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Delaware Community Meetings on the ESSA Plan Draft

• Topic: Comprehensive and Targeted Support and Improvement Schools

• Number of Participants: 12

• Location and Date: Wilmington, November 16, 2016

Question 1: Each state is required to determine if Title I schools meet the criteria for comprehensive and

targeted support and improvement status. Approximately, two-third of all schools are Title I. Which of the

following types of schools should the state consider for identification?

• Title I schools only

• Title I schools and Title I eligible schools only (Title I eligible schools meet the eligibility criteria but are
not served with Title I funds

• All schools

Number of Participants selecting Option

Title I schools only
Title I schools and

Title I eligible schools only
All schools

2 2 8

Benefits

• May be the “carrot” to
incentivize the eligible
schools to apply for Title 1

• Identify only 7 schools in
Delaware

• More inclusive opportunity
(more students served)

• More students are reached
in 11 schools

• Students have more risk
factors

• Even more schools and
students served

• There is more money with
Title 1

• More students are reached

• Some non-Title 1 schools
need more support

• There are high needs
populations within other
schools

• Special schools don’t qualify

• All schools deserve
adequate resources for all
students to succeed

Challenges

• If this definition is fluid it
could change every year

• May “disincentivize”
redistricting patterns

• May negatively impact
schools

• Schools in need are left out

• Funds spread among more
schools, resulting in fewer
dollars per school

• May negatively impact
schools

• Same bucket of money –
cutting schools out of
limited pot

• Would reduce the amount
per school

• Title 1 schools alone may
not adequately identify
needs even if they have
more resources

• Concentrated populations

• Even less money/school

• Same bucket of money –
cutting schools out of
limited pot

• Would reduce the amount
per school

• Funding decreases as it is
dispersed
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Question 2: When identifying schools for comprehensive support and improvement, should the State
consider?

• Lowest 5 percent of all schools, or

• Lowest 5 percent of schools by each grade span (elementary, middle and high)?

Number of Participants selecting Option

Lowest 5 percent of all schools Lowest 5 percent of schools by each grade span

1 11

Benefits

• Targeting elementary schools could be a good
early intervention strategy

• Targets neediest students

• Could focus more on prevention (if it’s mostly
at the elementary level)

• These schools tend to be significantly smaller,
so the funds go farther

• Easier to close gap by catch students earlier in
elementary school

• Targets most needy students

• Focuses more on prevention

• Schools are smaller

• Could give secondary schools more of an
opportunity and touch more students

• Allows you to see how it works
programmatically at different levels, or how it
does not work

• Shows that all students are valued

• Allows us to see how effectiveness translates
between grade bands

• Providing support at middle and high school
levels in addition to elementary

• Different populations

• At school different times

• Support should be distributed

• Continues support needed beyond
elementary school

• Models of success needed at every level

• Values all students

• Supports programs across grade bands

Challenges

• Don’t give up on older students

• Potentially high schools in need might not get
funded

• Wind up with mostly elementary

• Secondary will be ignored

• High schools may not be funded

• Finds can go farther per student in smaller
elementary schools

• There potentially can be gaming of the
populations to get in or out of the program
(specifically, they can manipulate feeder
patterns)

• You may be targeting the neediest students

• Earlier intervention (elementary school) is
best

• May be gaming to get in or out of the
program

Question 3: If a Comprehensive Support and Improvement School meets its exit criteria early (less than 4
years), what should be the next step?

• Return to minimal monitoring and base funding

• Continuing to closely monitor the school with reduced supplemental funding and technical assistance

• Require a 2nd year of meeting targets with supplemental funding and technical assistance
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Number of Participants selecting Option

Minimal monitoring/base funding Closely monitor/reduced funding Require a “sustainability year”

0 0 2

Benefits

• Another school might have
the opportunity to get the
funds

• Lose the stigma

• You don’t have monitoring,
so more flexibility

• What’s the process of the
school goes back to previous
performance levels?

• What happens to the funds?

• Limited dollars, but you can
continue your programs
with some funding

• Some technical assistance

• Continues the funding

• Continued programming

• Supporting students
longer period of time

• More time for
transitioning and getting
rid of programs while
seeking other funding

• Opportunity to reach for
higher goals

• Perpetuate some positive
momentum and progress

• Ensure valid data

• Good to show that the
school can replicate their
positive results

• Continue what is working

• Reward for doing a good
job

• Change is harder in a short
amount of time.

Challenges

• School would go back to
where it was

• Loss of funding and programs

• Loss of necessary support

• Impacting school climate

• Expectation of regression

• Can lead to program not
being successful if they think
it won’t be longer term

• Need time to change
community

• Some incentives take more
than four years to implement

• What’s the process of the
school goes back to previous
performance levels?

• What happens to the funds?

• Loss of some funding and
programming

• Loss of some support

• Some impacts on school
climate

• Some expectation of
regression

• Some difference with the
level of buy-in

• “Disincentivizes” meeting
targets in the first or
second year

• Why should a school have
to meet new targets
again?

Are there other options? If so, what do they include? What would be the benefits and challenges?

There was consensus in the group that a combination of the second and third options would be best –

Continue to closely monitor the school to see if the positive outcomes can be sustained while also

continuing to provide supplemental funding and technical assistance – 9 participants selected1

1 One participant did not select any of the four options related to this question
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Other thoughts on additional options, benefits and challenges included the following:

• Demonstrate two years of progress and then reduced funds and technical assistance

• Not just for schools that finish early

• No matter when they exit, keep support for four years and then continued state monitoring and

limited funding and support for another four years

• Meet goals, work with school community to identify areas of need that still exist based on

stakeholder feedback

• Combine options 2 and 3

• Increase duration of grant period to six years

• Celebrate improvement with continued funds and minimal monitoring

Question 4: If a school does not exit Comprehensive Support and Improvement status within 4 years, what
should be the next step? This question allowed for open-ended responses in the small groups, but there was
consensus across groups that a process should be put in place to determine the reasons why the school has
not shown improvement and what can be done to address the ongoing issues specific to each school.
Recommendations included the following, along with the number of participants selecting each as one of the
top three most important comments in their group:

• Determine whether school had adequate funds to thee the goals and diagnose generally why the
school did not exit one time (2)

• Potentially, be more rigorous with provided supports (2)

• Review the support plan and identify changes to improve implementation fidelity (0)

• Evaluate other (systemic) issues outside the school that may have negatively affected
implementation and improvement (2)

• Identify the reasons/obstacles for why the school did not exit school improvement by instituting a
comprehensive needs assessment based on data and conversations with staff and community
members (e.g., root cause analysis) (2)

• Teachers and administrators share what they think is going on as the basis for what to implement (1)

• Survey of the community to determine issues (0)

• State will impose or require additional interventions for the school (1)

• Voluntary or involuntary teacher transfers based on school needs (0)

• Partnering stronger and weaker schools to work together (2)

• Parenting classes as required support (5)

• Need periodic input from stakeholders directly involved in the school community (5)

• Solution depends on root causes (0)

• Prevent inability to meet exit criteria by: looking outside for success stories and input from
stakeholders; continuing to focus on school plan while allowing it to be fluid (5)

• Comprehensive evaluation of why they did not meet their targets, then use results from the
evaluation to 1) identify new options, 2) shift funding, and 3) receive needs-based funding and
support (5)

• Make support individualized – one size does not fit all

• Rebrand schools in improvement so there is not the same level of stigma (5)
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Question 5: How should the state distribute Title I school improvement funds for schools identified for
Comprehensive Support and Improvement?

• Distribute to LEAs as a formula grant

• Distribute to LEAs through a competitive grant

• Hybrid of the two (ex., formula grant where every district with CSI schools receives a small floor of
funding, and other funding is contingent on quality of the plan, level of need, and commitment to change
from the school and LEA)

Number of Participants selecting Option

Formula grant Competitive grant Hybrid of the two

4 0 8

Benefits

• Depending on the formula,
could be equitable

• Predictable

• Equal playing field

• Ensures that every school
gets funding

• Would go to the schools
grant

• Covers everyone

• Equal footing

• Most fair

• Predictable

• Tailored to specific
interventions

• People who are really
invested get it –
improvement is more
likely

• Higher levels of funds for
some schools might
improve their chance of
success

• Should be carrot for
quality plan

• Provides a baseline money
amount while allowing
schools to apply to justify
additional funds

• Best of both worlds – every
school gets something but
funding is differentiated
based on criteria

• Plan is in the grant process

• Still should be quality
component

Challenges

• Depending on the formula,
could inhibit/restrict more
expensive interventions,
even if they are the right
ones

• People may not be as
invested in change if they
don’t have to compete

• May be less innovate

• May spend less efficiently

• Depends on formula

• What criteria is important?

• Needs are different at all
schools

• No incentive to write quality
plan

• Can become compliance
activity

• Could depend on the people
writing the grant

• Cannot implement the
intervention if you do not
get the grant

• Incentive to oversell or
make application
unrealistically ambitious

• Competitive grant writing
takes time

• Grant writing requires skills
and low income schools
typically do not have the
capacity to apply

• Fighting for money puts
people at odds

• Schools would be left out

• Competition

• May not be able to follow
through

• Comes with the challenges
of both options but they
are less intense

• Neediest may not get the
most funding


