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Introduction

There are many challenges to operating on the cutting edge (called by some the “bleeding edge”) of
change. This is, of course, the territory most familiar to ESAs by virtue of their strategic role in state
educational delivery systems. They usually see the needs of the future first, both because constituent local
districts count on them to do so and because by getting to the future ahead of the pack, they are positioned to
offer services to districts that will assure the ESA’s continuing financial viability.

As Ainsworth-Land has pointed out, the normal processes of organizational development called
“reforming” (also called “reinventing,” or “redesigning”) and “renorming” to support the reforms are
distinctly different stages in the life cycle of an organization. Changing an organization’s culture, as Fullan
(1992) and others have shown, is ordinarily a very difficult and time-consuming process. However, ESAs do
not have the luxury of time in the process of organizational change. A commitment to rapid organizational
change IS the required culture for those who work in service agencies. However, leaders of service agencies
can initiate activities that will help their agency colleagues see around the next corner and prepare for yet
another organizational adaptation. Hopefullym several articles in this issue of Perspectives in the section
entitled “Leading through Transformation” will provide useful examples of change processes that
successfully address the constant task of organizational development.

Other articles in this issue address other, equally compelling, issues for today’s practicing ESA leaders.
One of these major issues is the growing demand, especially from state education departments, for ESAs  to
be accountable for results. Two articles deal very effectively with this issue. Building on the seminal work of
Bob Stephens and Hobart Harmon, Angela Davis provides a theoretical framework for measuring
performance results traceable to service agency efforts. She recognizes that not all functions that ESAs seek
to influence are within their control. The paradigm she offers accounts for different levels of impact that are
within the influence of the service agency but does not offer an excuse for not achieving results when
services are provided indirectly. The article by Bill McKinney and Ken Gauntt describes a very practical
effort by an ESA in Houston, Texas, to work with constituent district superintendents to measure the
perceived effectiveness of a wide range of services provided by Region IV’s staff.

It can be argued that the ultimate test of the value of service agencies is their impact on student
achievement, whether through instruction of special needs students directly, through training of school staff
to improve their skills, or by assisting districts in providing administrative services more cost efficiently and
thereby making more dollars available to raise classroom achievement. William R. Miles describes a
Herculean effort in New York State to require high level achievement for all students as measured by high
stakes testing. He references the supporting role of BOCES in this process.

This issue concludes with a summary of a study done by a nationally prominent firm, Andersen
Consulting, that touches on a “hot button” issue for all states: namely, how the state department of education
can work collaboratively with service agencies to help local districts be more successful. This issue became
critical in Texas when the legislature transferred many state department functions to the 20 service agencies
at the stroke of a pen. Despite good will on both sides, the transition to a new relationship has been
somewhat ragged.

AESA hopes that you will find this issue of Perspectives to be both interesting and useful. We sincerely
thank this year’s contributors and encourage the submission of manuscripts for next year’s edition.
Manuscripts may be personal essays (This edition starts with a sparkling one by Ed Frey), research pieces
(we really like these), interviews with prominent legislators who support the work of service agencies, and
other formats likely to be of interest to service agency personnel. Hopefully, the broader distribution of this
year’s journal will enlarge the number of those willing to offer their ideas for publication.
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Helping the Lone Ranger

by

Edward T. Frye

If you are fifty or older, you undoubtedly watched The Lone Ranger during the early days of television
and then on the big screen.   He was majestic in his skin-tight, steel-blue shirt and pants, black boots, white-
handled revolvers, and, of course, the black mask.  He galloped down the trail on his horse Silver to the
strains of “The William Tell Overture.”

I loved The Lone Ranger.  He stood for good, eradicating evil wherever it reared its ugly head.  He was
fearless – perhaps even reckless.  He used silver bullets to wound (never kill) the bad guys.  The Lone
Ranger was the quintessential hero, the embodiment of everything righteous as he meted out justice in the
American West.

So integral to our collective consciousness is the figure Clayton Moore portrayed that the terms “Lone
Ranger” and “silver bullet” endure as viable descriptors of this lonely style of leadership and the single,
quick fix.  These two references may certainly be applied to the world of educational leadership.  The first
describes those swashbuckling superintendents who lead their respective districts single-handedly, pretty
much going it alone. Under the enormous pressures of the job, these Lone Rangers decide that it is they
against the world.  Expecting little or no help, and asking for none, these leaders attempt to control
everything within the borders of their districts.  Believing that only they can do the job adequately, they
eschew team management approaches.  Likewise, they view outside assistance as unnecessary, perhaps even
as a sign of weakness.  They trust only themselves and hold to the adage, “If you want something done
right....” While their hearts may be in the right place, their means include only whatever strengths and
shortcomings they bring to the role.  What we see is their version of the silver bullet strategy – this one
weapon has to work.  It is a single-faceted arsenal.  Sometimes they are successful; most often they just
cannot get it all done.

Recently, I got to thinking – pretty much out of the blue – about The Lone Ranger.  Probably I was just
mulling in my mind why, with our current knowledge of leadership theory, styles, and application in the
workplace, a superintendent would still try to be The Lone Ranger.  As many other ESA leaders, I have often
wondered why regional service agency help is not more often requested.  After all, we know there are time,
effectiveness, and efficiency benefits to be taken from consortium or contractual arrangements.  Private
enterprise is replete with examples of successful collaboratives and partnerships.  Business leaders have long
ago broken down the heavy, thick borders of their organizations.  Yet so many school leaders hold fast to the
concept of total provision and control.  Why do so many of our district colleagues choose to emulate the
masked one?

And that rumination brought me to a consideration of The Lone Ranger that all of these go-it-alone
superintendents might want to ponder.  It may also be of help to the regional educational service agencies in
which they are located.

I remind everyone that The Lone Ranger did not work nearly as completely alone as we seem to
remember.  He had help.  There was Tonto.  Tonto, played by Jay Silverheels, was the trusty, faithful, and
resourceful Indian.  He rode by the side of “Kemosabe.”  While Tonto’s role was subtle and secondary to
that of our legendary hero, it was nonetheless critical.
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Tonto was the scout on the mission of the week.  He would ride into town before the boss to catch the
drift of the stink, to map the lay of the land, or to determine who could be trusted and who had to be
neutralized.  He passed this information on to The Lone Ranger, who then would devise his own wonderful
course of action.  Tonto was then supposed to wait for his triumphant return so they could ride off to the next
venue.

However, it often didn’t turn out that way exactly.  Our masked man would run into a bit of trouble.  The
corrupt sheriff would throw him in jail, the bad guys would tie him to the railroad tracks, the vigilantes
would mistakenly identify him as the villain, or he would simply be incapacitated in some vile way.  In other
words, The Lone Ranger usually got in over his head.

Enter Tonto again.  With his keen sense of foreboding that something had run amok, the clever Indian
would come to the aid of his comrade.  Usually, he would arrive in town – often in disguise – and cause some
diversion of attention.  This would be all that was required for our hero to extricate himself from the mess he
had gotten himself into.  Sometimes Tonto had to take a blow to the head (I recall that he was always getting
knocked out).  These bodily insults somehow worked miracles for the ex-ranger, who could then free himself
and out-maneuver the low-lifes.  Yes, Tonto always seemed to be there – at the beginning and at the end.
Without him The Lone Ranger would have failed.  So, it is actually a stretch to call The Lone Ranger a lone
ranger after all.

Perhaps the role played by Tonto is an important one for ESAs.  Perhaps we need to understand that we
are not to be the ones to get the glory.  We are background players, the ones who do the grunt work, scout the
landscape for our clients, and take the blows to the head so the heroes can accomplish their missions.
Perhaps we must accept that we are there to serve; we are not in charge.  We will not receive the recognition
due.  As poor Tonto, we will labor in virtual anonymity.

This role is really not so distant from our original charge as regional agencies and the mandated
definition and description of the services we offer.  We must take our validity, and our gratification, from
serving at “His Nib’s pleasure.”  We must remember that they also serve who stand and wait.  The limelight
is for others; our job is to help make them successful.

Our district Lone Rangers can be a difficult breed.  They mistrust opportunities for effective alliances.
Meanwhile, they often help to pay for regional services they do not access themselves, and they harbor a
quiet or not so quiet bitterness about this.  They see successful consortia, yet they cannot bring themselves to
play any game that includes all the reindeer.  They wield whatever power they have, or perceive they have, as
one of their few silver bullets.  They just do not think in cooperative, collaborative terms.

ESA personnel must help them realize that even The Lone Ranger had help.  We must remind them that
one can ask a lot of a loyal Indian and still be the main attraction.  They need to see that utilizing the services
of other agencies does not weaken their own strong leadership and personal involvement in their
organizations.  In fact, it can be a sign of strength.  They need to value the willingness of their local ESAs to
play this supportive role, to free them to do what must be done.

So, how to further all these insights?  Well, I am involved in policy here, not procedure or detail.  Short
of recommending that you wear buckskin and a feather to your next superintendents’ meeting and speak only
in fractured English, I suggest only two things.  First, discuss with your staff the importance of support roles
when attempting to assist a lone ranger.  Do not expect more, and do not appear as if more is necessary.
Second, talk with your masked marvels.  Determine mutually how you may surreptitiously serve.  And wait.
They will need you. Remember, Tonto was in every show.  And last, like a good Indian and scout, be
prepared.  When The Lone Ranger needs you, be there.  Take the blow to the head, take a back seat, take
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belief about the potential success of all children preceded practice, and changes in practice were made
out of conviction, not obligation.

2. Change in administrators. There was frequently a change at the principal or superintendent level
coinciding with the program changeover.  Writers on change often cite the “unfreezing” that occurs when
administrative leadership changes.  In some cases, the search for new leadership was self-fulfilling;
schools were looking for someone to make the changes indicated.  In other situations, it was a by-
product.

3.  Leveling up + Maintaining an Honors Program. Most of the schools took the changeover as an
opportunity to “level up” their basic non-Regents program to something more challenging.  However,
almost all kept their honors-level courses, whether designated Advanced Placement or college level.
Several administrators reported pragmatically that a fight to rid the school of the honors courses wasn’t
politically feasible.  They felt that they would have alienated a key constituency in their school
community.  They also felt, especially at junior and senior levels, that the honors courses were justified.

4. Education for All. At the same time the non-Regents courses were being eliminated, most of the schools
were placing back into regular classrooms their special education youngsters who were in specialized
settings.  Part of the reason for this step was a concern to improve the education for all of their children.
Financial savings that could be re-allocated for staff development, the staffing of help centers or other
programs also became an incentive to take this step.

5. Research Prior to Action. Schools took deliberate steps to study where and why their students were
having problems getting through the Regents curricula.  Cohort studies which keep strict account of all
children by grade each year through graduation are not required in New York State, but several of these
schools had done them and could predict problem areas as each grade moved through 7-12.  In other
words, as the class of 1998 came out of freshman year, the administrators could not only identify how
many students failed Course I but could also trace their academic patterns two to three years previously.
Therefore, they were able to forecast the academic supports necessary for subsequent classes. For
example, one high school identified that students in ninth and tenth grade were struggling with their
writing.  The students needed to come out of middle school as better writers, and they put in specific
course work at the sixth grade to address that need.

6. Class Retention.  In the research the administrators and teachers had conducted on the students’
academic success, they noticed that students might start in a Regents track program and then drop it.
They found out that it was quite easy for students to drop a course or change their schedule.  This
policy was directly reversed.  In one instance, where students formerly could get out of a class with
two signatures (the student’s and the guidance counselor’s), schools added the need for two more
signatures, a parent’s and the assistant principal’s. In another instance, the superintendent said that
before a student could get out of a Regents-level class, he would be held to a “Superintendent’s Hearing.”
None have ever had to be scheduled in that district.

7. Domino Implementation. Most of the schools modified the program design by working on one academic
area a year, starting with the department most ready.  This domino effect allowed skeptics to see where
the problems were and whether the school would step up to address them.  It also allowed the “true
believers” to have the time necessary to prove the efficacy of their beliefs.

8. Time Change. The All-Regents approach changed the way time was understood as a variable.  The
schedule change to a nine-period day opened up time for academic help centers, etc.  In a few cases the
school day had to be lengthened, but this was usually done with minimal contractual disruption.  After-
school and evening time was no longer sacrosanct but now provided an opportunity for additional
assistance to students.
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9. “Academic Press.” This expression was defined to mean the degree to which the school communicates
high expectations to all students without compromise.   For non-New Yorkers, “academic press” can
most easily be seen by comparing the former English and math tests for non-Regents students with their
respective Regents exams; one sees  a significant difference in the academic demands of the Regents
program.  This increase in academic aspirations was reinforced by staff, parents, coaches, and the
schedule.

10. Middle School Upgrades. Curriculum and academic expectations at the high school would naturally
cause changes in the middle school.  These took the form of early identification of students who will
need extra assistance and use of  academic help centers.  High schools asked for an emphasis on writing
and basic skills plus the direct teaching of study skills.  Math instruction was upgraded to allow for more
eighth graders to start their high school sequence.

11. Data Drivers. Most of the schools analyzed their data in comparisons to other schools. In New York
State, this is done each year in a “report card” generated by the state for schools with similar socio-
economic status.  Most of the schools went beyond these easy comparisons to identifying schools
with which they would like to be competitive.  As the saying goes, “what gets measured gets done,” and
these data drivers proved most powerful as internal and external gauges of success.  Targets were set,
monitored and reported to the board and community.

12. Borderline Students. On the basis of the cohort studies and early research done, students were more
easily identified who would be expected to have trouble.  These borderline students were no longer
shunted into non-Regents classes, but instead were programmed into any variety of additional help
options described above.

13. Reciprocal Commitment. Teachers were being asked to heighten expectations for all students.  They were
being asked to reach the 30-60% of the study body who were previously “let out the side door” with low
expectations and easy exit exams.  Teachers were asked to staff academic help centers and to stay after
school to help students.  But they saw reciprocal steps taken by administration and boards in the form
of smaller classes, up-graded facilities, and additional computers purchased to reinforce instruction.

They saw a strong local in-service program available that formed a belief structure about the
education of all students.  Several of the schools began their local approach to staff development by
sending teachers, administrators and others to programs offered by the BOCES which were then
adapted to local settings.  They consciously moved their own teachers or administrators in to be the
instructors when these programs were repeated locally.  This “localizing” of effort helped form a
local belief system about the efficacy of their efforts.

14. Early Retirement Breakage. During this time period, New York State was offering early retirement
packages that became the benchmark against which local early retirement contract provisions were
measured.  In one district, 100 of 700 teachers took the package over a couple of years.  Even with an
improved starting salary for new teachers, this turnover opened up monies within the existing
instructional budget for reallocation, as opposed to requiring additional or new monies to be added to
improve program.

 Other Study Objectives

The study had two other objectives which dealt more with “how” questions. For example,  how
adequate were existing funds, and how did the districts make the changes with limitations usually found
in contracts?
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Professor David Monk  and his graduate assistant at the time, Samid Hussain, took up the question of
resources. Monk and Hussain (1997)  performed several different statistical analyses on state school financial
data from 1992-93 through 96-97.  They reported an increase, overall, in students taking Regents exams from
1992 to 1997.  However, statewide, they did not report an increased cost associated with those changes.
They reported a slight change with a 10 percent increase in Regents participation associated with a 1.23
percent increase of total professional staff per 1000.  Later, Monk and Hussain determined that additional
academic staff was associated with higher participating districts.  However, they concluded the additional
resource question as follows: “Our respondents confirmed what we found using the statewide data: It is not
the case that these districts made increases in their spending levels per pupil.  The story coming from these
districts is much more a story of making efforts to re-allocate existing resources.”

Several of the changes chronicled above, like additional time for a nine-period day, after school
programs, shifts in teaching assignments, and the addition of licensed teaching assistants increase the
possibility for volatile labor relations issues.  So concluded Professor John Bishop, chair of the Human
Relations Department at the Institute for Labor Relations School at Cornell from a series of case studies
surrounding this issue.  Bishop and his students (Bishop, Moriarity, and Mane, 1997) later expanded the
labor relations aspects into a study of academic expectations and time in high schools in the form of case
studies and a survey instrument. However, in no cases did the changes mentioned above ever become the
subject of contentious labor relations as evidenced in the contractual bargaining.  In a few cases, the
extension of the school day to accommodate the nine period day had to be compromised in the give and take
of negotiations.

Conclusion

An effort has been made to highlight and discuss in some detail what actually happened in 10 high
schools to raise rates of participation and achievement in state Regents examinations.  Educational
service agencies ( BOCES ) were in the forefront of the change and in the study.  The BOCES, through
local school district staff development allocations supplied to BOCES and through grant funds, have
been the repositories of models, best practices, staff development, testing in-service and test scoring.
Their executive directors, district superintendents, have met monthly to exchange ideas with the
Commissioner and his staff on key aspects of the changeover.  It was only natural that the district
superintendents, as state officers and locally appointed superintendents, would be asked to chronicle the
reasons and ways that rapidly changing districts were initially meeting the challenge.

All states are wrestling with a standards-based curriculum, high-stakes testing, and concomitant state and
Federal accountability schemes and public reporting.  All states will have to grapple with the mantra heard in
New York State in the early 1990’s that “All Students Can Learn.”  The ideas reported in this paper should be
generalizable among the 15,000 school districts beyond New York State.  However, they are not tips or
techniques which can be implemented without a wholesale change in attitude which starts with the belief that
all students can and will learn at high levels.  Some discussion was made of the study’s two other objectives,
analyzing resource allocation and contractual relations.  Readers are encouraged to follow up with those
references for a fuller discussion of those topics.

The educational service agency has served as the information gatherer/model builder, repository of best
practices, in-service planner, and cheerleader for these very important changes taking place throughout the
United States.  Once the determination and will has been established locally, a great deal of support will be
necessary in the form of ideas, models, and information sharing among districts.  That is the job of the
educational service agency.
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Performance Measurement in Educational Service Agencies

by

Angela Davis

Efforts to hold public organizations accountable have been intensifying for many decades; the
educational arena is no exception.  One approach to accountability, which is required in the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and offers potential as part of a comprehensive ESA accountability
system, is performance monitoring (Radin, 1998, p. 313).  Performance monitoring is a data-driven approach
to gauging progress toward the outcomes for which an organization is being held accountable.  The data that
it yields answers to the view that “elected officials and citizens are entitled to regular reports on the
performance of major public programs—not only information on program costs and the amount of work
completed but also information on the quality of service delivery and on program outcomes” (Wholey, Hatry
& Newcomer, 1994, p. 99).  Performance monitoring can be an effective tool for revealing and correcting
performance problems and for fostering and facilitating continuous improvement efforts in service efficiency
and efficacy.

Several models describe how performance can be monitored.  GPRA prescribes the method that federal
agencies are to use.  (See Wholey, Hatry, & Newcomer 1992, p. 604).  Two models will serve as the basis for
the remainder of this article.  (See “Performance Monitoring Models.”)   The GPRA/Classic Rational
Planning Approach outlined by Radin (1998) is included as it provides a predominant performance
monitoring model that is rooted in years of governmental reform experience and contemporary thought.
Pacific Northwest Laboratory’s Performance Measurement Model (Rose, 1995) was selected because of its
straightforward, thorough, rational and instructive design.  This model is built on the tenet that “it is
important to measure the right things for the right reasons” in order for measurement to “ guide steady
advancement toward established goals” (Rose, 1995, p. 63).  Each model compliments the other.  The first
model provides the broader framework within which the second model may be applied.

These models highlight several critical steps and considerations in performance monitoring.  First,
performance monitoring takes place at all stages or levels in public programs—inputs, activities, outputs and
outcomes (Wholey, Hatry, & Newcomer, 1994, p. 97).  It is critical that the process used helps in the
determination of whether and how well the results of activities match intended results.  So program data must
be tied to a mission, purpose or goal that drives a government program.  According to Rose, “the
performance-goal relationship is the key link . . . and is the foundation for the [Pacific Northwest Laboratory]
performance measurement model” (1995, p. 64).  This link is often a reflection of the assumptions about
causality between inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes.  (See Stephens and Harmon, 1998, pp. 14, 16).
Activities are measured as outputs, which should eventually result in outcomes targeted in the mission.
Although monitoring inputs, activities and outputs is easier and more common than outcome monitoring,
“growing demands for results-oriented accountability require that program managers and policymakers
develop and use outcome monitoring systems” (Wholey, Hatry, & Newcomer, 1994, p. 99).

Selection and development of performance indicators are other critical steps in performance monitoring.
Indicators often focus on one of four categories, including workload, efficiency, effectiveness and
productivity (Ammons, 1995, p. 41).  Workload focuses on outputs while efficiency refers to the input to
output ratio.  “Effectiveness measures address service quality or the extent to which objectives are being
met” and “productivity measures combine efficiency and effectiveness in a single indicator” (Ammons,
1995, p. 41).  Determining what type of indicator is best suited for each goal is one step in the selection
process.

Following identification of indicators is metric selection.  Rose defines metrics as “the analytical tools in
the performance measurement process that take measurements, display results, and determine subsequent
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action” (1995, p. 64).  There are many criteria for selecting metrics.  One is whether a metric facilitates
counting or measuring.  Counting “provides internal, local reference” and “determines status: where we are”
whereas measuring “provides external, global reference” and “determines progress: where we are going”
(Rose, 1995, p. 63).  Both are important and neither should be excluded.

Another important consideration is a metric’s usefulness to its audiences: “government managers, elected
officials, and citizens” (Ammons, 1995, p. 46).  Both Rose (1995) and Affholter (1994) assert that metrics
should reflect outcomes.  This is true because people within agencies prioritize whatever is measured
(Affholter, 1994, p. 105).  Additionally, “good metrics do not exist in isolation; they are linked with an
organization’s mission, strategies, and actions” (Rose, 1995, p. 64).

It is also critical that field staff participate in metric selection.  The following considerations are
particularly noteworthy for metrics, which have enormous potential to influence employee behavior.  First,
“Good metrics are collaboratively developed by teams of people who provide, collect, process, and use the
data”; this is important because “across-the-board participation not only ensures better metrics, it also
promotes their acceptance” (Rose, 1995, p. 64).  Rose promotes the “‘islands of agreement’ philosophy” that
prescribes “at each step, all participants in the development process must agree before proceeding to the next
step” (1995, p. 64).  Training is another critical element of which staff must be mindful.  Staff must know
how to implement the strategy that is expected to improve efficiency.  “Measures can motivate performance;
they cannot produce it” (Behn, 1997, p. 38).

Another critical consideration in developing a performance monitoring system is the motivation driving
the effort.  Wholey warns that a “policy- or management-level interest in improving program performance”
should be in place prior to developing specific types of evaluation systems (1994, p. 17).  Demand for high
levels of accountability should not be the justification for performance monitoring.  Stephens and Harmon
encourage statewide networks of ESAs “to embrace the concept of a state performance accreditation
system”—which is one accountability model—“as a meaningful way to demonstrate for all the potential
contributions an ESA network can make in addressing the needs of a state system of elementary-secondary
education, and, importantly, be held accountable in doing so” (1998, p. 22).

Performance Monitoring In ESAs

Stephens and Harmon provide an excellent capitulation and analysis of accountability efforts that target
ESAs, including six predominant state accountability strategies (1998).  Performance monitoring heads a
category in the “typology of six major state accountability initiatives,” which Kirst presented in 1990 and
Stephens and Harmon utilized as a basis for further analysis (Stephens & Harmon, 1998, pp. 8, 10).  Note
that Stephens and Harmon found less than one-quarter of the 24 statewide networks of ESAs to be utilizing
performance measures and reporting. However, an organization-wide accountability system for ESAs may
have many facets.  Although performance monitoring is not a prevalent facet in ESAs nationally, ESAs have
many foundational pieces that would support and benefit from performance monitoring.

For example, the resolution process used in Oregon for program-related decision making has been
described as exemplary in its responsiveness to component districts (Stephens and Harmon, 1998, p. 8).  This
process includes preparatory and on-going planning; needs-based program development; program review
that involves an ESA’s component districts and boards (which may include program revisions, evaluation ,
service prioritization, and cost analysis); voting by components’ representatives on which programs will be
supported; and adoption of resolutions by an ESA’s board (Oregon Department of Education, 1997, pp. vi-
vii).  Performance monitoring can inform the planning, program review and decision making aspects of the
overall resolution process.  For future program-related plans to be accurate and on-target, they should reflect
past experiences.  Data collected through performance monitoring efforts can be utilized to project future
inputs and possible outputs, and to direct potential program changes.
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Standardization or accreditation is a second ESA piece that would dovetail nicely with performance
monitoring.  “Improvement of the management and the effectiveness of programs and services and
accountability are the two dominant stated goals of a majority of the six state accreditation systems” that
Stephens and Harmon examined (1998, p. 14).  Although performance monitoring appears to be absent from
Stephens and Harmon’s outline of state oversight practices throughout the nation, the Oregon Department of
Education asks ESAs a classic performance monitoring question during standardization visits:

How are service programs evaluated to assure that they are meeting their goals?

• Is there a written mission/goal statement for each service/program?
• Is there an evaluation process in place for each service program?
• Does the evaluation process align with mission/goals?

(1997, p. ii)

Although performance monitoring is only a part of program evaluation - the latter “extends beyond the
tracking and reporting of program outcomes into examination of the extent to which and the ways in which
outcomes are caused by the program” (Affholter, 1994, p. 99) - lack of performance data often plagues
program evaluation efforts (Wholey, 1994, p. 15).  In other words, an ESA that effectively utilizes
performance monitoring can be well prepared to answer the state’s standardization questions (above).

Given the potential benefits of performance monitoring, why did Stephens and Harmon find that only
Georgia’s accreditation program “attempted to establish indicators for its standards” (1998, p. 14)?  The
absence of indicators may be a consequence of the strong focus on statutory compliance.  Two of the “three
general expectations about the way the networks of ESAs were to perform” outlined by Stephens and
Harmon are: (1) “legal adherence to existing state law and applicable federal statutes” and (2) “adherence to
existing state board of education and state department of education policy” (1998, pp. 11-12).  Affholter
cautions, “Some will assume that program or agency intent, as expressed in law or administrative rule, will
sufficiently identify the outcomes to be measured.  Disillusionment is inevitable; substantial work is required
to gain consensus among major stakeholders on a program’s intent and on definitions of suitable outcome
measures” (1994, p. 112).  Although a program may be statutorily based, its performance may still be
monitored to maximize efficiency, excellence, and equity; “excellence, equity, and local responsiveness” are
core ESA purposes (Fielding, 1991, p. 33).  They are also the essence of the third purpose of ESA networks
outlined by Stephens and Harmon (1998, pp. 11-12).

Organization-wide performance should be monitored along with program performance.  Mark Graham
Brown suggests a comprehensive performance measurement model similar to that used in selecting Malcolm
Baldrige National Quality Award winners.  This approach focuses on simple metrics that appropriately
weight and balance the following areas:

• Customer satisfaction
• Employee satisfaction
• Financial performance
• Process and operational performance
• Product/service quality
• Supplier performance (1996, pp. 27-28, 41)

Brown emphasizes the need to collect soft data, reflecting opinions, and hard data, showing actual
behavior, inputs and outputs.  He also stresses the necessity and efficacy of “aggregating these individual
metrics into overall indices” (pp. 43-44).  Brown’s approach is an excellent way for an ESA to manage
multiple performance metrics and to balance its performance monitoring system.



18 Perspectives • Volume 6 • September 2000

Finally, it is critical that performance monitoring at an ESA reflects the broad context of educational
reform.  The performance standards and performance measures in the program and service domains will
likely be selected from one of the high priority areas identified in the incremental phase-in of most SPAs
(State Performance Accreditation Systems).  This focus will unquestionably concentrate on ways that an ESA
can intervene in and impact the variables that enhance the teaching and learning environment of the local
school districts and individual schools within these districts, and then describe how successfully it has done
this.  There should be little doubt that a focus on teaching and learning will increasingly be championed in
state policy circles as the centerpiece of school improvement efforts in a state system of elementary-
secondary education (Stephens and Harmon, 1998, p. 21).
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Identify key performance categories—broad service
areas—described in the mission statement or
strategic vision.

Write performance goal statements which describe
targets within each performance category, using
action-oriented terms.

Identify critical performance indicators that will be
used to gauge progress, under specific strategies,
toward achieving a performance goal.

Determine measurement data sources, or elements of
measure, that will gauge progress toward a
performance indicator and are controlled by the
agency.

Describe parameters, or external considerations, that
are not controlled by the agency but that influence
the elements of measure or their use in performance
monitoring.

Prescribe how the elements of measure and their
parameters will be utilized in determining the
achievement level in the performance indicator.

Agree upon a conceptual model, or notional metrics,
describing how information compiled in the steps
above will be applied to measuring organizational
performance.

Identify specific metrics that will be used to take
measurements, display results and determine
subsequent action.

Performance Monitoring Models

GPRA / Classic Rational Planning Approach Pacific Northwest Laboratory Performance
(Radin, 1998) Measurement Model (Rose, 1995)

Develop a five-year strategic plan that includes a
comprehensive mission.

Define and agree upon goals, including outcome-related
goals.

Set objectives, including outcome-related objectives.

Devise management strategies for reaching objectives.

Establish performance measures.

Articulate relationships between general goals and
objectives and performance goals.

Identify individuals/units responsible for achieving
results.

List factors that may affect achievement of goals and
objectives.

Describe the program evaluation process used in
establishing or revising goals and objectives.

Monitor and report on achievements, using defined
performance measures.

Develop a reward system tied to agreed upon objectives.

Develop annual performance plans that include each
program activity set in the budget.

Identify objective, quantifiable performance goals that
describe the level of performance to be achieved
through a program activity.

Describe necessary inputs.

Develop performance indicators for outputs and
outcomes.

Establish a basis for comparing actual program results
with performance goals.

Describe a method for validating program data.

Prepare annual program performance reports.

Compare actual performance with performance goals,
by activity.

Explain variations between goals and actual
performance.

Appendix
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An Evaluation of Product and Service Awareness,

Utilization and Quality

by

Bill McKinney

and

Ken Gauntt

Introduction

In 1967 the Texas legislature established 20 regional education service centers (RESC) to provide
services to school districts.  The Texas legislature identified the following three purposes of RESCs:  (a)
assist school districts in improving student performance in each region; (b) enable school districts to operate
more efficiently and economically; and (c) implement initiatives assigned by the legislature or the
commissioner.

Region IV Education Service Center (ESC), located in Houston, Texas, is the largest service center in the
state, serving an educational community of more than 860,000 students and 65,000 professional staff
members according to the 1999-2000 Texas Education Agency Public Education Information Management
System data.

Overview of Evaluation Process

In accordance with Region IV ESC’s Board of Directors’ commitment to continuous improvement, the
Executive Regional Advisory Committee of Superintendents (RAC) conducts an annual evaluation to assess
the effectiveness, utilization, and awareness of Region IV ESC services and products. The evaluation process
utilizes a survey methodology as referenced in Earl R. Babbie’s book, Survey Research Methods (1973),
including the completion of two sets of instruments: the Superintendent’s Review and the Departmental
Questionnaires.

The complete evaluation process and instruments are approved and monitored by the Executive RAC.
Elected annually by all superintendents, each member of the Executive RAC serves a one-year term and is
eligible for re-election.

Evaluation Instrumentation

The design of the Superintendent’s Review instrument (see Appendix A) is based on a guided free-
response format requesting that each superintendent identify services and/or products viewed as areas of
strength at the ESC and areas that could be improved in the coming school year.

In 1998-1999, departmental questionnaires were designed for seven Region IV ESC functional areas:  (a)
General Administration, (b) General Education, (c) Special Education, (d) Personnel Services, (e)
Administrative Services, (f) Business Services, and (g) Management Information Services.  An example of
the General Education questionnaire instrument is provided in Appendix B.  Each questionnaire is designed
to incorporate the department’s unique services and products.  Respondents, who range from superintendents
to campus-level personnel, rate each specific departmental service on a five-point Likert Scale as referenced
in Survey Research Methods:  (a) 5-Clearly Outstanding, (b) 4-Exceeds Expectations, (c) 3-Satisfactory, (d)
2-Below Expectations, and (e) 1-Unsatisfactory.  Campus-level personnel who respond to the departmental
questionnaires are selected by the superintendent as the person best able to evaluate the respective services.
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Evaluation Process

The Superintendent’s Review and seven departmental questionnaires are mailed to each superintendent
in Region IV’s 56 school districts at the close of the school year.  An attached memorandum requesting
participation ensures respondent anonymity.  The superintendent is requested to complete the
Superintendent’s Review and the seven departmental questionnaires; however, the superintendent may
forward the seven departmental questionnaires to an appropriate designee.  Completed evaluations are
returned to the Executive RAC.  Data is entered and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS).  The final step in the process is to study the data and compile a final report.

The Evaluation Study Committee, appointed by the Executive RAC chair, includes a subset of
superintendents serving on the Executive RAC.  Different superintendents are assigned to review data
analysis and results for one departmental questionnaire and summarize findings in an evaluative report for
each department and the Superintendent’s Review.  Each departmental report is consolidated into a single
comprehensive final report by the chair of the Executive RAC.  The final report is presented by the chair of
the Executive RAC to the Region IV ESC Board of Directors, the Regional Advisory Committee of
Superintendents, and Region IV ESC staff.

The Superintendent’s Review provides qualitative data by addressing Region IV ESC’s Areas of Strength
and Areas for Improvement in a guided free-response format.  Superintendents may elaborate on their
responses in a separate “Comments” section and are requested to acknowledge Areas of Strength in two
categories: (1) Departments and Services, and (2) Leadership, Staff and Operations.

Beginning with the 1998-99 Departmental Questionnaires, participants were asked to respond to the
following three questions:

1. In this section of the survey which are the most helpful services provided to you and your district?
2. In this section of the survey which services would you like to see improved, modified, or enhanced?
3. Which additional products or services would you like to see offered?

Requirements of the Texas Education Agency and the federal government affect utilization of Region IV
ESC’s services and products.  As emphasis changes at the state and national level, as well as local level, so
does the demand for certain products and services.

Report Format

The Evaluation Study Report consists of an Executive Summary, the Superintendent’s Review,
Department Reviews, a Longitudinal Analysis and two appendices.  Each of the components of the
Evaluation Study report is developed separately before being brought together as one report.

The Executive Summary provides an overview of the report.  It includes an introduction that provides
information about Region IV ESC, the purpose of RESCs, and data relating specifically to Region IV ESC.
The second part of the Executive Summary provides an overview of the evaluation process.  This is followed
by a summary of the results, which includes an overview of the results for the Superintendent’s Review and
Departmental Questionnaires.

The next section in the report is the Superintendent’s Review.  This section provides information on the
data received from the Superintendent’s Review questionnaire.  The district response rate is given and
includes the number of districts responding by size.  The Results of the Findings, which includes Areas of
Strength, Areas for Improvement, Superintendent’s Comments, and a Summary, are then presented.
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The Evaluation Study Report also includes data for each of the seven departments.  These surveys are
completed by the person best qualified to respond.  That person may be the superintendent, or person(s) the
superintendent selects as the best qualified to evaluate the respective services.  For each questionnaire, the
total number of respondents is provided as shown in Appendix C.  For the 1998-1999 school year the number
of respondents ranged from 32 for the Superintendent’s Review and General Education Services, to 39 for
Administrative Services.  The District Response Rate includes the number of districts responding by size for
each department.  Additional information provided for each department is the District Personnel Response
Rate, which includes district size and the position title of the person responding.  The Results of Findings for
each department include effectiveness (based on a Likert Scale), utilization, awareness, response to
questions, written comments and a summary.  Sample data tables are presented for the General Education
Department Effectiveness Rating (Appendix D), Utilization Percentage by Service (Appendix E), and
Reasons for Non-Utilization (Appendix F).

A Longitudinal Analysis of Comments is the next section in the report.  Each year qualitative response
opportunities are provided to respondents through a written “Comments” section included in each portion of
the Region IV ESC Evaluation Study questionnaire.  The purpose of the longitudinal analysis is to focus on
and highlight those comments that have been similar in nature, and consistently mentioned during the ten-
year period of the survey.  Representative samples of comments from the Longitudinal Analysis are included
in Appendix G.  Also included is a sample Comments page from Administrative Services (Appendix H).

The report includes a copy of the Superintendent’s Review Questionnaire and contains the Departmental
Questionnaires for the seven departments in the service center.

Summary

The information gathered from the Evaluation Study assists in the continuous improvement process for
the service center.  Each department analyzes the information for the purpose of improving or modifying
existing products and services as well as determining the demand for new products and services.  Leaders of
the service center utilize the information for strategic planning and to ensure that the service center complies
with state statutes and meets the needs of our customer districts and campuses.

As a result of the information gathered from the Evaluation Study, Region IV ESC has developed new
products and services to meet customer demands.  Some of the new products and services include additional
school board training, additional technology services, increasing on-site services and cluster meetings,
internet connectivity, establishment of a purchasing cooperative, and additional technical assistance in all
areas.  The creation of advisory groups to involve stakeholders in the decision making process about Region
IV ESC services is also a result of the information gathered from the Evaluation Study.

Beginning with the 1999-2000 school year, Region IV Education Service Center has undergone
organizational restructuring.  The restructuring effort is intended to improve the quality of Region IV’s
delivery of services to its customers.  Organizational change will more effectively integrate service center
programs to improve customer service, increase efficiency and accomplish the goals that have been
established for the ESC.  Divisions are now aligned around a common focus and common functions.  New
departmental questionnaires for the 1999-2000 Evaluation Study now represent five Region IV ESC
Divisions: (a) Education Services, (b) Human Resources, (c) Business Services, (d) Customer Support
Services, and (e) Technology Services that are subdivided into 16 departments with a questionnaire for each
department.  The Superintendent’s Review questionnaire is still included for the final Evaluation Study
Report.  For the first time, the Evaluation Study process will now be conducted by the Texas Center for
Educational Research.  The results of this evaluation are expected to be published in the fall of 2000.

Also in the 1999-2000 school year, a state mandated client satisfaction study was initiated for the twenty
regional education service centers.  Since each regional education service center operates independently and
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somewhat differently from each other, the state study focuses on areas that are common to all.  The study the
Region IV Education Service Center conducts is more detailed, and the two are used in concert with each
providing distinct information.

Reference
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Appendix A

1998 – 1999

REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S EVALUATION

of Region IV Education Service Center

Products and Services

SUPERINTENDENT’S REVIEW

Please consider the strengths and areas for improvement in Region IV Education Service Center’s services
and/or products provided in 1998-99.  Your completion and return of this survey by June 30, 1999, will be
appreciated.  A self-addressed envelope is attached for your convenience.

I consider the following Region IV ESC services and/or products as areas of strength:

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

I consider the following Region IV ESC services and/or products as areas for improvement for 1999-2000:

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

♦ ___________________________________________________________________________________

Respondent:

My district has:

❏ Fewer than 3,000 students

❏ 3,001-9,000 students

❏ 9,001-20,000 students

❏ 20,000+ students

Comments:

______________________________________

______________________________________

______________________________________

______________________________________

______________________________________

______________________________________
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Appendix B

1998 – 1999

REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S EVALUATION

of Region IV Education Service Center

Products and Services

DEPARTMENT: GENERAL EDUCATION

TO: ____________________________

FROM: Office of the Superintendent

Please complete the attached Regional Advisory Committee’s Evaluation of Region IV Education Service
Center Products and Services and return it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope to Region IV’s Regional
Advisory Committee by June 30, 1999.

Thank you for your assistance.
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Appendix B (continued)

   The Regional Advisory Committee is conducting the
annual evaluation of Region IV ESC products and
services and will report the findings at its annual
meeting.  Your assistance in completing the following
survey is truly appreciated.
   Listed below are services provided to Region IV ESC
districts in 1998-99 by General Education.  Please
evaluate these services as to utilization and effectiveness
by placing a ✓  in the box under your response.
   Please rate each service’s effectiveness on a scale of
“clearly outstanding” to “unsatisfactory.”  If you did not
use a service, please respond as to whether the “service
was not needed” or you were “not aware of this service.”
   Once you have completed the evaluation, please return
it by June 30, 1999, to the Regional Advisory
Committee.  A self-addressed envelope is enclosed.
Thank you!

REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S EVALUATION

of Region IV Education Service Center

Products and Services

GENERAL EDUCATION

Service Utilization & Effectiveness

(1) General Education assists campuses and districts in the
building of on-site capacity and resources to improve student
achievement through technical assistance and professional
development in…

A. TAAS and a balanced approach to assessment and testing
(TAAS workshops in Reading, Mathematics, Science, and
Social Studies, Spanish TAAS, TAAS Writing Training,
Assessment Institutes, Texas Reading Initiative, Effective
Campus Planning)……………………………………………….

B. The development, alignment, or revision of curriculum (TEKS
workshops, 4MAT, Integrated Curriculum Institute, Curriculum
Development Institute, Instructional Technology workshops,
PreAP-AP Vertical Teams, Role of the Principal in Curriculum
Development, Implementation Strategies Related to TEKS,
Science Curriculum Development – Pearland)...

C. Research-based, effective instructional practices (Instructional
Strategies Institutes – Cooperative Learning (Basics and
Advanced), Concept Attainment, Inductive Teaching, Inquiry,
Synectics, Socratic Seminar, 4MAT, Project CRISS,
Instructional Technology workshops, and workshops on
Phonemic Awareness and
Phonetics)…………………………….

D. Research-based, effective instructional practices for students
with special needs (4MAT, Gifted Institutes, Project REACH
Training, Title I School Support, Migrant Education, Bilingual/
ESL workshops, Border Schools Research Project, dyslexia
workshops)…….

E. The use of technology in the classroom (Instructional
Technology workshops, Integrating Technology into the
Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, Social Studies
classroom, Technology Preview Center, Texas Library
Connection)……………………………………
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Appendix B (continued)

GENERAL EDUCATION

(1) General Education assists campuses and districts in the
building of on-site capacity and resources to improve
student achievement through technical assistance and
professional development in (continued)…

F. The planning for technology integration into the K-12
curriculum………………………………………………..

(2) General Education also assists campuses and districts in
services that provide support for learners through…

A. Technical assistance and coordination in the areas of career
development and job skills and appropriate professional
development………………………………..

B. Technical assistance and coordination in the areas of health
and wellness, service learning, and appropriate professional
development………………………………..

C. Technical assistance and coordination in the area of school
safety, conflict resolution and drug prevention (alcohol,
tobacco, and other drug use prevention and intervention,
student assistance programs, Title IV application and
evaluation, Safe and Drug Free Schools Co-op, school
safety and security, violence prevention, Title IV Co-op)
and appropriate professional develop-
ment……………………………………………...

D. Technical assistance and coordination in the area of school
climate and diversity (learner-centered classrooms gender
differences, learning style preferences, and culture differ-
ences) and appropriate professional development….

(3) General Education provides leadership development and
technical assistance in the areas of…

A. Site-based decision making (SBDM Implementation,
Systemic Change and School Reform, Effective Campus
Planning, Title I School Support, Texas School Improve-
ment Initiative – Low Performing Districts and Cam-
puses)……………………………………………….

B. Instructional supervision (PDAS, PDAS Renewal, Instruc-
tional Leadership Training)……………………..

C. The statewide accountability system (standards, scoring
procedures, future issues)………………………………

Service Utilization & Effectiveness
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Appendix B (continued)

GENERAL EDUCATION Service Utilization & Effectiveness
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(3) General Education provides leadership development and
technical assistance in the areas of (continued)…

D. Management and leadership issues (Critical Issues series,
Effective Documentation, New Principal’s Institute,
Principal’s Leadership Meetings)……………

(4) General Education also assists campuses and districts by…

A. Providing and disseminating information, materials, and
resources to district and campus personnel in all of the
areas stated in 1—3…………………………………….

B. Providing opportunities for networking with other
campuses in the region in the areas stated in 1—3
(Elementary, Middle, and High School Mentor Networks,
Texas School Improvement Initiative, Alternative School
Network, Title I School Support, Principal’s Updates and
Meetings, Bilingual, G/T, Safe and Drug Free Schools and
TAAS Coordinators and Instructional Leaders, Technol-
ogy Leadership Group)..

C. Providing vision and guidance toward systemic change
(Leadership Seminar Series, conferences)……………..

(5) General Education assists campuses and districts by
providing distance education support through delivery of
instruction and information…

A. StarNET High School academic programming…………

B. Professional Development broadcasts…………………..

C. Rebroadcast of InterAct programming………………….

D. TAAS Learning Strategies Videotape Series, Video
Conferencing Planning/Support……………………….

E. Region IV engineering consultations for maintenance/
repair/expansion of services……………..

F. Video and audio tape duplication……………………….
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Appendix B (continued)

GENERAL EDUCATION

(5) General Education assists campuses and districts by

providing distance education support through delivery of

instruction and information (continued)…

G. Electronic Field Trips, InterAct Select Seminar Series,

Focus, TAAS Talk Show……………………………..

H. T-Star (satellite) training/technical support……………

In this section of the survey which are the most helpful services provided to you and your district?  (Please identify the

service by number(s) and letter(s), i.e., 1A):

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

In this section of the survey which services would you like to see improved, modified, or enhanced?  (Please identify the

service by number(s) and letter(s), i.e., 1A):

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

Which additional products or services would you like to see General Education consider offering?

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

Service Utilization & Effectiveness
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Appendix B (continued)

GENERAL EDUCATION

Comments:

______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________

Respondent:

My district has:    My position is:

❏ Fewer than 3,000 students ❏ superintendent

❏ 3,001-9,000 students ❏ deputy superintendent

❏ 9,001-20,000 students ❏ assistant superintendent

❏ 20,000+ students ❏ director/coordinator/supervisor of

__________________________

❏ principal

❏ teacher

❏ other ________________________
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Appendix C

1998-1999

Number and Percent of Responses Received

Questionnaires Responses Received Percentage
of Responses Received

Superintendent Review 32 57%

General Administration 38 68%

General Education 32 57%

Special Education 34 61%

Administrative Services 39 70%

Personnel Services 35 63%

Business Services 33 59%

Management Information Services 35 63%
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Appendix D

1998-1999

General Education

Effectiveness Rating

Effectiveness Rating

N=29 N=37 N=32
96-97 97-98 98-99

4.2 4.1 4.2

4.1 4.3 4.2

4.2 4.3 4.2

4.3 4.2 4.5

4.2 4.3 4.4

4.2 4.0 4.0

3.9 3.8

(1) General Education assists campuses and districts in the building

of on-site capacity and resources to improve student achievement

through technical assistance and professional development in…

A. TAAS and a balanced approach to assessment and testing (TAAS

workshops in Reading, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies,

Spanish TAAS, TAAS Writing Training, Assessment Institutes,

Texas Reading Initiative, Effective Campus Planning)

B. The development, alignment, or revision of curriculum (TEKS

workshops, 4MAT, Integrated Curriculum Institute, Curriculum

Development Institute, Instructional Technology workshops,

PreAP-AP Vertical Teams, Role of the Principal in Curriculum

Development, Implementation Strategies Related to TEKS,

Science Curriculum Development – Pearland)

C. Research-based, effective instructional practices (Instructional

Strategies Institutes – Cooperative Learning (Basics and Ad-

vanced), Concept Attainment, Inductive Teaching, Inquiry,

Synectics, Socratic Seminar, 4MAT, Project CRISS, Instructional

Technology workshops, and workshops on Phonemic Awareness

and Phonetics)

D. Research-based, effective instructional practices for students with

special needs (4MAT, Gifted Institutes, Project REACH Training,

Title I School Support, Migrant Education, Bilingual/ESL work-

shops, Border Schools Research Project, dyslexia workshops)

E. The use of technology in the classroom (Instructional Technology

workshops, Integrating Technology into the Language Arts,

Mathematics, Science, Social Studies classroom, Technology

Preview Center, Texas Library Connection)

F. The planning for technology integration into the K-12 curriculum

(new service as of 97-98)
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Appendix E

1998-1999

General Education

Utilization Percentage by Service

% Utilizing Services

N=29 N=37 N=32
96-97 97-98 98-99

97.0 97.0 97.0

86.0 95.0 91.0

97.0 92.0 88.0

100.0 100.0 97.0

90.0 92.0 90.0

73.0 81.0

(1) General Education assists campuses and districts in the building

of on-site capacity and resources to improve student achievement

through technical assistance and professional development in…

A. TAAS and a balanced approach to assessment and testing (TAAS

workshops in Reading, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies,

Spanish TAAS, TAAS Writing Training, Assessment Institutes,

Texas Reading Initiative, Effective Campus Planning)

B. The development, alignment, or revision of curriculum (TEKS

workshops, 4MAT, Integrated Curriculum Institute, Curriculum

Development Institute, Instructional Technology workshops,

PreAP-AP Vertical Teams, Role of the Principal in Curriculum

Development, Implementation Strategies Related to TEKS,

Science Curriculum Development – Pearland)

C. Research-based, effective instructional practices (Instructional

Strategies Institutes – Cooperative Learning (Basics and Ad-

vanced), Concept Attainment, Inductive Teaching, Inquiry,

Synectics, Socratic Seminar, 4MAT, Project CRISS, Instructional

Technology workshops, and workshops on Phonemic Awareness

and Phonetics)

D. Research-based, effective instructional practices for students with

special needs (4MAT, Gifted Institutes, Project REACH Training,

Title I School Support, Migrant Education, Bilingual/ESL work-

shops, Border Schools Research Project, dyslexia workshops)

E. The use of technology in the classroom (Instructional Technology

workshops, Integrating Technology into the Language Arts,

Mathematics, Science, Social Studies classroom, Technology

Preview Center, Texas Library Connection)

F. The planning for technology integration into the K-12 curriculum

(new service as of 97-98)
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Appendix F

1998-1999

General Education

Percentage by Reason by Service

% Not Knowing About Service

N=29 N=37 N=32
96-97 97-98 98-99

0.0 0.0 0.0

3.0 0.0 3.0

0.0 0.0 3.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

11.0 3.0

(1) General Education assists campuses and districts in the building

of on-site capacity and resources to improve student achievement

through technical assistance and professional development in…

A. TAAS and a balanced approach to assessment and testing (TAAS

workshops in Reading, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies,

Spanish TAAS, TAAS Writing Training, Assessment Institutes,

Texas Reading Initiative, Effective Campus Planning)

B. The development, alignment, or revision of curriculum (TEKS

workshops, 4MAT, Integrated Curriculum Institute, Curriculum

Development Institute, Instructional Technology workshops,

PreAP-AP Vertical Teams, Role of the Principal in Curriculum

Development, Implementation Strategies Related to TEKS,

Science Curriculum Development – Pearland)

C. Research-based, effective instructional practices (Instructional

Strategies Institutes – Cooperative Learning (Basics and Ad-

vanced), Concept Attainment, Inductive Teaching, Inquiry,

Synectics, Socratic Seminar, 4MAT, Project CRISS, Instructional

Technology workshops, and workshops on Phonemic Awareness

and Phonetics)

D. Research-based, effective instructional practices for students with

special needs (4MAT, Gifted Institutes, Project REACH Training,

Title I School Support, Migrant Education, Bilingual/ESL work-

shops, Border Schools Research Project, dyslexia workshops)

E. The use of technology in the classroom (Instructional Technology

workshops, Integrating Technology into the Language Arts,

Mathematics, Science, Social Studies classroom, Technology

Preview Center, Texas Library Connection)

F. The planning for technology integration into the K-12 curriculum

(new service as of 97-98)
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Appendix G

SAMPLE OF TEN-YEAR LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS

1989-1990 Comments

We feel the future is very bright and look forward to continued use of the valuable services available to our
school district.

I really appreciate all the support you and the entire staff have devoted to helping the small schools.  I agree
with my colleague and fellow superintendents. that you have the right approach and have a definite plan that
will benefit all the schools in Region IV.  Keep up the good work.

1990-1991 Comments

All areas have improved.

I appreciate the positive changes which have been made in behalf of our school districts.

Noticeable improvement in service over last year.

I believe Region IV is doing a superb job.  I agree with the direction Region IV is moving toward.

1991-1992 Comments

Good job!  We appreciate your efforts.

Region IV can be depended upon for quick responses to questions and reliable information.

1992-1993 Comments

Excellent response from Region IV staff on needs.  Diversity is outstanding in programs and response to
providing new information.

Consultants have been helpful and pleasant to work with this school year.

1993-1994 Comments

Excellent customer-focused services.

Thanks for your continuous support assistance.

Region IV is an example of a service organization that “really” is a service organization.


