contract negotiations cannot be concluded successfully, the State upon written notice to all vendors may negotiate a contract with the next highest scoring vendor or withdraw the RFP.  



Any contract resulting from this RFP shall not be effective unless and until approved by the Nevada State Board of Examiners (NRS 333.700).



[bookmark: _Toc415148233]TERMS AND CONDITIONS



PROCUREMENT AND PROPOSAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.  However, if vendors have any exceptions and/or assumptions to any of the terms and conditions in this section, they MUST identify in detail their exceptions and/or assumptions on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance.  In order for any exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered they MUST be documented in Attachment B.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.



This procurement is being conducted in accordance with NRS Chapter 333 and NAC Chapter 333.



The State reserves the right to alter, amend, or modify any provisions of this RFP, or to withdraw this RFP, at any time prior to the award of a contract pursuant hereto, if it is in the best interest of the State to do so.  



The State reserves the right to waive informalities and minor irregularities in proposals received.



For ease of responding to the RFP, vendors are encouraged to download the RFP from the Purchasing Division’s website at http://purchasing.state.nv.us. 



The failure to separately package and clearly mark Part I B and Part III – which contains confidential information, trade secrets and/or proprietary information, shall constitute a complete waiver of any and all claims for damages caused by release of the information by the State.



Proposals must include any and all proposed terms and conditions, including, without limitation, written warranties, maintenance/service agreements, license agreements and lease purchase agreements.  The omission of these documents renders a proposal non-responsive.



The State reserves the right to reject any or all proposals received prior to contract award (NRS 333.350).



The State shall not be obligated to accept the lowest priced proposal, but will make an award in the best interests of the State of Nevada after all factors have been evaluated (NRS 333.335).



Any irregularities or lack of clarity in the RFP should be brought to the Purchasing Division designee’s attention as soon as possible so that corrective addenda may be furnished to prospective vendors.



A description of how any and all services and/or equipment will be used to meet the requirements of this RFP shall be given, in detail, along with any additional informational documents that are appropriately marked.



Alterations, modifications or variations to a proposal may not be considered unless authorized by the RFP or by addendum or amendment.



Proposals which appear unrealistic in the terms of technical commitments, lack of technical competence, or are indicative of failure to comprehend the complexity and risk of this contract, may be rejected.



Proposals from employees of the State of Nevada will be considered in as much as they do not conflict with the State Administrative Manual, NRS Chapter 281 and NRS Chapter 284.



Proposals may be withdrawn by written or facsimile notice received prior to the proposal opening time.  Withdrawals received after the proposal opening time will not be considered except as authorized by NRS 333.350(3).



Prices offered by vendors in their proposals are an irrevocable offer for the term of the contract and any contract extensions.  The awarded vendor agrees to provide the purchased services at the costs, rates and fees as set forth in their proposal in response to this RFP.  No other costs, rates or fees shall be payable to the awarded vendor for implementation of their proposal.



The State is not liable for any costs incurred by vendors prior to entering into a formal contract.  Costs of developing the proposal or any other such expenses incurred by the vendor in responding to the RFP, are entirely the responsibility of the vendor, and shall not be reimbursed in any manner by the State. 



Proposals submitted per proposal submission requirements become the property of the State, selection or rejection does not affect this right; proposals will be returned only at the State’s option and at the vendor’s request and expense.  The masters of the technical proposal, confidential technical proposal, cost proposal and confidential financial information of each response shall be retained for official files.



The Nevada Attorney General will not render any type of legal opinion regarding this transaction.



Any unsuccessful vendor may file an appeal in strict compliance with NRS 333.370 and Chapter 333 of the Nevada Administrative Code.



CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.  However, if vendors have any exceptions and/or assumptions to any of the terms and conditions in this section, they MUST identify in detail their exceptions and/or assumptions on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance.  In order for any exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered they MUST be documented in Attachment B.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.



The awarded vendor will be the sole point of contract responsibility.  The State will look solely to the awarded vendor for the performance of all contractual obligations which may result from an award based on this RFP, and the awarded vendor shall not be relieved for the non-performance of any or all subcontractors. 



The awarded vendor must maintain, for the duration of its contract, insurance coverages as set forth in the Insurance Schedule of the contract form appended to this RFP.  Work on the contract shall not begin until after the awarded vendor has submitted acceptable evidence of the required insurance coverages.  Failure to maintain any required insurance coverage or acceptable alternative method of insurance will be deemed a breach of contract. 



The State will not be liable for Federal, State, or Local excise taxes per NRS 372.325.



Attachment B and Attachment J of this RFP shall constitute an agreement to all terms and conditions specified in the RFP, except such terms and conditions that the vendor expressly excludes.  Exceptions and assumptions will be taken into consideration as part of the evaluation process; however, vendors must be specific.  If vendors do not specify any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.



The State reserves the right to negotiate final contract terms with any vendor selected per NAC 333.170.  The contract between the parties will consist of the RFP together with any modifications thereto, and the awarded vendor’s proposal, together with any modifications and clarifications thereto that are submitted at the request of the State during the evaluation and negotiation process.  In the event of any conflict or contradiction between or among these documents, the documents shall control in the following order of precedence:  the final executed contract, any modifications and clarifications to the awarded vendor’s proposal, the RFP, and the awarded vendor’s proposal.  Specific exceptions to this general rule may be noted in the final executed contract.



Local governments (as defined in NRS 332.015) are intended third party beneficiaries of any contract resulting from this RFP and any local government may join or use any contract resulting from this RFP subject to all terms and conditions thereof pursuant to NRS 332.195.  The State is not liable for the obligations of any local government which joins or uses any contract resulting from this RFP.



Any person who requests or receives a Federal contract, grant, loan or cooperative agreement shall file with the using agency a certification that the person making the declaration has not made, and will not make, any payment prohibited by subsection (a) of 31 U.S.C. 1352.



Pursuant to NRS Chapter 613 in connection with the performance of work under this contract, the contractor agrees not to unlawfully discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, sexual orientation or age, including, without limitation, with regard to employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation, and selection for training, including, without limitation apprenticeship.



The contractor further agrees to insert this provision in all subcontracts, hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial supplies or raw materials.



PROJECT TERMS AND CONDITIONS



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.  However, if vendors have any exceptions and/or assumptions to any of the terms and conditions in this section, they MUST identify in detail their exceptions and/or assumptions on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance.  In order for any exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered they MUST be documented in Attachment B.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.



[bookmark: _Toc66244260][bookmark: _Toc163539083]Award of Related Contracts



The State may undertake or award supplemental contracts for work related to this project or any portion thereof.  The contractor shall be bound to cooperate fully with such other contractors and the State in all cases.



All subcontractors shall be required to abide by this provision as a condition of the contract between the subcontractor and the prime contractor.



[bookmark: _Toc66244249][bookmark: _Toc163539073]Products and/or Alternatives



The vendor shall not propose an alternative that would require the State to acquire hardware or software or change processes in order to function properly on the vendor’s system unless vendor included a clear description of such proposed alternatives and clearly mark any descriptive material to show the proposed alternative.



An acceptable alternative is one the State considers satisfactory in meeting the requirements of this RFP.



The State, at its sole discretion, will determine if the proposed alternative meets the intent of the original RFP requirement.



[bookmark: _Toc66244264][bookmark: _Toc163539088]Inspection/Acceptance of Work



It is expressly understood and agreed all work done by the contractor shall be subject to inspection and acceptance by the State.



Any progress inspections and approval by the State of any item of work shall not forfeit the right of the State to require the correction of any faulty workmanship or material at any time during the course of the work and warranty period thereafter, although previously approved by oversight.



Nothing contained herein shall relieve the contractor of the responsibility for proper installation and maintenance of the work, materials and equipment required under the terms of the contract until all work has been completed and accepted by the State.



[bookmark: _Toc66244270][bookmark: _Toc163539094]Travel



If travel is required, the following processes must be followed:



All travel must be approved in writing in advance by the Department.



Requests for reimbursement of travel expenses must be submitted on the State Claim for Travel Expense Form with original receipts for all expenses.



The travel expense form, with original signatures, must be submitted with the vendor’s invoice.



Vendor will be reimbursed travel expenses and per diem at the rates allowed for State employees at the time travel occurs.



The State is not responsible for payment of any premium, deductible or assessments on insurance policies purchased by vendor for a rental vehicle.



[bookmark: _Toc66244286][bookmark: _Toc163539110]Right to Publish



All requests for the publication or release of any information pertaining to this RFP and any subsequent contract must be in writing and sent to the Superintendent of Public Instruction of the Nevada Department of Education or designee. 



No announcement concerning the award of a contract as a result of this RFP can be made without prior written approval of the Superintendent of Public Instruction of the Nevada Department of Education or designee.



As a result of the selection of the contractor to supply the requested services, the State is neither endorsing nor suggesting the contractor is the best or only solution.



The contractor shall not use, in its external advertising, marketing programs, or other promotional efforts, any data, pictures or other representation of any State facility, except with the specific advance written authorization of the Superintendent of Public Instruction of the Nevada Department of Education or designee.



Throughout the term of the contract, the contractor must secure the written approval of the State per Section 11.3.5.2 prior to the release of any information pertaining to work or activities covered by the contract.



Protection of Sensitive Information



Protection of sensitive information will include the following:



Sensitive information in existing legacy applications will encrypt data as is practical.



Confidential Personal Data will be encrypted whenever possible.



Sensitive Data will be encrypted in all newly developed applications.



TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR GOODS



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.  However, if vendors have any exceptions and/or assumptions to any of the terms and conditions in this section, they MUST identify in detail their exceptions and/or assumptions on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance.  In order for any exceptions and/or assumptions to be considered they MUST be documented in Attachment B.  The State will not accept additional exceptions and/or assumptions if submitted after the proposal submission deadline.





Title



Contractor has exclusive title to the goods and shall deliver the goods to the State free and clear of all liens, encumbrances, and security interests.  If the Contract causes title to vest in the State, the State hereby grants a security interest in the goods to Contractor under the terms set forth in the Contract.



Computer Warranties



If the goods include computer software and/or hardware, the following warranties shall apply in addition to the express warranties set forth above.



Software Warranty



Contractor/licensor warrants that for the period specified in the incorporated attachments:



Under normal use and service, the media on which the licensed software is delivered shall be free from defects in material and workmanship.  If the licensed product fails to meet the media warranty, and the State as licensee gives licensor written notice thereof during the applicable warranty period, licensor shall replace such media.  



The licensed product will meet licensor's published specifications therefore in effect on the effective date of the Contract.  If the licensed product fails to meet the warranty and licensee gives licensor written notice thereof, licensor shall correct the failure, provided that licensee gives licensor detailed information regarding such failure.  However, licensor shall not be liable to licensee for the warranty provided herein if (1) unanticipated or unauthorized modifications are made to the licensed product by someone other than licensor, or (2) the media for the licensed product is subject to misuse or abuse. 



Infringement Indemnity



Contractor warrants the purchase or use of the goods shall not infringe upon any United States or foreign patent, and Contractor shall indemnify the State against all judgments, decrees, costs, and expenses resulting from any alleged infringement and shall defend, upon written request of the State, at its own expense, any action which may be brought against the State, its vendees, lessees, licensees, or assigns, under any claim of patent infringement in the purchase or use of Contractor's goods.  If the State is enjoined from using such goods, Contractor shall repurchase such goods from the State at the original purchase price.  The State shall notify Contractor promptly in writing of any such suit.  If the State compromises or settles any such suit without the written consent of Contractor, Contractor shall be released from the obligations of this paragraph and from any liability to the State under any statute or other rule of law.



Usage of Trade; Course of Dealings; Implied Warranties



Contractor shall also be bound by any other implied warranty that, at the time of execution of the Contract, prevails in the trade of government in the marketing area in and about the State of Nevada.  Contractor shall also be bound by any other implied warranty arising through course of dealings between Contractor and the State from and after the execution of the Contract.  Contractor shall also be bound by all warranties set forth in Nevada's Uniform Commercial Code (NRS Title 8) in effect on the date of execution of the Contract.



Delivery; Inspection; Acceptance; Risk of Loss



Contractor agrees to deliver the goods as indicated in the Contract, and upon acceptance by the State, title to the goods shall pass to the State unless otherwise stated in the Contract.  The State shall have the right to inspect the goods on arrival and, within a commercially reasonable time, the State must give notice to Contractor of any claim or damages on account of condition, quality, or grade of the goods, and the State must specify the basis of the claim in detail.  Acceptance of the goods is not a waiver of UCC revocation of acceptance rights or of any right of action that the State may have for breach of warranty or any other cause.  Unless otherwise stated in the Contract, risk of loss from any casualty, regardless of the cause, shall be on Contractor until the goods have been accepted and title has passed to the State.  If given any, the State agrees to follow reasonable instructions regarding return of the goods. 



No Arrival; No Sale



The Contract is subject to provisions of no arrival, no sale terms, but proof of shipment is to be given by Vendor, each shipment to constitute a separate delivery.  A variation of ten days in time of shipment or delivery from that specified herein does not constitute a ground for rejection.  The State may treat any deterioration of the goods as entitling the State to the rights resulting from a casualty to the identified goods without regard to whether there has been sufficient deterioration so that the goods no longer conform to the Contract.  



Price; Taxes; Payment



The price quoted is for the specified delivery, and, unless otherwise specified in the Contract, is F.O.B. to the delivery address specified above.  Unless otherwise specified in the Contract, the price does not include applicable federal or State sales, use, excise, processing or any similar taxes, or duty charges, which shall be paid by the State, or in lieu thereof, the State shall provide Vendor with a tax exemption certificate acceptable to the applicable taxing authority.  Unless otherwise specified in the Contract, payment shall be made by warrant drawn on the State of Nevada (in accordance with Nevada law) and mailed to Vendor at the address specified above (or to assignee if assignment is acknowledged by the State) within the time specified above.  






Governing Law



The laws of Nevada, including, without limitation, Nevada's Uniform Commercial Code (NRS Title 8) in effect on the date of execution of the Contract, shall govern with respect to any goods provided under the Contract.






[bookmark: _Toc415148234]SUBMISSION CHECKLIST



This checklist is provided for vendor’s convenience only and identifies documents that must be submitted with each package in order to be considered responsive.  Any proposals received without these requisite documents may be deemed non-responsive and not considered for contract award. 



		Part I A– Technical Proposal Submission Requirements

		Completed



		Required number of Technical Proposals per submission requirements

		



		Tab I

		Title Page

		



		Tab II

		Table of Contents

		



		Tab III

		Vendor Information Sheet

		



		Tab IV

		State Documents

		



		Tab V

		Attachment B – Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP

		



		Tab VI

		Section 3 – Scope of Work

		



		Tab VII

		Section 4 – Company Background and References

		



		Tab VIII

		Attachment G – Proposed Staff Resume(s)

		



		Tab IX

		Other Information Material

		



		Part I B – Confidential Technical Submission Requirements

		



		Required number of Confidential Technical Proposals per submission requirements

		



		Tab I

		Title Page

		



		Tabs

		Appropriate tabs and information that cross reference back to the technical proposal

		



		Part II – Cost Proposal Submission Requirements

		



		Required number of Cost Proposals per submission requirements

		



		Tab I

		Title Page

		



		Tab II

		Cost Proposal

		



		Tab III

		Attachment I -  Cost Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP

		



		Part III – Confidential Financial Information Submission Requirements

		



		Required number of Confidential Financial Proposals per submission requirements

		



		Tab I

		Title Page

		



		Tab II

		Financial Information and Documentation

		



		CDs Required

		



		One (1)

		Master CD with the technical and cost proposal contents only

		



		One (1)

		Public Records CD with the technical and cost proposal contents only

		



		Reference Questionnaire Reminders

		



		Send out Reference Forms for Vendor (with Part A completed)

		



		Send out Reference Forms for proposed Subcontractors (with Part A and Part B completed, if applicable)

		





[bookmark: _Toc415148235]
ATTACHMENT A – CONFIDENTIALITY AND CERTIFICATION OF INDEMNIFICATION



Submitted proposals, which are marked “confidential” in their entirety, or those in which a significant portion of the submitted proposal is marked “confidential” will not be accepted by the State of Nevada.  Pursuant to NRS 333.333, only specific parts of the proposal may be labeled a “trade secret” as defined in NRS 600A.030(5).  All proposals are confidential until the contract is awarded; at which time, both successful and unsuccessful vendors’ technical and cost proposals become public information.  



In accordance with the Submittal Instructions of this RFP, vendors are requested to submit confidential information in separate binders marked “Part I B Confidential Technical” and “Part III Confidential Financial”.



The State will not be responsible for any information contained within the proposal.  Should vendors not comply with the labeling and packing requirements, proposals will be released as submitted.  In the event a governing board acts as the final authority, there may be public discussion regarding the submitted proposals that will be in an open meeting format, the proposals will remain confidential. 



By signing below, I understand it is my responsibility as the vendor to act in protection of the labeled information and agree to defend and indemnify the State of Nevada for honoring such designation.  I duly realize failure to so act will constitute a complete waiver and all submitted information will become public information; additionally, failure to label any information that is released by the State shall constitute a complete waiver of any and all claims for damages caused by the release of the information.



This proposal contains Confidential Information, Trade Secrets and/or Proprietary information as defined in Section 2 “ACRONYMS/DEFINITIONS.” 



Please initial the appropriate response in the boxes below and provide the justification for confidential status.



		Part I B – Confidential Technical Information



		YES

		

		NO

		



		Justification for Confidential Status



		







		A Public Records CD has been included for the Technical and Cost Proposal



		YES

		

		NO (See note below)

		



		Note:  By marking “NO” for Public Record CD included, you are authorizing the State to use the “Master CD” for Public Records requests.







		Part III – Confidential Financial Information



		YES

		

		NO

		



		Justification for Confidential Status



		







		

		



		Company Name

		



		

		

		

		



		Signature

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Print Name

		

		

		Date





This document must be submitted in Tab IV of vendor’s technical proposal






[bookmark: _Toc199056543][bookmark: _Toc415148236]ATTACHMENT B – TECHNICAL PROPOSAL CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE

WITH TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF RFP



I have read, understand and agree to comply with all the terms and conditions specified in this Request for Proposal.  



		YES

		

		I agree to comply with the terms and conditions specified in this RFP.







		NO

		

		I do not agree to comply with the terms and conditions specified in this RFP.







If the exception and/or assumption require a change in the terms in any section of the RFP, the contract, or any incorporated documents, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed in the tables below.  If vendors do not specify in detail any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.  



		

		



		Company Name

		



		

		

		

		



		Signature

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Print Name

		

		

		Date









Vendors MUST use the following format.  Attach additional sheets if necessary.



EXCEPTION SUMMARY FORM

		EXCEPTION #

		RFP SECTION NUMBER

		RFP 

PAGE NUMBER

		EXCEPTION

(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be identified)



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		









ASSUMPTION SUMMARY FORM

		ASSUMPTION #

		RFP SECTION NUMBER

		RFP 

PAGE NUMBER

		ASSUMPTION

(Complete detail regarding assumptions must be identified)



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		








This document must be submitted in Tab V of vendor’s technical proposal





[bookmark: _Toc415148237]ATTACHMENT C – VENDOR CERTIFICATIONS



Vendor agrees and will comply with the following:



(1) Any and all prices that may be charged under the terms of the contract do not and will not violate any existing federal, State or municipal laws or regulations concerning discrimination and/or price fixing.  The vendor agrees to indemnify, exonerate and hold the State harmless from liability for any such violation now and throughout the term of the contract.



(2) All proposed capabilities can be demonstrated by the vendor.



(3) The price(s) and amount of this proposal have been arrived at independently and without consultation, communication, agreement or disclosure with or to any other contractor, vendor or potential vendor.



(4) All proposal terms, including prices, will remain in effect for a minimum of 180 days after the proposal due date.  In the case of the awarded vendor, all proposal terms, including prices, will remain in effect throughout the contract negotiation process.



(5) No attempt has been made at any time to induce any firm or person to refrain from proposing or to submit a proposal higher than this proposal, or to submit any intentionally high or noncompetitive proposal.  All proposals must be made in good faith and without collusion.



(6) All conditions and provisions of this RFP are deemed to be accepted by the vendor and incorporated by reference in the proposal, except such conditions and provisions that the vendor expressly excludes in the proposal.  Any exclusion must be in writing and included in the proposal at the time of submission.



(7) Each vendor must disclose any existing or potential conflict of interest relative to the performance of the contractual services resulting from this RFP.  Any such relationship that might be perceived or represented as a conflict should be disclosed.  By submitting a proposal in response to this RFP, vendors affirm that they have not given, nor intend to give at any time hereafter, any economic opportunity, future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip, favor, or service to a public servant or any employee or representative of same, in connection with this procurement.  Any attempt to intentionally or unintentionally conceal or obfuscate a conflict of interest will automatically result in the disqualification of a vendor’s proposal.  An award will not be made where a conflict of interest exists.  The State will determine whether a conflict of interest exists and whether it may reflect negatively on the State’s selection of a vendor.  The State reserves the right to disqualify any vendor on the grounds of actual or apparent conflict of interest.



(8) All employees assigned to the project are authorized to work in this country.



(9) The company has a written equal opportunity policy that does not discriminate in employment practices with regard to race, color, national origin, physical condition, creed, religion, age, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, developmental disability or handicap.  



(10) The company has a written policy regarding compliance for maintaining a drug-free workplace.



(11) Vendor understands and acknowledges that the representations within their proposal are material and important, and will be relied on by the State in evaluation of the proposal.  Any vendor misrepresentations shall be treated as fraudulent concealment from the State of the true facts relating to the proposal.



(12) Vendor must certify that any and all subcontractors comply with Sections 7, 8, 9, and 10, above.



(13) The proposal must be signed by the individual(s) legally authorized to bind the vendor per NRS 333.337.



		

		



		Vendor Company Name

		



		

		

		

		



		Vendor Signature

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Print Name

		

		

		Date






This document must be submitted in Tab IV of vendor’s technical proposal





[bookmark: _Toc415148238]ATTACHMENT D – CONTRACT FORM





The following State Contract Form is provided as a courtesy to vendors interested in responding to this RFP.  Please review the terms and conditions in this form, as this is the standard contract used by the State for all services of independent contractors.  It is not necessary for vendors to complete the Contract Form with their proposal.



If exceptions and/or assumptions require a change to the Contract Form, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.



Please pay particular attention to the insurance requirements, as specified in Paragraph 16 of the embedded contract and Attachment E, Insurance Schedule for RFP 3179.  













To open the document, double click on the icon.



If you are unable to access the above inserted file

once you have doubled clicked on the icon,

please contact Nevada State Purchasing at

srvpurch@admin.nv.gov for an emailed copy.






















[bookmark: _Toc415148239]ATTACHMENT E – INSURANCE SCHEDULE FOR RFP 3179





The following Insurance Schedule is provided as a courtesy to vendors interested in responding to this RFP.  Please review the terms and conditions in the Insurance Schedule, as this is the standard insurance schedule used by the State for all services of independent contractors.  



If exceptions and/or assumptions require a change to the Insurance Schedule, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed on Attachment B, Technical Proposal Certification of Compliance with Terms and Conditions of RFP.















To open the document, double click on the icon.



If you are unable to access the above inserted file

once you have doubled clicked on the icon,

please contact Nevada State Purchasing at

srvpurch@admin.nv.gov for an emailed copy.






















[bookmark: _Toc415148240]ATTACHMENT F – REFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE





The State of Nevada, as a part of the RFP process, requires proposing vendors to submit business references as required within this document.  The purpose of these references is to document the experience relevant to the scope of work and provide assistance in the evaluation process. 



		INSTRUCTIONS TO PROPOSING VENDOR



		1.

		Proposing vendor or vendor’s proposed subcontractor MUST complete Part A and/or Part B of the Reference Questionnaire.



		2.

		Proposing vendor MUST send the Reference Questionnaire to EACH business reference listed for completion of Part D, Part E and Part F.



		3.

		Business reference is requested to submit the completed Reference Questionnaire via email or facsimile to:



	State of Nevada, Purchasing Division

	Subject:	RFP 3179

	Attention:	Purchasing Division

	Email:		rfpdocs@admin.nv.gov  

	Fax:		775-684-0188



Please reference the RFP number in the subject line of the email or on the fax.



		4.

		The completed Reference Questionnaire MUST be received no later than 4:30 PM PT May 4, 2015



		5.

		Business references are NOT to return the Reference Questionnaire to the Proposer (Vendor).



		6.

		In addition to the Reference Questionnaire, the State may contact any and all business references by phone for further clarification, if necessary.



		7.

		Questions regarding the Reference Questionnaire or process should be directed to the individual identified on the RFP cover page.



		8.

		Reference Questionnaires not received, or not complete, may adversely affect the vendor’s score in the evaluation process.















To open the document, double click on the icon.



If you are unable to access the above inserted file

once you have doubled clicked on the icon,

please contact Nevada State Purchasing at

srvpurch@admin.nv.gov for an emailed copy.










[bookmark: _Toc415148241]ATTACHMENT G – PROPOSED STAFF RESUME







A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff using the State format.



















To open the document, double click on the icon.



If you are unable to access the above inserted file

once you have doubled clicked on the icon,

please contact Nevada State Purchasing at

srvpurch@admin.nv.gov for an emailed copy.
















[bookmark: _Toc415148242]ATTACHMENT H – COST SCHEDULE





Vendor _____________________________________________________________





		Description

		Price per Each



		

Cost for School Reports

		

$_______________ per each





		

Cost for Set Up

		

$ _______________





		

Cost per Pupil Taking the Survey

		

$ _______________ per each














[bookmark: _Toc415148243]ATTACHMENT I – COST PROPOSAL CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE

WITH TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF RFP



I have read, understand and agree to comply with all the terms and conditions specified in this Request for Proposal.  



		YES

		

		I agree to comply with the terms and conditions specified in this RFP.







		NO

		

		I do not agree to comply with the terms and conditions specified in this RFP.







If the exception and/or assumption require a change in the terms in any section of the RFP, the contract, or any incorporated documents, vendors must provide the specific language that is being proposed in the tables below.  If vendors do not specify in detail any exceptions and/or assumptions at time of proposal submission, the State will not consider any additional exceptions and/or assumptions during negotiations.  

Note:  Only cost exceptions and/or assumptions should be identified on this attachment.  Do not restate the technical exceptions and/or assumptions on this attachment.



		

		



		Company Name

		



		

		

		

		



		Signature

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Print Name

		

		

		Date







Vendors MUST use the following format.  Attach additional sheets if necessary.



EXCEPTION SUMMARY FORM

		EXCEPTION #

		RFP SECTION NUMBER

		RFP 

PAGE NUMBER

		EXCEPTION

(Complete detail regarding exceptions must be identified)



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		









ASSUMPTION SUMMARY FORM

		ASSUMPTION #

		RFP SECTION NUMBER

		RFP 

PAGE NUMBER

		ASSUMPTION

(Complete detail regarding assumptions must be identified)



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		








This document must be submitted in Tab III of vendor’s cost proposal.

This form MUST NOT be included in the technical proposal.





[bookmark: _Toc415148244]ATTACHMENT J – CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING



Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements



The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:



(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.



(2)	If any funds other than Federally appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, “Disclosure of Lobbying Activities,” in accordance with its instructions.



(3)	The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents for all sub awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, sub grants, and contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all sub recipients shall certify and disclose accordingly.



This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or entered into.  Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, U.S. Code.  Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.





		By:

		

		

		



		

		Signature of Official Authorized to Sign Application

		

		Date









		For:

		



		

							Vendor Name









		



		Project Title











This document must be submitted in Tab IV of vendor’s technical proposal














[bookmark: _Toc415148245]ATTACHMENT K – FEDERAL LAWS AND AUTHORITIES



The information in this section does not need to be returned with the vendor’s proposal.  Following is a list of Federal Laws and Authorities with which the awarded vendor will be required to comply.



ENVIRONMENTAL:



1. Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, PL 93-291

2. Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7506(c)

3. Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C. 1531, ET seq.

4. Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment.

5. Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

6. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands

7. Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 U.S.C. 4201 ET seq.

8. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, PL 85-624, as amended

9. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, PL 89-665, as amended

10. Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 1424(e), PL 92-523, as amended

ECONOMIC:

1. Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, PL 89-754, as amended

2. Section 306 of the Clean Air Act and Section 508 of the Clean Water Act, including Executive Order 11738, Administration of the Clean Air Act and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act with Respect to Federal Contracts, Grants or Loans

SOCIAL LEGISLATION

1. Age Discrimination Act, PL 94-135

2. Civil Rights Act of 1964, PL 88-352

3. Section 13 of PL 92-500; Prohibition against sex discrimination under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

4. Executive Order 11246, Equal Employment Opportunity

5. Executive Orders 11625 and 12138, Women’s and Minority Business Enterprise

6. Rehabilitation Act of 1973, PL 93, 112

MISCELLANEOUS AUTHORITY:

1. Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, PL 91-646

2. Executive Order 12549 – Debarment and Suspension
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CONTRACT FOR SERVICES OF INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR



A Contract Between the State of Nevada



Acting by and Through Its


			Contracting Agency Name





			Address





			City, State, Zip Code





			Contact:






			Phone:



			Fax:






			Email:
 








and



			Vendor Name





			Address





			City, State, Zip Code





			Contact:






			Phone:



			Fax:






			Email:









WHEREAS, NRS 333.700 authorizes elective officers, heads of departments, boards, commissions or institutions to engage, subject to the approval of the Board of Examiners (BOE), services of persons as independent contractors; and


WHEREAS, it is deemed that the service of Contractor is both necessary and in the best interests of the State of Nevada.



NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the aforesaid premises, the parties mutually agree as follows:



1. REQUIRED APPROVAL.  This Contract shall not become effective until and unless approved by the Nevada State Board of Examiners.


2. DEFINITIONS.



A. ”State” – means the State of Nevada and any State agency identified herein, its officers, employees and immune contractors as defined in NRS 41.0307.



B. “Independent Contractor” – means a person or entity that performs services and/or provides goods for the State under the terms and conditions set forth in this Contract.



C. “Fiscal Year” – is defined as the period beginning July 1st and ending June 30th of the following year.



D. “Current State Employee” – means a person who is an employee of an agency of the State.



E. 
“Former State Employee” – means a person who was an employee of any agency of the State at any time within the preceding 24 months.



3. CONTRACT TERM.  This Contract shall be effective as noted below, unless sooner terminated by either party as specified in Section 10, Contract Termination.  Contract is subject to Board of Examiners’ approval (anticipated to be Date).


			Effective from:


			Date


			To:


			Date








4. NOTICE.  Unless otherwise specified, termination shall not be effective until 30 calendar days after a party has served written notice of termination for default, or notice of termination without cause upon the other party.  All notices or other communications required or permitted to be given under this Contract shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have been duly given if delivered personally in hand, by telephonic facsimile with simultaneous regular mail, or mailed certified mail, return receipt requested, posted prepaid on the date posted, and addressed to the other party at the address specified above.


5. INCORPORATED DOCUMENTS.  The parties agree that this Contract, inclusive of the following attachments, specifically describes the scope of work.  This Contract incorporates the following attachments in descending order of constructive precedence:


			ATTACHMENT AA:


			STATE SOLICITATION OR RFP:**** and AMENDMENT(S) **





			ATTACHMENT BB:


			INSURANCE SCHEDULE





			ATTACHMENT CC:


			CONTRACTOR’S RESPONSE








A Contractor’s attachment shall not contradict or supersede any State specifications, terms or conditions without written evidence of mutual assent to such change appearing in this Contract.



6. CONSIDERATION.  The parties agree that Contractor will provide the services specified in Section 5, Incorporated Documents at a cost as noted below: 


			$


			per


			








			Total Contract or installments payable at:


			








			Total Contract Not to Exceed:


			$








The State does not agree to reimburse Contractor for expenses unless otherwise specified in the incorporated attachments.  Any intervening end to a biennial appropriation period shall be deemed an automatic renewal (not changing the overall Contract term) or a termination as the result of legislative appropriation may require.


7. ASSENT.  The parties agree that the terms and conditions listed on incorporated attachments of this Contract are also specifically a part of this Contract and are limited only by their respective order of precedence and any limitations specified.



8. BILLING SUBMISSION:  TIMELINESS.  The parties agree that timeliness of billing is of the essence to the Contract and recognize that the State is on a fiscal year.  All billings for dates of service prior to July 1 must be submitted to the state no later than the first Friday in August of the same calendar year.  A billing submitted after the first Friday in August, which forces the State to process the billing as a stale claim pursuant to NRS 353.097, will subject the Contractor to an administrative fee not to exceed one hundred dollars ($100.00).  The parties hereby agree this is a reasonable estimate of the additional costs to the state of processing the billing as a stale claim and that this amount will be deducted from the stale claim payment due to the Contractor.



9. INSPECTION & AUDIT.


A. Books and Records.  Contractor agrees to keep and maintain under generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) full, true and complete records, contracts, books, and documents as are necessary to fully disclose to the State or United States Government, or their authorized representatives, upon audits or reviews, sufficient information to determine compliance with all State and federal regulations and statutes.



B. Inspection & Audit.  Contractor agrees that the relevant  books, records (written, electronic, computer related or otherwise), including, without limitation, relevant accounting procedures and practices of Contractor or its subcontractors, financial statements and supporting documentation, and documentation related to the work product shall be subject, at any reasonable time, to inspection, examination, review, audit, and copying at any office or location of Contractor where such records may be found, with or without notice by the State Auditor, the relevant State agency or its contracted examiners, the department of Administration, Budget Division, the Nevada State Attorney General’s Office or its Fraud Control Units, the state Legislative Auditor, and with regard to any federal funding, the relevant federal agency, the Comptroller General, the General Accounting Office, the Office of the Inspector General, or any of their authorized representatives.  All subcontracts shall reflect requirements of this Section.



C. Period of Retention.  All books, records, reports, and statements relevant to this Contract must be retained a minimum three (3) years, and for five (5) years if any federal funds are used pursuant to the Contract.  The retention period runs from the date of payment for the relevant goods or services by the state, or from the date of termination of the Contract, whichever is later.  Retention time shall be extended when an audit is schedule or in progress for a period reasonably necessary to complete an audit and/or to complete any administrative and judicial litigation which may ensue.


10. CONTRACT TERMINATION.


A. Termination Without Cause.  Any discretionary or vested right of renewal notwithstanding, this Contract may be terminated upon written notice by mutual consent of both parties, or unilaterally by either party without cause.



B. State Termination for Non-Appropriation.  The continuation of this Contract beyond the current biennium is subject to and contingent upon sufficient funds being appropriated, budgeted, and otherwise made available by the state Legislature and/or federal sources.  The State may terminate this Contract, and Contractor waives any and all claims(s) for damages, effective immediately upon receipt of written notice (or any date specified therein) if for any reason the contracting Agency’s funding from State and/or federal sources is not appropriated or is withdrawn, limited, or impaired.



C. Cause Termination for Default or Breach.  A default or breach may be declared with or without termination.  This Contract may be terminated by either party upon written notice of default or breach to the other party as follows:



1) If Contractor fails to provide or satisfactorily perform any of the conditions, work, deliverables, goods, or services called for by this Contract within the time requirements specified in this Contract or within any granted extension of those time requirements; or


2) If any State, county, city, or federal license, authorization, waiver, permit, qualification or certification required by statute, ordinance, law, or regulation to be held by Contractor to provide the goods or services required by this Contract is for any reason denied, revoked, debarred, excluded, terminated, suspended, lapsed, or not renewed; or


3) If Contractor becomes insolvent, subject to receivership, or becomes voluntarily or involuntarily subject to the jurisdiction of the bankruptcy court; or


4) If the State materially breaches any material duty under this Contract and any such breach impairs Contractor’s ability to perform; or


5) If it is found by the State that any quid pro quo or gratuities in the form of money, services, entertainment, gifts, or otherwise were offered or given by Contractor, or any agent or representative of Contractor, to any officer or employee of the State of Nevada with a view toward securing a contract or securing favorable treatment with respect to awarding, extending, amending, or making any determination with respect to the performing of such contract; or


6) If it is found by the State that Contractor has failed to disclose any material conflict of interest relative to the performance of this Contract.


D. Time to Correct.  Termination upon declared default or breach may be exercised only after service of formal written notice as specified in Section 4, Notice, and the subsequent failure of the defaulting party within fifteen (15) calendar days of receipt of that notice to provide evidence, satisfactory to the aggrieved party, showing that the declared default or breach has been corrected.



E. 
Winding Up Affairs Upon Termination.  In the event of termination of this Contract for any reason, the parties agree that the provisions of this Section survive termination:



1) The parties shall account for and properly present to each other all claims for fees and expenses and pay those which are undisputed and otherwise not subject to set off under this Contract.  Neither party may withhold performance of winding up provisions solely based on nonpayment of fees or expenses accrued up to the time of termination;


2) Contractor shall satisfactorily complete work in progress at the agreed rate (or a pro rata basis if necessary) if so requested by the Contracting Agency;


3) Contractor shall execute any documents and take any actions necessary to effectuate an assignment of this Contract if so requested by the Contracting Agency;


4) Contractor shall preserve, protect and promptly deliver into State possession all proprietary information in accordance with Section 21, State Ownership of Proprietary Information.



11. REMEDIES.  Except as otherwise provided for by law or this Contract, the rights and remedies of the parties shall not be exclusive and are in addition to any other rights and remedies provided by law or equity, including, without limitation, actual damages, and to a prevailing party reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.  It is specifically agreed that reasonable attorneys’ fees shall include without limitation one hundred and twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per hour for State-employed attorneys.  The State may set off consideration against any unpaid obligation of Contractor to any State agency in accordance with NRS 353C.190.  In the event that the Contractor voluntarily or involuntarily becomes subject to the jurisdiction of the Bankruptcy Court, the State may set off consideration against any unpaid obligation of Contractor to the State or its agencies, to the extent allowed by bankruptcy law, without regard to whether the procedures of NRS 353C.190 have been utilized.


12. LIMITED LIABILITY.  The State will not waive and intends to assert available NRS Chapter 41 liability limitations in all cases.  Contract liability of both parties shall not be subject to punitive damages.  Liquidated damages shall not apply unless otherwise specified in the incorporated attachments.  Damages for any State breach shall never exceed the amount of funds appropriated for payment under this Contract, but not yet paid to Contractor, for the fiscal year budget in existence at the time of the breach.  Damages for any Contractor breach shall not exceed one hundred and fifty percent (150%) of the Contract maximum “not to exceed” value.  Contractor’s tort liability shall not be limited.



13. FORCE MAJEURE.  Neither party shall be deemed to be in violation of this Contract if it is prevented from performing any of its obligations hereunder due to strikes, failure of public transportation, civil or military authority, act of public enemy, accidents, fires, explosions, or acts of God, including without limitation, earthquakes, floods, winds, or storms.  In such an event the intervening cause must not be through the fault of the party asserting such an excuse, and the excused party is obligated to promptly perform in accordance with the terms of the Contract after the intervening cause ceases.



14. INDEMNIFICATION.  To the fullest extent permitted by law Contractor shall indemnify, hold harmless and defend, not excluding the State’s right to participate, the State from and against all liability, claims, actions, damages, losses, and expenses, including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, arising out of any alleged negligent or willful acts or omissions of Contractor, its officers, employees and agents.


15. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR.  Contractor is associated with the State only for the purposes and to the extent specified in this Contract, and in respect to performance of the contracted services pursuant to this Contract, Contractor is and shall be an independent contractor and, subject only to the terms of this Contract, shall have the sole right to supervise, manage, operate, control, and direct performance of the details incident to its duties under this Contract.  Nothing contained in this Contract shall be deemed or construed to create a partnership or joint venture, to create relationships of an employer-employee or principal-agent, or to otherwise create any liability for the State whatsoever with respect to the indebtedness, liabilities, and obligations of Contractor or any other party.  Contractor shall be solely responsible for, and the State shall have no obligation with respect to:  (1) withholding of income taxes, FICA or any other taxes or fees; (2) industrial insurance coverage; (3) participation in any group insurance plans available to employees of the State; (4) participation or contributions by either Contractor or the State to the Public Employees Retirement System; (5) accumulation of vacation leave or sick leave; or (6) unemployment compensation coverage provided by the State.  Contractor shall indemnify and hold State harmless from, and defend State against, any and all coverage provided by the State.  Contractor shall indemnify and hold State harmless from, and defend State against, any and all losses, damages, claims, costs, penalties, liabilities, and expenses arising or incurred because of, incident to, or otherwise with respect to any such taxes or fees.  Neither Contractor nor its employees, agents, nor representatives shall be considered employees, agents, or representatives of the State and Contractor shall evaluate the nature of services and the term of the Contract negotiated in order to determine “independent contractor” status, and shall monitor the work, relationship throughout the term of the Contract to ensure that the independent contractor relationship remains as such.  To assist in determining the appropriate status (employee or independent contractor), Contractor represents as follows:


			QUESTION


			CONTRACTOR’S INITIALS





			


			YES


			NO





			1.


			Does the Contracting Agency have the right to require control of when, where and how the independent contractor is to work?


			


			





			2.


			Will the Contracting Agency be providing training to the independent contractor?


			


			





			3.


			Will the Contracting Agency be furnishing the independent contractor with worker’s space, equipment, tools, supplies or travel expenses?


			


			





			4.


			Are any of the workers who assist the independent contractor in performance of his/her duties employees of the State of Nevada?


			


			





			5.


			Does the arrangement with the independent contractor contemplate continuing or recurring work (even if the services are seasonal, part-time, or of short duration)?


			


			





			6.


			Will the State of Nevada incur an employment liability if the independent contractor is terminated for failure to perform?


			


			





			7.


			Is the independent contractor restricted from offering his/her services to the general public while engaged in this work relationship with the State?


			


			








16. INSURANCE SCHEDULE.  Unless expressly waived in writing by the State, Contractor, as an independent contractor and not an employee of the State, must carry policies of insurance and pay all taxes and fees incident hereunto.  Policies shall meet the terms and conditions as specified within this Contract along with the additional limits and provisions as described in Attachment BB, incorporated hereto by attachment.  The State shall have no liability except as specifically provided in the Contract.



The Contractor shall not commence work before:



1) 
Contractor has provided the required evidence of insurance to the Contracting Agency of the State, and


2) 
The State has approved the insurance policies provided by the Contractor.



Prior to approval of the insurance policies by the State shall be a condition precedent to any payment of consideration under this Contract and the State’s approval of any changes to insurance coverage during the course of performance shall constitute an ongoing condition subsequent to this Contract.  Any failure of the State to timely approve shall not constitute a waiver of the condition.



A. Insurance Coverage.  The Contractor shall, at the Contractor’s sole expense, procure, maintain and keep in force for the duration of the Contract insurance conforming to the minimum limits as specified in Attachment BB, incorporated hereto by attachment.  Unless specifically stated herein or otherwise agreed to by the State, the required insurance shall be in effect prior to the commencement of work by the Contractor and shall continue in force as appropriate until:


1) Final acceptance by the State of the completion of this Contract; or



2) Such time as the insurance is no longer required by the State under the terms of this Contract; whichever occurs later.


Any insurance or self-insurance available to the State shall be in excess of and non-contributing with, any insurance required from Contractor.  Contractor’s insurance policies shall apply on a primary basis.  Until such time as the insurance is no longer required by the State, Contractor shall provide the State with renewal or replacement evidence of insurance no less than thirty (30) days before the expiration or replacement of the required insurance.  If at any time during the period when insurance is required by the Contract, an insurer or surety shall fail to comply with the requirements of this Contract, as soon as Contractor has knowledge of any such failure, Contractor shall immediately notify the State and immediately replace such insurance or bond with an insurer meeting the requirements.



B. General Requirements.  



1) Additional Insured:  By endorsement to the general liability insurance policy, the State of Nevada, its officers, employees and immune contractors as defined in NRS 41.0307 shall be named as additional insureds for all liability arising from the Contract.


2) Waiver of Subrogation:  Each insurance policy shall provide for a waiver of subrogation against the State of Nevada, its officers, employees and immune contractors as defined in NRS 41.0307 for losses arising from work/materials/equipment performed or provided by or on behalf of the Contractor.


3) Cross Liability:  All required liability policies shall provide cross-liability coverage as would be achieved under the standard ISO separation of insureds clause.


4) Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions:  Insurance maintained by Contractor shall apply on a first dollar basis without application of a deductible or self-insured retention unless otherwise specifically agreed to by the State.  Such approval shall not relieve Contractor from the obligation to pay any deductible or self-insured retention.  Any deductible or self-insured retention shall not exceed fifty thousand dollars ($50,000.00) per occurrence, unless otherwise approved by the Risk Management Division.


5) Policy Cancellation:  Except for ten (10) days notice for non-payment of premiums, each insurance policy shall be endorsed to state that without thirty (30) days prior written notice to the State of Nevada, c/o Contracting Agency, the policy shall not be canceled, non-renewed or coverage and/or limits reduced or materially altered, and shall provide that notices required by this Section shall be sent by certified mail to the address shown on page one (1) of this contract.


6) Approved Insurer:  Each insurance policy shall be:


a) Issued by insurance companies authorized to do business in the State of Nevada or eligible surplus lines insurers acceptable to the State and having agents in Nevada upon whom service of process may be made; and


b) Currently rated by A.M. Best as “A-VII” or better.



C. Evidence of Insurance.  



Prior to the start of any work, Contractor must provide the following documents to the contracting State agency:


1) Certificate of Insurance:  The Acord 25 Certificate of Insurance form or a form substantially similar must be submitted to the State to evidence the insurance policies and coverages required of Contractor.  The certificate must name the State of Nevada, its officers, employees and immune contractors as defined in NRS 41.0307 as the certificate holder.  The certificate should be signed by a person authorized by the insurer to bind coverage on its behalf.  The State project/Contract number; description and Contract effective dates shall be noted on the certificate, and upon renewal of the policies listed, Contractor shall furnish the State with replacement certificates as described within Section 16A, Insurance Coverage.


Mail all required insurance documents to the State Contracting Agency identified on Page one of the Contract.



2) Additional Insured Endorsement:  An Additional Insured Endorsement (CG 20 10 11 85 or CG 20 26 11 85), signed by an authorized insurance company representative, must be submitted to the State to evidence the endorsement of the State as an additional insured per Section 16 B, General Requirements.



3) Schedule of Underlying Insurance Policies:  If Umbrella or Excess policy is evidenced to comply with minimum limits, a copy of the underlying Schedule from the Umbrella or Excess insurance policy may be required.



4) Review and Approval:  Documents specified above must be submitted for review and approval by the State prior to the commencement of work by Contractor.  Neither approval by the State nor failure to disapprove the insurance furnished by Contractor shall relieve Contractor of Contractor’s full responsibility to provide the insurance required by this Contract.  Compliance with the insurance requirements of this Contract shall not limit the liability of Contractor or its subcontractors, employees or agents to the State or others, and shall be in addition to and not in lieu of any other remedy available to the State under this Contract or otherwise.  The State reserves the right to request and review a copy of any required insurance policy or endorsement to assure compliance with these requirements.



17. COMPLIANCE WITH LEGAL OBLIGATIONS.  Contractor shall procure and maintain for the duration of this Contact any State, county, city or federal license, authorization, waiver, permit qualification or certification required by statute, ordinance, law, or regulation to be held by Contractor to provide the goods or services required by this Contract.  Contractor will be responsible to pay all taxes, assessments, fees, premiums, permits, and licenses required by law.  Real property and personal property taxes are the responsibility of Contractor in accordance with NRS 361.157 and NRS 361.159.  Contractor agrees to be responsible for payment of any such government obligations not paid by its subcontractors during performance of this Contract.  The State may set-off against consideration due any delinquent government obligation in accordance with NRS 353C.190.


18. WAIVER OF BREACH.  Failure to declare a breach or the actual waiver of any particular breach of the Contract or its material or nonmaterial terms by either party shall not operate as a waiver by such party of any of its rights or remedies as to any other breach.



19. SEVERABILITY.  If any provision contained in this Contract is held to be unenforceable by a court of law or equity, this Contract shall be construed as if such provision did not exist and the non-enforceability of such provision shall not be held to render any other provision or provisions of this Contract unenforceable.



20. ASSIGNMENT/DELEGATION.  To the extent that any assignment of any right under this Contract changes the duty of either party, increases the burden or risk involved, impairs the chances of obtaining the performance of this Contract, attempts to operate as a novation, or includes a waiver or abrogation of any defense to payment by State, such offending portion of the assignment shall be void, and shall be a breach of this Contract.  Contractor shall neither assign, transfer nor delegate any rights, obligations nor duties under this Contract without the prior written consent of the State.


21. STATE OWNERSHIP OF PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.  Any reports, histories, studies, tests, manuals, instructions, photographs, negatives, blue prints, plans, maps, data, system designs, computer code (which is intended to be consideration under the Contract), or any other documents or drawings, prepared or in the course of preparation by Contractor (or its subcontractors) in performance of its obligations under this Contract shall be the exclusive property of the State and all such materials shall be delivered into State possession by Contractor upon completion, termination, or cancellation of this Contract.  Contractor shall not use, willingly allow, or cause to have such materials used for any purpose other than performance of Contractor’s obligations under this Contract without the prior written consent of the State.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the State shall have no proprietary interest in any materials licensed for use by the State that are subject to patent, trademark, or copyright protection.


22. PUBLIC RECORDS.  Pursuant to NRS 239.010, information or documents received from Contractor may be open to public inspection and copying.  The State has a legal obligation to disclose such information unless a particular record is made confidential by law or a common law balancing of interests.  Contractor may label specific parts of an individual document as a “trade secret” or “confidential” in accordance with NRS 333.333, provided that Contractor thereby agrees to indemnify and defend the State for honoring such a designation.  The failure to so label any document that is released by the State shall constitute a complete waiver of any and all claims for damages caused by any release of the records.


23. CONFIDENTIALITY.  Contractor shall keep confidential all information, in whatever form, produced, prepared, observed or received by Contractor to the extent that such information is confidential by law or otherwise required by this Contract.



24. FEDERAL FUNDING.  In the event federal funds are used for payment of all or part of this Contract:



A. Contractor certifies, by signing this Contract, that neither it nor its principals are presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction by any federal department or agency.  This certification is made pursuant to the regulations implementing Executive Order 12549, Debarment and Suspension, 28 C.F.R. pt 67, Section 67.510, as published as pt. VII of the May 26, 1988, Federal Register (pp. 19160-19211), and any relevant program-specific regulations.  This provision shall be required of every subcontractor receiving any payment in whole or in part from federal funds.



B. Contractor and its subcontracts shall comply with all terms, conditions, and requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-136), 42 U.S.C. 12101, as amended, and regulations adopted there under contained in 28 C.F.R. 26.101-36.999, inclusive, and any relevant program-specific regulations.


C. Contractor and it subcontractors shall comply with the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, P.L. 93-112, as amended, and any relevant program-specific regulations, and shall not discriminate against any employee or offeror for employment because of race, national origin, creed, color, sex, religion, age, disability or handicap condition (including AIDS and AIDS-related conditions.)



25. LOBBYING.  The parties agree, whether expressly prohibited by federal law, or otherwise, that no funding associated with this Contract will be used for any purpose associated with or related to lobbying or influencing or attempting to lobby or influence for any purpose the following:


A. Any federal, State, county or local agency, legislature, commission, council or board;



B. Any federal, State, county or local legislator, commission member, council member, board member, or other elected official; or



C. Any officer or employee of any federal, State, county or local agency; legislature, commission, council or board.



26. WARRANTIES.


A. General Warranty.  Contractor warrants that all services, deliverables, and/or work products under this Contract shall be completed in a workmanlike manner consistent with standards in the trade, profession, or industry, shall conform to or exceed the specifications set forth in the incorporated attachments; and shall be fit for ordinary use, of good quality, with no material defects.



B. System Compliance.  Contractor warrants that any information system application(s) shall not experience abnormally ending and/or invalid and/or incorrect results from the application(s) in the operating and testing of the business of the State.



27. PROPER AUTHORITY.  The parties hereto represent and warrant that the person executing this Contract on behalf of each party has full power and authority to enter into this Contract.  Contractor acknowledges that as required by statute or regulation this Contract is effective only after approval by the State Board of Examiners and only for the period of time specified in the Contract.  Any services performed by Contractor before this Contract is effective or after it ceases to be effective are performed at the sole risk of Contractor.



28. NOTIFICATION OF UTILIZATION OF CURRENT OR FORMER STATE EMPLOYEES.  Contractor has disclosed to the State all persons that the Contractor will utilize to perform services under this Contract who are Current State Employees or Former State Employees.  Contractor will not utilize any of its employees who are Current State Employees or Former State Employees to perform services under this Contract without first notifying the Contracting Agency of the identity of such persons and the services that each such person will perform, and receiving from the Contracting Agency approval for the use of such persons.



29. ASSIGNMENT OF ANTITRUST CLAIMS.  Contractor irrevocably assigns to the State any claim for relief or cause of action which the Contractor now has or which may accrue to the Contractor in the future by reason of any violation of State of Nevada or federal antitrust laws in connection with any goods or services provided to the Contractor for the purpose of carrying out the Contractor’s obligations under this Contract, including, at the State’s option, the right to control any such litigation on such claim for relief or cause of action.  Contractor shall require any subcontractors hired to perform any of Contractor’s obligations under this Contract to irrevocably assign to the State, as third party beneficiary, any right, title or interest that has accrued or which may accrue in the future by reason of any violation of State of Nevada or federal antitrust laws in connection with any goods or services provided to the subcontractor for the purpose of carrying out the subcontractor’s obligations to the Contractor in pursuance of this Contract, including, at the State’s option, the right to control any such litigation on such claim or relief or cause of action.



30. GOVERNING LAW:  JURISDICTION.  This Contract and the rights and obligations of the parties hereto shall be governed by, and construed according to, the laws of the State of Nevada, without giving effect to any principle of conflict-of-law that would require the application of the law of any other jurisdiction.  The parties consent to the exclusive jurisdiction of the First Judicial District Court, Carson City, Nevada for enforcement of this Contract.



31. ENTIRE CONTRACT AND MODIFICATION.  This Contract and its integrated attachment(s) constitute the entire agreement of the parties and as such are intended to be the complete and exclusive statement of the promises, representations, negotiations, discussions, and other agreements that may have been made in connection with the subject matter hereof.  Unless an integrated attachment to this Contract specifically displays a mutual intent to amend a particular part of this Contract, general conflicts in language between any such attachment and this Contract shall be construed consistent with the terms of this Contract.  Unless otherwise expressly authorized by the terms of this Contract, no modification or amendment to this Contract shall be binding upon the parties unless the same is in writing and signed by the respective parties hereto and approved by the Office of the Attorney General and the State Board of Examiners.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Contract to be signed and intend to be legally bound thereby.



			


			


			


			





			Independent Contractor’s Signature


			Date


			


			Independent Contractor’s Title








			


			


			


			





			Signature 


			Date


			


			Title








			


			


			


			





			Signature 


			Date


			


			Title








			


			


			


			





			Signature 


			Date


			


			Title








			


			


			


			APPROVED BY BOARD OF EXAMINERS





			Signature – Board of Examiners


			


			


			








			


			


			On:


			





			


			


			


			Date








			Approved as to form by:


			


			


			





			


			


			On:


			





			Deputy Attorney General for Attorney General


			


			


			Date








Revised:  10/11 BOE
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Insurance Schedule




Insurance Schedule

INDEMNIFICATION CLAUSE:


Contractor shall indemnify, hold harmless and, not excluding the State's right to participate, defend the State, its officers, officials, agents, and employees (hereinafter referred to as “Indemnitee”) from and against all liabilities, claims, actions, damages, losses, and expenses including without limitation reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, (hereinafter referred to collectively as “claims”) for bodily injury or personal injury including death, or loss or damage to tangible or intangible property caused, or alleged to be caused, in whole or in part, by the negligent or willful acts or omissions of Contractor or any of its owners, officers, directors, agents, employees or subcontractors.  This indemnity includes any claim or amount arising out of or recovered under the Workers’ Compensation Law or arising out of the failure of such contractor to conform to any federal, state or local law, statute, ordinance, rule, regulation or court decree.  It is the specific intention of the parties that the Indemnitee shall, in all instances, except for claims arising solely from the negligent or willful acts or omissions of the Indemnitee, be indemnified by Contractor from and against any and all claims.  It is agreed that Contractor will be responsible for primary loss investigation, defense and judgment costs where this indemnification is applicable.  In consideration of the award of this contract, the Contractor agrees to waive all rights of subrogation against the State, its officers, officials, agents and employees for losses arising from the work performed by the Contractor for the State.





INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS:


Contractor and subcontractors shall procure and maintain until all of their obligations have been discharged, including any warranty periods under this Contract are satisfied, insurance against claims for injury to persons or damage to property which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work hereunder by the Contractor, his agents, representatives, employees or subcontractors.  





The insurance requirements herein are minimum requirements for this Contract and in no way limit the indemnity covenants contained in this Contract.  The State in no way warrants that the minimum limits contained herein are sufficient to protect the Contractor from liabilities that might arise out of the performance of the work under this contract by the Contractor, his agents, representatives, employees or subcontractors and Contractor is free to purchase additional insurance as may be determined necessary. 








A.	MINIMUM SCOPE AND LIMITS OF INSURANCE:  Contractor shall provide coverage with limits of liability not less than those stated below.  An excess liability policy or umbrella liability policy may be used to meet the minimum liability requirements provided that the coverage is written on a “following form” basis.





	1.	Commercial General Liability – Occurrence Form


Policy shall include bodily injury, property damage and broad form contractual liability coverage.


1. General Aggregate	$2,000,000


1. Products – Completed Operations Aggregate	$1,000,000


1. Personal and Advertising Injury	$1,000,000


1. Each Occurrence	$1,000,000


a.	The policy shall be endorsed to include the following additional insured language: "The State of Nevada shall be named as an additional insured with respect to liability arising out of the activities performed by, or on behalf of the Contractor".











2.	Automobile Liability


		Bodily Injury and Property Damage for any owned, hired, and non-owned vehicles used in the performance of this Contract.


		Combined Single Limit (CSL)	$1,000,000


1. The policy shall be endorsed to include the following additional insured language: "The State of Nevada shall be named as an additional insured with respect to liability arising out of the activities performed by, or on behalf of the Contractor, including automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Contractor".





3.	Worker's Compensation and Employers' Liability


	Workers' Compensation	Statutory


	Employers' Liability	


	Each Accident	$100,000


	Disease – Each Employee	$100,000


	Disease – Policy Limit	$500,000


a.	Policy shall contain a waiver of subrogation against the State of Nevada.


b.	This requirement shall not apply when a contractor or subcontractor is exempt under N.R.S., AND when such contractor or subcontractor executes the appropriate sole proprietor waiver form.





B.	ADDITIONAL INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS:  The policies shall include, or be endorsed to include, the following provisions:


1.	On insurance policies where the State of Nevada is named as an additional insured, the State of Nevada shall be an additional insured to the full limits of liability purchased by the Contractor even if those limits of liability are in excess of those required by this Contract.


1. The Contractor's insurance coverage shall be primary insurance and non-contributory with respect to all other available sources.





C.	NOTICE OF CANCELLATION:  Each insurance policy required by the insurance provisions of this Contract shall provide the required coverage and shall not be suspended, voided or canceled except after thirty (30) days prior written notice has been given to the State, except when cancellation is for non-payment of premium, then ten (10) days prior notice may be given.  Such notice shall be sent directly to (State of Nevada Department Representative's Name & Address).





D.	ACCEPTABILITY OF INSURERS:  Insurance is to be placed with insurers duly licensed or authorized to do business in the state of Nevada and with an “A.M. Best” rating of not less than A- VII.  The State in no way warrants that the above-required minimum insurer rating is sufficient to protect the Contractor from potential insurer insolvency.





E.	VERIFICATION OF COVERAGE:  Contractor shall furnish the State with certificates of insurance (ACORD form or equivalent approved by the State) as required by this Contract.  The certificates for each insurance policy are to be signed by a person authorized by that insurer to bind coverage on its behalf.





	All certificates and any required endorsements are to be received and approved by the State before work commences.  Each insurance policy required by this Contract must be in effect at or prior to commencement of work under this Contract and remain in effect for the duration of the project.  Failure to maintain the insurance policies as required by this Contract or to provide evidence of renewal is a material breach of contract.





	All certificates required by this Contract shall be sent directly to (State Department Representative's Name and Address).  The State project/contract number and project description shall be noted on the certificate of insurance.  The State reserves the right to require complete, certified copies of all insurance policies required by this Contract at any time.  









[bookmark: _GoBack]F.	SUBCONTRACTORS:  Contractors’ certificate(s) shall include all subcontractors as additional insureds under its policies or Contractor shall furnish to the State separate certificates and endorsements for each subcontractor.  All coverages for subcontractors shall be subject to the minimum requirements identified above.





G.	APPROVAL:  Any modification or variation from the insurance requirements in this Contract shall be made by the Attorney General’s Office or the Risk Manager, whose decision shall be final.  Such action will not require a formal Contract amendment, but may be made by administrative action.
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Reference Questionnaire 

			State of Nevada
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			Brian Sandoval





			Department of Administration


			


			Governor





			


			


			





			Purchasing Division


			


			Julia Teska





			


			


			Director





			515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300



Carson City, NV  89701


			


			





			


			


			Greg Smith





			


			


			Administrator








			BUSINESS REFERENCE’S RESPONSE TO REFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR





			





			STATE OF NEVADA REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) 3179





			





			SCHOOL CLIMATE/SEL SURVEY








			PART A – TO BE COMPLETED BY PROPOSING VENDOR – Please type or print





			Name of Company Submitting Proposal:


			








			PART B – IF APPLICABLE, NAME OF COMPANY ACTING AS SUBCONTRACTOR 



FOR VENDOR IDENTIFIED IN PART A – Please type or print





			Name of Subcontractor:


			








			PART C – BUSINESS REFERENCE INSTRUCTIONS





			1.


			This Reference Questionnaire is being submitted to your organization for completion as a business reference for the company listed in Part A or Part B, above.





			2.


			Business reference is requested to submit the completed Reference Questionnaire via email or facsimile to:




State of Nevada, Purchasing Division




Subject:

RFP 3179



Attention:
Purchasing Division



Email:

rfpdocs@admin.nv.gov  




Fax:

775-684-0188



Please reference the RFP number in the subject line of the email or on the fax.





			3.


			The completed Reference Questionnaire MUST be received no later than 4:30 PM PT May 4, 2015





			4.


			Do NOT return the Reference Questionnaire to the Proposer (Vendor).





			5.


			In addition to the Reference Questionnaire, the State may contact references by phone for further clarification, if necessary.





			6.


			Questions regarding the Reference Questionnaire or process should be directed to the individual identified on the RFP cover page.





			7.


			When contacting the State, please be sure to include the RFP number listed at the top of this page.





			8.


			We request all questions be answered.  If an answer is not known please answer as “U/K”.  If the question is not applicable please answer as “N/A”.





			9.


			If you need additional space to answer a question or provide a comment, please attach additional pages.  If attaching additional pages, please place your company/organization name on each page and reference the RFP # noted at the top of this page.








			PART D – COMPANY PROVIDING REFERENCE – Please type or print


CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHEN COMPLETED





			Company Providing Reference:


			





			Contact Name:


			





			Title:


			





			Contact Telephone:


			





			Contact Email Address:


			








RATING SCALE:


Where a rating is requested and using the Rating Scale provided below, rate the following questions by noting the appropriate number for each item.  Please provide any additional comments you feel would be helpful to the State regarding this contractor.


			Category


			Rating





			Poor or Inadequate Performance


			0





			Below Average Performance


			1 – 3





			Average Performance


			4 – 6





			Above Average Performance


			7 – 9





			Excellent Performance


			10








PART E – QUESTIONS:  



			1.  In what capacity have you worked with this vendor in the past?





			








			2. Rate the firm’s knowledge and expertise.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			3. Rate the vendor’s flexibility relative to changes in the project scope and timelines.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			4. Rate your level of satisfaction with hard copy materials produced by the vendor.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			5. Rate the dynamics/interaction between the vendor and your staff.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			6. Rate your satisfaction with the products developed by the vendor.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			7. Rate how well the agreed upon, planned schedule was consistently met and deliverables provided on time.  (This pertains to delays under the control of the vendor.)


			RATING:






			Comments:











			8. Rate the overall customer service and timeliness in responding to customer service inquiries, issues and resolutions.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			9. Rate the knowledge of the vendor’s assigned staff and their ability to accomplish duties as contracted.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			10. Rate the accuracy and timeliness of the vendor’s billing and/or invoices.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			11. Rate the vendor’s ability to quickly and thoroughly resolve a problem related to the services provided.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			12. Rate the vendor’s flexibility in meeting business requirements.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			13. Rate the likelihood of your company/organization recommending this vendor to others in the future.


			RATING:






			Comments:











			14.  With which aspect(s) of this vendor’s services are you most satisfied?





			Comments:











			15. With which aspect(s) of this vendor’s services are you least satisfied?





			Comments:











			16. Would you recommend this vendor to your organization again?





			Comments:











PART F – GENERAL INFORMATION: 


			1. During what time period did the vendor provide these services for your organization?





			Month/Year:


			


			TO:


			Month/Year:
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Proposed Staff 


Resume 




Proposed Staff Resume 

PROPOSED STAFF RESUME FOR RFP 3179


A resume must be completed for all proposed prime contractor staff and proposed subcontractor staff.


			Company Name Submitting Proposal:


			








Check the appropriate box as to whether the proposed individual is


 prime contractor staff or subcontractor staff.


			Contractor:


			


			Subcontractor:


			








The following information requested pertains to the individual being proposed for this project.



			Name:


			


			Key Personnel:



(Yes/No)


			





			Individual’s Title:


			





			# of Years in Classification:


			


			# of Years with Firm:


			








			BRIEF SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE


Information should include a brief summary of the proposed individual’s professional experience.








Insert required information here.


			RELEVANT EXPERIENCE



Information required should include:  timeframe, company name, company location, position title held during the term of the contract/project and details of contract/project.








Insert here relevant experience as it relates to this project.


			EDUCATION



Information required should include: institution name, city, state, 



degree and/or Achievement and date completed/received.








Insert here the requested educational information.



			CERTIFICATIONS



Information required should include: type of certification and date completed/received.








Insert here any certifications proposed individual has received.


			REFERENCES



A minimum of three (3) references are required, including name, title, organization, phone number, fax number and email address.  








Insert here a minimum of three (3) references with the above information.


Revised:  09-25-13
Resume Form
Page 1 of 1
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		Brian Sandoval



		Department of Administration

		

		Governor



		Purchasing Division

		

		



		515 E. Musser Street, Suite 300

		

		Greg Smith



		Carson City, NV  89701

		

		Administrator







		SUBJECT:

		Amendment 1 to Request for Proposal 3179



		RFP TITLE:

		School Climate/SEL Survey



		DATE OF AMENDMENT:

		April 27, 2015



		DATE OF RFP RELEASE:

		April 6, 2015



		OPENING DATE:

		May 6, 2015



		OPENING TIME:

		2:00 PM



		CONTACT:

		Annette Morfin, Procurement Staff Member









The following shall be a part of RFP 3179.  If a vendor has already returned a proposal and any of the information provided below changes that proposal, please submit the changes along with this amendment.  You need not re-submit an entire proposal prior to the opening date and time.





1.	What is the budgeted value of an awarded contract?



The dollar amount varies based on the determined roll out of the survey.  The budgeted amount begins at $175,000 a year for five years, but could be enhanced to up to $350,000 depending on the scope of the survey and number of students surveyed.



2.	If our survey is exclusively online, what technologies/infrastructure already exists within the schools to allow students with disabilities to take the survey? For current partners, often times accommodations are made for individuals to read the survey aloud to vision impaired students. Will similar accommodations be possible?  

	

As of Spring 2015, all schools are set up to take tests and surveys online.  Read aloud accommodations are possible.



3.	The RFP references a 28-day turnaround for paper based survey but does not express a similar 	timeline for online surveys. Is there a specific timeline expectation?



28 days from the close of the administration of the survey.



4.	What is the Bighorn System and what are the expectations for the files and content to be transferred to and from it? Would providers be expected to build new technologies to communicate with the Bighorn System?



Bighorn is NDE’s secure data transfer system for handling student level data.  Vendors would require secure file transfer capability, but will be able to communicate with Bighorn via the internet.

5.	Is it a correct assumption that the Bighorn System would be used to roster student data? If so, how often are data collected and updated for the Bighorn System? What is the strategy for addressing discrepancies that exist between data available through the Bighorn System and actual students attending Nevada Public Schools?



Rosters come from district level student information systems, not from Bighorn.  NDE does verify the data that is received from districts and it is updated daily.  NDE will walk the selected vendor through the process.



6.	Will reports be made public?



Yes.



7.	Who will be the primary audience of survey information?



There are a number of expected audiences.  Principals and districts will be able to use the data for school improvement efforts, the Department of Education will be able to use the information for technical assistance purposes, grantors and evaluators will be able to use the information as an evaluation of their effectiveness, parents will be able to see student perception of their school climate.



8.	What do you mean by Principal Certification in Section 3.7.3?



Form required by the state, collected each year.  The Vendor doesn’t have to worry about this.



9.	What will be the expectations for the Vendor Presentations the week of June 11th? Will these 	presentations be in person? 



Presentations do not need to be in person.  NDE would like to see an example of the survey, how it meets our needs, and an example of what sort of reports NDE would be able to generate.



10.	Can you clarify the meaning of “normed/valid” survey in this context? For example, are there 	any specific characteristics you would expect of a survey that was normed and valid?



NDE would expect the survey to have been developed by testing experts, piloted, and revised so that NDE knows the survey is dependable and stable for what the survey is designed to measure. NDE would like the constructs that make up the overall school climate ranking to be valid independently of one another, to aid with data-based decision-making in terms of intervention selection.



11.	Can you confirm the scope of the survey as defined in section 5.2 – is the assumption that the 	total population to be surveyed will be 245,000 (based on a sample of 35,000 students in each 	of six grades [6-12])?



Yes, although potentially this will be done in a piloted roll-out of grade levels over time.



12.	1. In Section, 1.8.1.1 it states that NDE wants to be able to gauge mental health factors at a 	school level to promote the growth in that arena in the schools, as well as, to provide NDE with 	comparison data from school to school. What specific aspects of mental health are desired?



NDE would like to understand students’ social and emotional strengths, as well as some of the mental health issues that are rated on instruments such as the YRBS (depression, bullying issues, etc.)



13.	In section 1.8.1.2 it states that "NDE also wants to be able to distill this information down to 	sub-group populations, including race/ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status (SES), etc." Can 	you provide clarification on these variables? How quickly can the selected vendor expect to 	receive the desired sub-group information? Also, what level of assurance should the vendor 	have, upon receipt of the subgroup information, that the data is accurate?



NDE would assume that this information could be garnered as a part of the survey, or, if student identifiers are applied, they would work with district student information systems in order to match students with their demographics.



14.	Section 3.1.4.2 states that the data gathered should be analyzed into useable information. It also 	outlines NDE's expectations around the data being sensitive to change. What is the timeline for 	deployment of said interventions? Is there an expectation to conduct a survey administration 	before and after an invention(s) is implemented? Will the NDE provide information about each 	participating school, such as school demographics? Will student demographics also be 	provided?

 

NDE plans to implement the survey once in the fall as a baseline, and then in the spring for the next four years.  Many interventions in our piloting districts will be introduced at about the same time as the first survey administration.  The school demographics can be gathered at the school/district/ or state level.



15.	With respect to the 28 calendar day release referenced in Section 3.6.4, can there be a 	preliminary release to NDE and then a final release to district and school level stakeholders at a 	later date?



There can be an earlier release to the NDE, but in order for the assessments to be used formatively, we want to get the information back to the schools as soon as possible, so still within that 28-day time frame.  



16.	Section 3.7.1 references the need for psychometric support to scoring, data analysis and 	reporting. To whom should this psychometric support be provided? Also, can more detail be 	provided around the expectations for support?



Vendors should be prepared to show NDE the school reports they expect to be able to garner as a result of the survey and be able to show NDE what information they expect us to be able to get through reading those reports.  By the third year, we would also like to see trend data in the form of reports.



17.	Section 4.1.2 references registration requirements with the State of Nevada, Secretary of State’s 	Office as a foreign corporation prior to contract execution. About how much time would it take 	to be recognized by the State and will any exceptions be made for a selected vendor, with 	respect to the overall timeline, should this step be required?



NDE can’t speak to how long the Secretary of State’s office will take, but if the vendor begins taking the appropriate steps upon the issuance of the Letter of Intent and through no fault of their own are unable to keep to the deadline, exceptions can be made.



18.	Section 11.3.3.1 notes that "the contractor shall be subject to inspection and acceptance by the 	State"; what data does the NDE require, e.g., student-level responses? What is the protocol and 	frequency for inspection of the contractor?



Once the contract is in place; NDE will work with the contracted vendor to make sure that the contract is being operated as it should.  Your response to the RFP will determine the “inspection and acceptance” by the independent evaluation committee.



19.	We would like to confirm that NDE does not want a transmission of respondent-level data. 	That is, all deliverables to NDE will be aggregated to the school or district levels



Yes.



20.	In addition to a technical report, would NDE like a report that aggregates survey data to the 	state level at the end of each contract year?



Potentially, but it isn’t currently a requirement of this project.



21.	Can NDE clarify the meaning of “principal certifications” described in section 3.7.3.3?



See Answer to Question 8.



22.	Section 1.5 notes that this contract would service the seventeen (17) local school districts and a 	Public Charter Authority. Can you confirm how many schools in total will be eligible for the 	survey, and whether all will be required to participate or be allowed to opt in for the five year 	project? Are they all PK-12 environments, or will the contractor be supporting alternative sites 	and other custom environments?



This is dependent upon the survey instrument being proposed.  At the minimum, NDE would like to survey all middle and high schools in the state, but are interested in looking at what is available for elementary schools as well.  Legislation will determine whether there is an opt in option or a requirement.  NDE doesn’t believe that has been determined at this time.  Vendors can see the Department of Education website, particularly the Nevada Report Card, for more information about individual schools and the number of schools.



23.	Section 3.3.1.1 states: The intention will be to pilot the selected survey in either specific grade 	levels or a specific district, with the intention of full scale roll out by the end of the contract 	period as more funding becomes available. Does NDE have a requirement for the # of schools 	that need to participate in the pilot in year one or will the vendor be defining the pilot? Also, 	how will the statewide roll-out be phased? I.e. would NDE be open to a slow roll-out to the 	entire state over the course of the subsequent four years, or is the survey expected to be 	administered to all schools in Year Two of the grant onward?



NDE has certain requirements based on grant awards given to the State.  The Vendors would not necessarily be expected to administer to all schools in Year Two (dependent on current legislation that is not yet determined), but would meet with a team at NDE to help design the pilot.  At a minimum, NDE needs to include 3-6 districts in the first year.





24.	Is NDE interested in other levels of reporting aside from school- and district-level (i.e. 	aggregate reports by level, norming data or trend data over years, etc.)?



Yes, very interested.



25.	How will NDE staff be engaged with this project? Does the State have regional coordinators 	that could support the roll-out of this work to the schools? If so, how are they broken up, and 	how much of their time could/would be allocated to this project?



NDE has a small team of grant leaders who will meet to help with determining the roll out of the project, etc. but NDE does not have any local level school support outside of the first year of the pilot in the grant funded districts.



26.	Section 3.7.2 notes using the Nevada Bighorn Portal for secure data transfer. Can NDE specify 	the server environment for Nevada Bighorn and the requirements for the vendor’s use of this 	portal in terms of transfer of responses to the vendor for analysis and report generation? Also, 	what is the expectation from the State on where the survey will “live” - in the vendor's 	environment or within the State's infrastructure for ongoing administration and reporting?



Nevada Bighorn is a sequel server.  The vendor needs access to the internet and secure file transfer capabilities and will work with the NDE to develop specific protocol.  We expect the survey to ‘live’ with the NDE at the end of the five years, so NDE can work to develop an infrastructure that would allow NDE to continue administering the survey at the end of the grant which funds this project.



27.	Will reports be publicly posted? Are there specifications for the vendor on how data needs to be 	presented (types of graphs/ charts, specific platform or format, etc.)?



Yes, but NDE is interested in seeing their options as to what type of information is possible in terms of the reports.



28.	In section 3.4.1.6, it notes that the vendor is responsible for costs related to the meeting room 	and meals. Would NDE be responsible for securing the rooms and ordering food for attendees? 	Can you provide clarity on how these costs should be built into the Cost Proposal or how it can 	be incorporated into the travel reimbursement if that is the intended process?



The NDE can secure rooms, etc. and costs can be listed as ‘allocated meeting expenses’.



29.	Please confirm that NDE would like all responses to be anonymous, and no identifiers at the 	respondent level are required as part of this grant.



NDE would like this to be an anonymous survey, although de-identified numbers may be assigned in order to match student records for demographic purposes, etc.



30.	Will NDE require the raw data in addition to the school- and district-level reports?



Yes.



31.	What reader software does NDE use for schools with visually impaired students?



This is a district by district decision.



32.	Does NDE require a copy of the full surveys and sample reports for the proposal?



Yes.



33.	Will the vendor be required to track any other school-level indicators as part of the reporting, 	such as graduation rates, attendance, incident rates, performance indexes? 



No.



34.	Is NSD open to a collaborative survey instrument design, with norming conducted by selected vendor using pilot school response data?



Potentially.

















ALL ELSE REMAINS THE SAME FOR RFP 3179.





Vendor must sign and return this amendment with proposal submitted.



		Vendor Name:

		



		Authorized Signature:

		



		Title:

		

		Date:

		













		This document must be submitted in the “State Documents” section/tab of vendors’ technical proposal.
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