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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

101 Pleasant Street

Concord. NH 03301
TEL. (603)271-3495
FAX (603)271-1953

Christine M. Brennan

Deputy Commissioner

March 13.2020

His Excellency. Governor Christopher T. Sununu ^

and the Honorable Council

State House

Concord. New Hampshire 03301

REQUESTED ACTION

Authorize the Department of Education. Division of Learner Support, to exercise a renewal option
of a contract with Demonstrated Success. LLC. Rye. NH (vendor code 267483). by increasing the
price limitation by $329,500.00 from $300,000.00 to $629,500.00. to expand the Department's
capacity to support school turnaround by partnering with LEAs that have identified
Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI) and Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI)
schools in order to achieve equitable student outcomes, effective July 1. 2020. upon Governor
and Council approval, through June 30. 2021. The original contract was.approved by Governor'
& Council on April 17, 2019 (Item #123A). 100% Federal Funds

Funds to support this request are available in the account titled Title I Compensatory
Education as follows:

FY21

06-56-56-562010-25090000-072-509073 Contracts

EXPLANATION

$329,500.00

The Department contracted with Demonstrated Success. LLC to work with K-8 schools

to improve instruction and learning for students. The services provided are intended to
continue into multiple years to ensure continuity and familiarity with schools. They will work
with schools and leadership teams to develop improvement plans. They will also continue
to work with staff and principals to implement evidence-based strategies to Improve
instructional strategies, communication procedures, assessment techniques, etc.
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His Excellency. Governor Christopher T. Sununu
end the Honorable Council

Morch 13, 2020

Page 2 of 2

We wish to continue this contract In order to expand the department's capacity to
support school turnaround plans and sustainability. with a focus on closing achievement
gaps through personalized learning for all students

In the event Federal Funds no longer become available. General Funds will not be

requested to support this request.

Respectfully submitted.

Frank Edelblut

Commissioner of Education

FE:af:emr
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AMENDMENTTO
professional services contract

®>"A) bertb^

1. AtacndSectk» 1.7 J^octenda^ the completion (tote to June 30,2021

2. j^end Section 1.8 by increasing the price limitatwofiom $300,000.00 to S629^.00

3. Remove ̂trit A (Soope ofSenrfcci) end replace vriih Exhibit Brl (Scope of Services)

A Rciboyc E)dilbit B (Budget) and replace with Exfa^ C-i (nudgf)

5. Remove Ej^Tjit C (Spec^ Provisions) and replace with Exhibit A-l (Special Provisions)

5: AlJotiwprovisionsofmisagre^ihiUremrinioftin^^^
'6. Tbbtmeodsientafai^lcofnmeDceJrrly C

on June 30» 2021.

end must be ettacfaed to the arid .''''-"''"**^"""^™i8^t«iDeDtBy.theperties

IN WmmS yHFRKfiPi the pentes, ber^ bw act to hands as of the d^ and year first above wrteeri.

' ESTATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
. Department '..

•  , :..• (Ag^) .

DMshm iQioDer:

i./By;

Fcaah UlL ofEdueatum Date

rffii:
Maine of Corporation (Contractor)

STATE OF,

CouaQfof,^

Kflcfaael Sdn^ Sok Proprietor
Date

offiw.paiMftlhrappearedJ^ichadSAwiyi,kWwwt.i;m^/^.^yf,^^f^ theia^^

In wteieo whereof, I hereto act mv hand and

Ncaary PublicJJustice ofthe Pe»e
CoflunissioD Expires

Appnmdn to ftrin. iubstan» and execution by the Attorney (3^^ _ day of A<.

(^vision ofAttorney General Office
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EXHIBIT A-ll . ' /
> * * * '•. J T
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:  -i. ^ SCOPEbF.SERVICES: ' ■■ ■" ■ /. ! .
Derrtpnstrqte.d^Success, LL0;will,provide^the fpllo^ng-services to thq New Kornpshj^^^
Departmeril of-Education effective'JiJjIy K,', 2020/upon 6pvernor^&,Council'approval through ■ -
June 30, 2021: ;, ■ ; " / . ' ^ • ■ • . '

,K:^^ New Hqrnpstiire jGSI Schools. The scope of services will address^slx pribfities:qs described'
beipy/Iahd^vyi!! be/provided.ih'GonjunGtion^y/ithjthe Deparlrnent of'Educotipn. • '

Dei^pristratedrSqccess,, LLG-^understbndS'th work items may be rmqdified .
periagfeern;ept"^ith(t|:iejprpjis,ct;SppnspTqtife";NtH^Depdr1r4ehj,of^Edu . .
\P^erplJ:Scqp'e dpfjhedTn_^^js'GGnj'rqd^^^
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EXHIBITtC-l.

. - :. Bucxsk •

The following b.udget tpsts breindysiye^ time,:[gbor end trdyehexpense
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Project PyeTsight/and DQE CbildboXotioh ' • ■ ■ ' -. . ■." •• •
lnitiaLpiannin'g;dhd work sessiori With'DOE lead^sbip.:tei;am.{2'd^^
members):-;' '!, ' .

:-4,800

Bi-weekly CSl!Suiopprt.Team'Meetings{3.hoursj'4tr0inea26;meet|.rigs]. ^ .  .24,000.

Bt-Weekiy meetjngs;with ppEled,dership'teb^''(.f^ug- ■ " ' 21,600 ■

Bi,i!T)dnt^l^::Reppd!Pf;schop^^^ :■ . ' ■ -::-3,600. ''l-';.:.
Priority 1:, Provide.techrilcdl osslstance.as.schboJ$}revjse tlielrlmprovemerit plans • '
baVed j>nchajiging needs wlfhin:Scii&6is; €ori'sldw^ (-1) leadership/(2)
talentideyeiolDiiTie^^^^^ (3)-lnstTuctl6nal trqnsfo/m^l ahd (4j!Schobl c^Ultyre.

'•"r' ■ V. ■

j^od/T^-b0.4^^ey;eWjmproyerfieb'f^rempfa^ ■ ' r- ■ '
• e, ,

Iptemal Deyeloprneot (2 ful| .daysjr/2^!trainer5'*^y» ■  • KA,^'
V - > . . ••• 1 .

Rev1eWWi^ij^l^;[5pJi{iQCluded:ir;i;i5bje'p^^ .. •'"•i-: ' ' . v,..:-." ' ' ' V - •' X , *

.W6r/c.Wif|i-^dhg^^ r. ' ;  " ' • . • - ." ' ̂

Revie)w.'!nputs(5.chpol'Leadership jriputoQidgnbs'tia^€Wen,t,SIPl?ESP')S^^^ ■- ,
.dnd;su'gpqH'i'eddephipMedr;iii.^^^^^ ■ ,

■J 4,400.

Deyelopf&"Seod!ESP"SpiVeV-(tp'dd}ifediQgpos^ ' ' . • . - 1 ;'200- ■ .

MeetWilll-5chpol,'LeqdersJvpiiredms42;h^^ ' ; > '! '  V^^'pO ■ :
f^eyise'Drpff^Pf^^^^^ "l V ■ ! ' ; '
,\^o/^W'fh>5chpols'fO''UpdQfe/P/go^.iv- ' V.,'

4  i.. ̂  ■

Reviewjoppjs prpndeliyerdbiesj^Ledc^rsfi^ ' ' . • " . ■
and;suppprt;leqdershipipdmW!}fr~f&VLsipnTr''y^ ■" ■ ■ ■

j ":^ --} 4' ;400-

fAe.erwjth'^GhpoiLeddPi^hip'TedmsJf-l ha ■ \
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Review f:Ondihg,l?egT!ie;stsand;pisGU^X^^^^ ' ■ . . .v'
^^$sisLiyith,r.eyisin'g'pla1is>pn'd'rebuests,ai" n^ ' ' • -r' •;

Priority,3::;Suppdrt^Fjrih^ \ ,7-' , . "•
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■  J' ;;

1  '
Provide target expertise to dssisj pnnGipdl (e;.g^ scheduling) - 2 times'tor each school ,I9;200

h ' '

Review, recommend and aissiVt-iwjrh^revisio .jpr,grpnt;r.eqi:;ests;(fali) .  6,000

i' ; .
Review, recommend end ossist with revisidnfor'grorit requests (spring) ' ' " . ,6,000

p'rorn6te ,c6ilabdrattbn.ocross'G.Si-schools"fdr-c6mrhbn\effprtsJ{fl^re^^ . , " . ̂ '
cdmmuhieatbhs^^^ v • ■ •'. "

■  1/200

•• . . • _

1 . ■

Noteijif mentor is'not apprbphate for;SChddl; we wiirtpeilexjblewlthidlterhqtive
pfterings.^.. • ' " " '' . , ^

J  ' ^'
Priortty.4:-^roytdie ScHooIs with CbntenhSuppbrt l Collabpratidn •  • .

-  •» f /

2^Fuilpay vy.orkshopsifpriLeadershipjTeam.- Re.:^ievyiPlans and Data (^.trainers),-. 2i;800-.
: "-f- :

2,'Full:payjnTSChoplfSupport v, '/■■ '■■v.'- '., '-. :

/  ' / V.
After.SchoolWebirSdrsJ , , -•

"  Z"? •. ' -L 6-000^ ,./■ .

Sdfei:cidy\fiD ■

V  ,
-r 'S-Saturdby Courses each.4;tipur$, (3 dqy_S;desigri!X^4Qy''!ihP''^'^^^/dti Plus

4;guestisp.eakers "i .v' ' , .--j; '""'
■  - 28;80p ;
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r  « . - 4
•W *, .• ^.teai^s^oNTfpm eqchiSGhpbll^fdcl^^^ /. •; [7,^: - ■
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-C9!!egejbreGlit;,^rGyIdedfo[^-'CGurse>(Pqid%y:Jpe.al:ScbpoJ]r^$30plper,pqdlcl^^^ ; ■  ■■■ ' ' ■,

c . • * '

.  . ■

^riorit^'S: Provldejtechnlcatasststarice thrpugh.trqInlrigsCand wortcshops ^ ^ ^
(^atewlde^r^iondlly)' to^TSiand'TSI schools,wftti a focus'ori clpsihg qchjeyejnerit-
gapS'thfough ihnbyatjve.qhd pei^.onalized learnirig^^ , - z"*-

t' •

Monthly Webinars (6) - - ■ -- i/ " , v; '1 '

1%^ ' . '

KhbwIedge\Bbseand'f?esp^^^^ V '
J  '

JSJ arid,,^TJ?wbrl«h^ 1 -.^Undejsidhdln^iypu/jpb'fdlg^^^ < '-^.'SOOV; '
.T;SI prib'ATS/Wbrkshob ll -/.Uriderstanding your^Datq.q'od'RIar^ning fdrUpcp^
(2<|raihers)' , ' "■■''z. ' '.". -.o-" ^

7:300 -
V- ' ^

I..v.. • ■
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.L- ■ .

Prlorfty 4: Dempn^ote thepffectjvenesl pj'theipr6j^'tih\qcfilevihg^^
and.RrloritiesfofithlsjRFP through'l fO Minimum Require
Provided lncly5jn^jPrp3e'ct eyiajp^lpn^^^^ • . ; • -
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Lihnitotion on Hce:. Lipon mutodi aQreerrient between'the stole'cohlrpcfjng'officerand the
eonJrdctdrf:iine:ijerT3Siin this budget may be'adjyste.d one jo-GQother. but in'no case, shall the

'  .. • ..^:"PundihQ Source:. Funds to suppbrt'this request ore avoiioble.ln the.account titled.Title I ■

.  'CdrndensdiplY;Edud^ ^ ■ Vv

■  ̂ /' " ■ ■ ■ ^ ' >Y2i. " ^ '
' b.6-%5^56'2pi^^^^ Contracts- ,/r $329.^.06 ; . ' .* . ■ . *

I  - ' _ . , ' • . . . ""

:i . ' . . Method of.Pdvfnent: Ravmenris to.be:mdde"^monthlvon:f"he'basisofjnvbices wliiGh ore • •• . • -
'  ' supported.by a symmdiy of,qctivitiesSfhdt:have taken place ihyaccordance with't^e terms of .
f. .theicpntract;alpng-withajdetailedlistipgofjexpensesincuired-Of^dtherWlsecorreet-an^ • j
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CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY .

-  .(Single'Mcm^r) ■

•  , I'^Michael Schwartz .as a-Sinele Member of mv.Business. DemonstratedSuccess: LLC. certify that'l.am authorized ,
'  • 'to entcr:iht6' a,'contract .with' the StatevoCNew'.'Hampshire. Dcpartrnentibf/Education..;on! behaif--ofrBemoristrated • .

■  , - Success/LLC: " '

h^ 'WITNESS, WHEREOF, ! have'hereuntojsefmy hah^ as,the SingleiMerhber of the Busihess'.this tO " 'dav of

"  .2020'.:" ■ ^
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-STATEOK.

eOUNTyOF-

. ■ • r'-. ,Onithis;the- dav of '
,  \ r'.

''

.^20". ibefore'mc: -■ 'the'-

•' ^ [imde'rsigried- 'Officer^ t^"r^na[lv aDDeaued'Michael'Schwartz. 'Whb acl^owledged:KimselF tQ..be'ttie Sin"^le^Mp.rnhftr.
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State of New Hampshire

Department of State

CERTIFICATE

1. William M. Gardner. Sccrciary of State of the State of New Hampshire, do hereby certify that DEMONSTRATED SUCCESS,

LLC is a New Hampshire Limited Liability Company registered to transact business in New Hampshire on November 18. 2014. I

further certify that all fees and documents required by the Secretar)' of State's ofOcc have been received and is in good standing as

far as this office is concerned.

Business ID: 717760

Certificate Number: 0004923760

Mf.

%

d

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF.

I hereto set my hand and cause to be affi.xcd

the Sea! of the Slate of New Hampshire,

this 1st day of June A.D. 2020.

William M. Gardner

Sccrciary of State



/XCORCf CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE
DATE (MM/OO/YYYY)

06/01/2020

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS
CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES
BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S), AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER. AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.

IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(les} must have ADDITIONAL INSURED provisions or be endorsed.
If SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subject to the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statement on
this certificate does not confer rights to the certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement(s).

" TOnTaTT
NAME:

Emma PankeyPROOUCER

Kane Insurance

242 State Street

Ronsmouth. .NH-0380U

PHONE (603) 433-5600

emma@kaneins.com

7a3
tAJC. Nol:

(603) 740-5000

INSURERtS) AFFOROING COVERAGE

INSURER

NAICS

-11000

Demonstrated Success LLC

NH 03801
INSURER F;

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE SEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT. TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN. THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

LTR TYPE OF INSURANCE'
IhSP

SUBR
wvn POLICY NUMBER

POLICY EFF
(MM/OO/YYYYI

POLICY EXP
(MM/DDfYYYY) LIMITS

A

X COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY

E  1 X| OCCUR

Y 08/10/2019 08/10/2020

EACH OCCURRENCE S 2,000,000

CLAIMS-MAO
UAMAUb TO H&NTEO
•PREMISES f£fl occurrenrel S 1,000,000

MED EXP (Any one person) S 10,000

PERSONAL & ADV INJURY S 2,000,000
GENt AGGREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER: GENERAL AGGREGATE S 4,000.000
X POLICY j 1 1 1 LOC

OTHER:

PRODUCTS • COMP/OP AGG S 4,000.000

s

AU1OMOBILE LIABILITY COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT
(Fa ardoent) $

ANY AUTO

OWNED

AUTOS ONLY
HIRED
AUTOS ONLY

SCHEDULED

AUTOS
NON-OWNED
AUTOS ONLY

BODILY INJURY (Per person) s

BODILY INJURY (Per acciaeni) s

PROPERTY OAkLAGE
(Per aceidenO s

s

UMBRELLA LIAe

EXCESS LIAB

OCCUR

Claims-made

EACH OCCURRENCE s

AGGREGATE s

DEO RETENTION S
s

WORKERS COMPENSATION

AND EMPLOYERS'LIABILITY

ANY PROPRIETOR/PARTNER/EXECUTIVE | 1
OFFICER/MEMBER EXCLUDED?
(Mandatory in NH) ' '
If yes, oeacnM under
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS below

N/A

PER 1 OTH-
.STATIJTF 1 ER

E.L. EACH ACCIDENT $

E.L. DISEASE - EA EMPLOYEE 5

E.L. DISEASE • POLICY LIMIT $

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS 1 LOCATIONS / VEHICLES (ACORD 101. Additional Rtmarka Schadula, may ba atiachad It mora apaea la raqulrad)

''Activities usual and customary to education consulting."

Demonstrated Success, LLC is Named insured with NH Department of Education & The State of New Hampshire are Additional Insured by way of written
contract or agreement.

NH Department of Education

The Stale of New Hampshire

101 Pleasant St

Concord NH 03301

1

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE
THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

ACORD25 (2016/03)

© 1988-2015 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved.
The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD
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Frank Edelblut
Commlssionef

Christina M. Brennan

Deputy Commissioner

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

101 Pleasant Straet
Concord, NH 03301
TEL. (603) 271-3495

FAX (603) 271-1953 .

February 27. 2019

His Excellency, Governor Christopher T. Sununu
and the Honorable Council

State House

Concord. New Hampshire 03301

RFQUESTED ACTION

Authorize the Department of Education. Division of Learner Support, to enter into a contract
with Demonstroted Success, LLC, Rye, NH (vendor code 267483), in the omount of $300,000.00,
to expand the Department's capacity to support school turnaround by partnering with LEAs that
hove identified Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI) and Targeted Support and .
Improvement (TSI) schools in order to achieve equitable student outcomes. This contract, with
an option to renew for two (2) additional fiscal years, will be effective upon the dote of
Governor & Council approval through June 30,2020. 100% Federal Funds.

Funds to support this request are available in the account titled Title I Compensatory
Education for FY 19, and are anticipated to be available in FY 20, upon the ovoilability and
continued appropriation of funds in the future operating budget, Nvith the ability to adjust
encumbrances between Fiscal Years through the Budget Office without further Governor
and Council approval, if needed and justified:

06-56-56-562010-25090000-102-500731 Contracts for Program Services

06-56-56-562010-250900004)72-509073 Contracts

FY 19

$60,000.00

FY20

$240,000.00

EXPLANATION

A request for proposals was posted on the Department website on December 21,2018 with a
deadline for receipt of proposals of January II, 2019. The Department was seeking proposals
from qualified individuals or organizations with evidence of school turnaround expertise that will
expand the Department's capacity by partnering with LEAs that have identified-Comprehensive
Support and Improvement (CSI) schools and Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) schools.
This partnership would provide greater access to knowledge, including evidence-based
practices for personalized learning; access to experts that have a history of known turnaround
experience; and access to resources to support implementation of improvement plans.

-  TOD Acceas: Relay NH 711
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER- EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES



His Excellency. Governor Christopher T. Sununu
ond the Honorable .Council

Februory 27, 2019

Page 2

Six proposals were received, reviewed ond roted (see Attachment A) by on evaluation team
consisting of the Administrator for the Office of Title I and Education for Homeless Children and
Youth, on Education Consultant In the Office of Academics and Professional Learning, and the
Administrator for the Bureau of Instructional Support. Demonstrated Success. LLC was chosen to
work v/ith K-8 schools and Big Picture Learning with high schools. Demonstrated Success is a long
term support vendor to both the DOE and many school districts across the state. The first place
vendor was identified in the research study out of the University of Virginia as not evidencing
Impact of school turnaround in their practices (see Attachment B).

The end goal for Demonstrated Success is to improve Instruction and learning for students.
They hove worthed with school teoms to assist teachers In understanding what they need
to be teaching, what gaps exist in student leorning ond how to monitor student progress.
The team members have decades of experience wortcing nationally to map initiatives with
state agencies. large and small school districts and individual schools. Together, their
breadth and depth of experience will be on asset in expanding the department's
capacity to support school turnaround plans and sustainabiiity, with a focus on closing
achievement gaps through personalized learning for all students.

In the event Federal Funds no longer become available. General Funds wiU not be
requested.to support this request.

Respectfully submitted.

"Um
Frank Edelblut

Commissioner of Education

FE:emr

TOD Accoss: Relay NH 711
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER- EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES



Demonstroled Success, LLC

Attochment A
I

Scoring for review of the Comprehensive Support end Improvemenf (CSl) and Targeted Support
and Improvement (TSI) Schools Technical Assistance proposals

Proposol Crtterio In fhe RFP

Significance of Proposol: Description of applicant's abilities to meet or exceed the Purposes and
Priorities. 1.0 Minimum Requirements and 2.0 Services to be Provided, including o description of
work experience and educational background in school turnaround principles, preparing
improvement plans based on comprehensive diagnostic reviews, differentioted professional
learning, mentoring and support. This will Include a review of the letter of Interest, letters of
recommendation and resumes.

25 Points

Quolltv of Services to be Provided: The applicant's ability to accomplish the Purposes and
Priorities and 2.0 Services to be Provided as evidenced through the documentotion submitted,
including any products that may demonstrate level of expertise and experience.

•. Technical Skill, including, but not limited to. preparation of improvement plans based on
comprehensive diagnostic review, engagement of families and communities regarding
school turnaround, providing technical assistance through trainings and workshops,
report writing, template development, data manipulation and analysis and project
evaluation.

15 Points

•  Content liinowledge. Including but not limited to. State and federal laws. ESSA.
CSI/TSI school programs, school improvement planning, providing technical
assistance for. as well as. reviewing and using data to guide improvement strategies.

10 Points

•  Evidence of fumoround principles, diversified technical assistance, a solid understanding
of fhe diversity of subgroups, student growth beyond proficiency levels and multiple
means of measurement and assessment, and engagement of families and
communities.

25 Points

Budget Proposol: The budget will explain how all costs listed in the budget are necessary,
reasonable, and allocable to deliver the outcomes specified in the proposal. All expenditures

should be cleorty connected to on activity related to the Services to be Provided (2.0) end
address each year of the contract.

25 Points

TotdPossibiePoinls lOOPofnts



Attachment A cont.

Scoring for review of Comprehensive Support end Improvement (CSI) end Torgeted Support and
Improvement (TSl) Schools Technical Assistance proposals continued....

Sb( (6) propose* were received and scored.

Bridaet P. Ashley F. Julie C. Peer Review

WestEd 97 100 90 95.6

Demonstrated Success 85 97 90 90.6

AdvonceEd/Meosured

Proaress

51 91 85 75.6

Bia Picture Leamina 87 65 68 73.3

The Education Partners 63 70 85 ' 72.6

MGT Consulting Group 77 90 45 70.6

Scoring for review occurred on Friday, January 25. 2019. The proposal review panel consisted of
the following employees from the Department of Education:

Reviewer Quollficottons

Bridget P. - Bridget P. has worked of the NH Department of Education for 9 years and is currently
the Administrator of the Office of Title I and Education for Homeless Children and Youth. Bridget
has served on many review teams throughout her tenure including those for special education
and employment.

Ashley F. - Ashley F. has worked as an Education Consultant at the NH Department of Education
for the past five years. Prior to joining the department, she was a classroom teacher and School
Improvement Grant Coordinator.

Julie C. - Julie C. is the Administrator for the Bureau of Instructional Support. She has been

working at the department for 2 Vi years. Julie has 25 years of experience in NH Public Schools

serving as a teacher and an administrator. She holds a BS in elementary education and a

Master's Degree in Educational Leadership.



FORM NUMBER P-37 (version 5/8/15)

Notice: This agreement and all of its attachments shall become public upon submission to Governor and
Executive Council for approval. Any information that is private, confidential or proprietary must
be clearly identified to the agency and agreed to in writing prior to signing the contract.

AGREEMENT

The State of New Hampshire and the Contractor hereby mutually agree as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

I. IDENTIFICATION.

].l State Agency Name
NH Department of Education

1.2 State Agency Address

101 Pleasant Street, Concord, NH 03301

1.3 Contractor Name

Demonstrated Success, LLC

1.4 Contractor Address

161 Wallls Road. Rye, NH 03870

1.5 Contractor Phone

Number

603-548-8898

1.6 Account Number

See Exhibit 8

1.7 Completion Date

June 30,2020

1.8 Price Limitation

$300,000.00

1.9 Contracting Officer for State Agency
Julie Couch, Administrator, Bureau of Instructional Support

1.10 State Agency Telephone Number
271-0058

I. M Contractor Signature 1.12 Name and Title of Contractor Signatory
Michael Schwartz, Sole Proprietor

1.13 Acknowledgement: Stateof County of ~

, before the undersigned officer, personally appeared the person identified in block 1.12, or satisfactorily
proven to be the person, whose name is signed in block 1.11, and acknowledged that s/he executed this document in the capacity
indicated in block 1.12.

1.13.1 Signature of Notary Pub^c or Justice of tije-Peace

fSeall

JOSEPH A CUFFORO

. Notary Public • Hew Hampshire
My Conunhiloft fciplrw Ort 3023

1.13.2 Name andTitleof Notary or Justice of the Peace

I.14 State Agency Signature

"i/. 'iM- Date:

1.15 Name and Title of State Agency Signatory

1.16 Approval by theN.H. Department of Administration, Division of Personnel (if applicable)

By:. Director,On:

1.17 Approval by the i^ttomey General (Form, Substance and Execution) (if applicable)
/

By:

1.18 Approval by the Governor and Executive Council (ifapplicable)

By: On:
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2. EMPLOYMENT QF CONTRACTOR/SERVICES TO

BE PERFORMED. The State of New Hampshire, acting
through the agency identified in block 1.1 ("State"), engages
contractor identified in block 1.3 ("Contractor") to perform,

and the Contractor shall perform, the work or sale of goods, or
both, identified and more particularly described in the attached
EXHIBIT A which is incorporated herein by reference
("Services").

3. EFFECTIVE DATE/COMPLETION OF SERVICES.

3.1 Notwithstanding any provision of this Agreement to the
contrary, and subject to the approval of the Governor and
Executive Council of the State of New Hampshire, if
applicable, this Agreement, and all obligations of the parties
hereunder, shall become effective on the date the Governor
and Executive Council approve this Agreement as indicated in
block 1.18, unless no such approval is required, in which case

the Agreement shall become effective on the date the
Agreement is signed by the State Agency as shown in block'
1.14 ("Effective Date").
3.2 If the Contractor commences the Services prior to the
Effective Date, all Services performed by the Contractor prior
to the Effective Date shall be performed at the sole risk of the
Contractor, and in the event that this Agreement does not
become effective, the State shall have no liability to the
Contractor, including without limitation, any obligation to pay
the Contractor for any costs incurred or Services performed.
Contractor must complete all Services by the Completion Date
specified in block 1.7.

4. CONDITIONAL NATURE OF AGREEMENT.

Notwithstanding any provision of this Agreement to the
contrary, all obligations of the State hereunder, including,
without limitation, the continuance of payments hereunder, are
contingent upon the availability and continued appropriation
of funds, and in no event shall the State be liable for any
payments hereunder in excess of such available appropriated
funds. In the event of a reduction or termination of

appropriated funds, the State shall have the right to withhold
payment until such funds become available, if ever, and shall
have the right to terminate this Agreement immediately upon
giving the Contractor notice of such termination. The State
shall not be required to transfer funds from any other account
to the Account identified in block 1.6 in the event funds in that
Account are reduced or unavailable.

J

5. CONTRACT PRICE/PRICE LIMITATION/
PAYMENT.

5.1 The contract price, method of payment, and terms of
payment are identified and more particularly described in
EXHIBIT B which is incorporated herein by reference.
5.2 The payment by the State of the contract price shall be the
only and the complete reimbursement to the Contractor for all
expenses, of whatever nature incurred by the Contractor in the
performance hereof, and shall be the only and the complete
compensation to the Contractor for the Services. The State
shall have no liability to the Contractor other than the contract
price.

5.3 The State reserves the right to offset from any amounts
otherwise payable to the Contractor under this Agreement
those liquidated amounts required or permitted by N.H. RSA
80:7 through RSA 80:7-c or any other provision of law.
5.4 Notwithstanding any provision in this Agreement to the
contrary, and notwithstanding unexpected circumstances, in
no event shall the total of all payments authorized, or actually
made hereunder, exceed the Price Limitation set forth in block

1.8.

6. COMPLIANCE BY CONtRACTOR WITH LAWS
AND REGULATIONS/ EQUAL EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

6.1 In connection with the performance of the Services, the
Contractor shall comply with all statutes, laws, regulations,
and orders of federal, state, county or municipal authorities
which impose any obligation or duty upon the Contractor,
including, but not limited to, civil rights and equal opportunity
laws. This may include the requirement to utilize auxiliary
aids and services to ensure that persons with communication
disabilities, including vision, hearing and speech, can
communicate with, receive information from, and convey
information to the Contractor. In addition, the Contractor

shall comply with all applicable copyright laws.
6.2 During the term of this Agreement, the Contractor shall
not discriminate against employees or applicants for
employment because of race, color, religion, creed, age, sex,
handicap, sexual orientation, or national origin and will take
affirmative action to prevent such discrimination.
6.3 If this Agreement is funded in any part by monies of the
United States, the Contractor shall comply with all the
provisions of Executive Order No. 11246 ("Equal
Employment Opportunity"), as supplemented by the
regulations of the United States Department of Labor (41
C.F.R. Part 60), and with any rules, regulations and guidelines
as the State of New Hampshire or the United States issue to
implement these regulations. The Contractor further agrees to
permit the State or United States access to any of the
Contractor's books, records and accounts for the purpose of
ascertaining compliance with all rules, regulations and orders,
and the covenants, terms and conditions of this Agreement.

7. PERSONNEL.

7.1 The Contractor shall at its own expense provide all
personnel necessary to perform the Services. The Contractor
warrants that all personnel engaged in the Services shall be
qualified to perform the Services, and shall be properly
licensed and otherwise authorized to do so under all applicable
laws.

7.2 Unless otherwise authorized in writing, during the term of
this Agreement, and for a period of six (6) months after the
Completion pate in block 1.7, the Contractor shall not hire,
and shall not permit any subcontractor or other person, firm or
corporation with whom it is engaged in a combined effort to
perform the Services to hire, any person who is a State
employee or official, who is materially involved in the
procurement, administration or performance of this

Page 2 of 4
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Agrecmeni. This provision shall survive termination of this
Agreement.

7.3 The Contracting Officer specified in block 1.9, or his or
her successor, shell be the State's representative. In the event
of any dispute concerning the interpretation of this Agreement,
the Contracting Officer's decision shall be final for the State.

8. EVENT OF DEFAULT/REMEDIES.

8.1 Any one or more of the following acts or omissions of the
Contractor shall constitute an event of default hereunder

("Event of Default"): ^
8.1.1 failure to perform the Services satisfactorily or on
schedule;
8.1.2 failure to submit any report required hereunder; and/or
8.1.3 failure to perform any other covenant, term or condition
of this Agreement.
8.2 Upon the occurrence of any Event of Default, the State
may take any one, or more, or all, of the following actions:
8.2.1 give the Contractor a written notice specifying the Event
of Default and requiring it to be remedied within, in the
absence of a greater or lesser specification of time, thirty (30)
days from the date of the notice; and if the Event of Default is
not timely remedied, terminate this Agreement, effective two
(2) days after giving the Contractor notice of termination;
8.2.2 give the Contractor a written notice specifying the Event
of Default and suspending all payments to be made under this
Agreement and ordering-that the portion of the contract price
which would otherwise accrue to the Contractor during the
period from the date of such notice until such time as the State
determines chat the Contractor has cured the Event of Default

shall never be paid to the Contractor;
8.2.3 set off against any other obligations the State may owe to
the Contractor any damages the State suffers by reason of any
Event of Default; and/or

8.2.4 treat the Agreement as breached and pursue any of its
remedies at law or in equity, or both.

9. DATA/ACCESS/CONFIDENTIALITY/

PRESERVATION.

9.1 As used in this Agreement, the word "data" shall mean all
information and things developed or obtained during the
performance of, or acquired or developed by reason of, this
Agreement, including, but not limited to, all studies, reports,
files, formulae, surveys, maps, charts, sound recordings, video
recordings, pictorial reproductions, drawings, analyses,
graphic representations, computer programs, computer
printouts, notes, letters, memoranda, papers, and documents,
all whether finished or unfinished.

9.2 All data and any property which has been received from
the State or purchased with funds provided for that purpose
under this Agreement, shall be the property of the State, and
shall be returned to the State upon demand or upon
termination of this Agreement for any reason.
9.3 Confidentiality of data shall be governed by N.H. RSA
chapter 91-A or other existing law. Disclosure of data
requires prior written approval of the State.

Page 3

10. TERMINATION. In the event of an early termination of
this Agreement for any reason other than the completion of the
Services, the Contractor shall deliver to the Contracting
Officer, not later than fifteen (15) days after the date of
termination, a report ("Termination Report") describing in
detail all Services performed, and the contract price earned, to
and including the date of termination. The form, subject
matter, content, and number of copies of the Termination
Report shall be Identical to those of any Final Report
described in the attached EXHIBIT A.

11. CONTRACTOR'S RELATION TO THE STATE. In

the performance of this Agreement the Contractor is in all
respects an independent contractor, and Is neither an agent nor
an employee of the State. Neither the Contractor nor any of its
officers, employees, agents or members shall have authority to
bind the State or receive any benefits, workers' compensation
or other emoluments provided by the State to its employees.

12. ASSIGNMENT/DELEGATION/SUBCONTRACTS.

The Contractor shall not assign, or otherwise transfer any
interest in this Agreement without the prior written notice and
consent of the State. None of the Services shall be

subcontracted by the Contractor without the prior written
notice and consent of the State.

13. INDEMNIFICATION. The Contractor shall defend,

indemnify and hold harmless the State, its officers and
employees, from and against any and all losses suffered by the
State, its officers and employees, and any and all claims,
liabilities or penalties asserted against the State, its officers
and employees, by or on behalf of any person, on account of,
based or resulting from, arising out of (or which may be
claimed to arise out of) the acts or omissions of the
Contractor. Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein
contained shall be deemed to constitute a waiver of the

sovereign immunity of the State, which immunity is hereby
reserved to the State. This covenant in paragraph 13 shall
survive the termination of this Agreement.

14. INSURANCE.

14.1 The Contractor shall, at its sole expense, obtain and
maintain in force, and shall require any subcontractor or
assignee to obtain and maintain in force, the following
Insurance:

14.1.1 comprehensive general liability Insurance against all
claims of bodily injury, death or property damage, in amounts
of not less than $l,000,000per occurrence and S2,000,000
aggregate; and
14.1.2 special cause of loss coverage form covering all
property subject to subparagraph 9.2 herein, in an amount not
less than 80% of the whole replacement value of the property.
14.2 The policies described in subparagraph 14.1 herein shall
be on policy forms and endorsements approved for use in the
State of New Hampshire by the N.H. Department of
Insurance, and issued by insurers licensed in the State of New
Hampshire.

of 4 ^ i
Contractor Initials

Datej^-T^loT



14.3 Tbc Contractor shall fijmish to the Contracting Officer
identified in block 1.9, or his or her successor, a certincate(s)
of insurance for all insurance required under this Agreement.
Contractor shall also furnish to the Contracting Officer
identified in block 1.9. or his or her successor, certincate(s) of
insurance for all renewal(s) of insurance required under this
Agreement no later than thirty (30) days prior to the expiration
date of each of the insurance policies. The certificate(s) of
insurance and any renewals thereof shall be attached and are
incorporated herein by reference. Each certificatefs) of
insurance shall contain a clause requiring the insurer to
provide the (Contracting Officer identified in block 1.9, or his
or her successor, no less than thirty (30) days prior written
notice of cancellation or modification of the policy.

I

15. WORKERS* COMPENSATION.

15.1 By signing this agreement, the Contractor agrees,
certifies and warrants that the Contractor Is in compliance with
or exempt from, the requirements ofN.H. RSA chapter 281-A
("WorkersCompensation ").
15.2 To the extent the Contractor Is subject to the
requirementsofN.H. RSA chapter 28)-A, Contractor shall
maintain, and require any subcontractor or assignee to secure
and maintain, payment of Workers* Compensation in
connection with activities which the person proposes to
undertake pursuant to this Agreement. Contractor shall
furnish the Contracting Officer identified in block 1.9, or his
or her successor, proof of Workers* Compensation in the
manner described in N.H. RSA chapter 28i-A and any
applicable renewal(s) thereof, which shall be attached and are
incorporated herein by reference. The State shall not be
responsible for payment of any Workers* Compensation
premiums or for any other claim or benefit for Contractor, or
any subcontractor or employee of Contractor, which might
arise under applicable State of New Hampshire Workers'
Compensation laws in connection with the performance of the
Services under this Agreement.

16. WAIVER OF BREACH. No failure by the State to
enforce any provisions hereof after any Event of Default shall
be deemed a waiver of its rights with regard to that Event of
Default, or any subsequent Event of Default. No express
failure to enforce any Event of Default shall be deemed a
waiver of the right of the State to enforce each and all of the
provisions hereof upon any further or other Event of Default
on the part of the Contractor.

17. NOTICE. Any notice by a party hereto to the other party
shall be deemed to have been duly delivered or given at the
time of mailing by certified mail, postage prepaid, in a United
States Post Office addressed to the parties at the addresses
given in blocks 1.2 and 1.4, herein.

18. AMENDMENT. This Agreement may be amended,
waived or discharged only by an instrument in writing signed
by the parties hereto and only after approval of such
amendment, waiver or discharge by the Governor and
Executive Council of the State of New Hampshire unless no

such approval is required under the circumstances pursuant to
State law, rule or policy.

19. CONSTRUCTION OF AGREEMENT AND TERMS.

This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the
laws of the State of New Hampshire, and is binding upon and
inures to the benefit of the parties and their respective
successors and assigns. The wording used in this Agreement
is the wording chosen by the parties to express their mutual
intent, and no rule of construction shall be applied against or
in favor of any party.

20. THIRD PARTIES. The parties hereto do not intend to .
benefit any third parties and this Agreement shall not be
construed to confer any such benefit.

21. HEADINGS. The headings throughout the Agreement
are for reference purposes only, and the words contained
therein shall in no way be held to explain, modify, amplify or
aid in the interpretation, construction or meaning of the
provisions of this Agreement.

22. SPECIAL PROVISIONS. Additional provisions set
forth in the attached EXHIBIT C are incorporated herein by
reference.

23. SEVERABILITY. In the event any of the provisions of
this Agreement are held by a court of competent jurisdiction to
be contrary to any state or federal law, the remaining
provisions of this Agreement will remain in full force, and
effect.

24. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Agreement, which may
be executed in a number of counterparts, each of which shall
be deemed an original, constitutes the entire Agreemerit and
understanding between the parties, and supersedes all prior
Agreements and understandings relating hereto.
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EXHIBIT A

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Demonstrated Success. LLC will provide the following services to the New Hompshire Deportment of
Educotion effective upon Governor & Council approval through June 30, 2020:

Demonstrated Success. LLC will use the following tools to provide support to the 12 K-8 New Hampshire
CSl Schools. The scope of services will address eight priorities as described below and be provided as
defined in the schedule of activities below.

Demonstrated Success. LLC understands that the tasks and specific work items may be modified per
ogreement with the project sponsor at the NH Deportment of Education, but within the overall scope as
defined in this contract.

Models. Tools and Technology to Support the Work

1. Doto Dive Protocol: Leveraging Information Gathered in Environmental Scans

2. Educotor Success Platform: ESP

3. Culture and Climate Survey Analysis via the Educator Success Platform

4. Demonstrated Success Resource and Discussion Platform

5. CSl Best Practices Consortium. CSl Leadership School Site Meetings and Collaborative Half Day
Work Sessions

Priorities

Priority 1: Provide technical assistance in preparing improverhent plans based on a comprehensive
diagnostic review in at least four domains: (1) leadership; (2) talent development: (3) instructional
transformation: and (4) school culture.

Demonstrated Success. LLC will support schools as articulated in Priority 1 through school-site work,
centralized workshops, webinors. and half-day collaborative meetings. The work will be integroted with
support provided as port of all the priorities (2-8).

Priority 2: Increase the LEA and schools access fo knowledge, evidence-based practices, turnaround
expertise and resources that support implementation.

Demonstrated Success, LLC has worked over the yeors to develop an effective, proven support
approach. To address priority 2. CSl schools will work colloboratively as part of the CSl Best Practices
Consortium, a combination of workshops, virtual meetings, proven protocols, as well as on-site support
to build effective PLC teams in each school at all grades.

Priority 3: Facilitate the engagement of families and communities in improvement conversations and
action planning for change and sustainability.

The Demonstrated Success. LLC team will utilize a model where the CSl school improvement work
includes a Culture and Climate Team Involving two parent representatives, as well as student
representatives. The Culture and Climate Team will focus on community engagement. The team will
leverage perception information collected via a Culture end Climate Survey in the Demonstrated
Success. LLC ESP tool.

Connci benrcen DemoastnredSoccas. LLC^New Htmpshire Department ofBducadon
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Priority 4: Provide technical assistance in.reviewing and using data to guide improvement strategies.

For more than 10 years. Demonstrated Success. LLC has v^orlced with schools using a proven data dive
model to empower teachers to use data to molce meaningful instructional change. Demonstrated
Success, LLC will use that model to educate teachers through workshops and In-school PLC teamwork.

Priority 5: Provide guidance and technical assistance regarding evidence-based practices for
personalized learning.

The Demonstrated Success Consortium model has provided professional development in 21st century
instructional practices such as performance assessments, project based learning, writers workshop,
blended learning, math instruction, tiered instruction, student interventions, and Universal Design fpr
Leaming. The Demonstrated Success team prides itself on knowing we ore not all-knowing, and will
readily occess mony talented and knowledgeable educator experts in the New England region to
ensure the highest quality training for clients.

Priority 6: Examine LEA policies and resource allocation processes to make recommendations that will
increase operational flexibility for principals to support school turnaround plans in key areas and support
sustoinability efforts for continuous improvement.

Demonstrated Success. LLC experts will work with the school leadership team to facilitate discussions
about school policies and procedures. Experts will work with the building leader, as well as. school
board member(s). to consider policy changes. This work will take into account, the climate and culture
surveys, as well as collective bargaining agreements to understand how changes might impact
academic improvement.

Priority 7: Provide technical assistance through statewide trainings and workshops to Targeted Support
and Improvement (TSI) schools with a focus on closing achievement gaps through innovative arid
personalized learning strategies.

As part of the Consortium model, selected monthly webinors and online resources will be mode
available to all TSI schools, in addition, two (2) half-day workshops will be provided for TSI school
representatives.

Priority 8: Demonstrate the effectiveness of the project in achieving the Purposes and Priorities of this RFP
through 1.0 Minimum Requirements and 2.0 Sen/ices to be Provided including project evaluation,
reporting arid monitoring.

As the Demonstrated Success team shares the above practices with schools, it too will use such
practices to ensure its own success. They will rely on data to define clear project goals, and monitor
progress. The Indicators used for CSI. TSI and ATS determination are grounded in the belief that they
measure student outcomes that ore critical to school success. Therefore, key to the team's success will
be the ability for schools to turn around their outcomes. In addition to Interim measures, the team will
monitor that progress. Additionally, surveys will be included after support activities to consistently
evaluote. tailor and improve support.

Contnci between Demonsinted Success, LLC snd New Hampshire Dep^meni ofEducatioa
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Note: The specific activities for the obove priorities ore outlined in the Event Schedule following.

Colendor

Ttie following calendar will be modified If needed, based upon the start date for work as well as the
availoblltty of the schools.

•  II
School Year 2018-19: Y'eor One

11

March 2019 Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: initial Plan Develoament

•  Review Diagnostic Tools
•  Develop Improvement Plan Templates
•  Perform Internal Data Analysis for 12 Schools

Teachino & Leomino for School Imorovement: Live yreblncrfs)

•  Using the NH SAS Benchmark and Module Assessments
•  The Engaged Classroom: Project Based Strategies to Foster Student

Ownership of Learning

April 2019 Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: Initial Plan Develoament

• Continued DS Project Team Data Dives
•  Begin Internal Draft of Improvement Plans
•  Leverage ESP to collect additional stakeholder data as needed

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: School Plan Develooment

•  Virtual Meeting with building leadership teams - Initial Introductions

Teachino & Leamina for School Improvement: Live Webinar

•  Leveraging School Community Perception Data to Improve School
Culture and Climate (Apr 18)

May 2019

(■

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: School Plan Develooment
•  Virtual Meeting with building leadership teems - Soliciting priorities

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan, and Teachino & Leomino for School
Imorovement: CSI Best Practices 14 Day Kickoff: ICS! Leodership Teams)

•  Data Dive
•  Best Practices Discussion

Teachino & Learnina for School Imorovement: Live Webinar
• Questioning: Teaching Students to Ask Questions (May 23)

June 2019 Create, Revise and Monitor Plan: Initial Plan Develooment
•  NH SAS 2019 - Intemol Data Dives
• Complete Internal Draft of improvement Plans

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: School Plan Develooment -
•  !4 day On-Site School Meetings - Review Diagnostics. Discuss School

Priorities. Define Plan Priorities

Teachino & Leomino for School Imorovement: Live Webinar
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•  Analyzing NHSaS Dafa (Jun 4)
»  Use Google Clossroonn Next Year to Build.Student Agency (Jun 7)

July and
August 2019

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: Colloborative Half Dav Work Session 1

(6 schools per session - possibly Allenstown presenter)
•  School Plan Development

Create. Revise ond Monitor Plan: Internal School Development

•  Schools develop action plans for 2019-20 based upon the school
improvement plan

11
School Year 2019-20 Year Two

II

September

2019

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: School Plan Development

♦  day On-Site School Meetings - Review Plans and Action Items

Teachina & Leamino for School Improvement: Live Webinar

•  Protocols and Routines for Effective Educator Tearns

October

2019

Teochina & Learninc for School Improvement: CSI School Site Full dav PLC

teams

•  Reviewing/Introducing and modeling the components of PLC.
performing data dive

Create, Revise and Monitor Plan

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-In

Teachina & Learnlna for School Improvement: Live Webinar

•  Non-invasive Progress Monitoring Strategies

November

2019

Teachina S. Learnlna for School Improvement: CSI Best Practices Consortium

Dav 1: (CS/ LeodershiD Teamst

•  Climate & Culture, Building Leadership

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-In

Teachina & Leamino for School Improvement: Live Weblnarfsl

•  Using Interim Assessments for Student Growth
•  Providing Effective Formative Feedback

December

2019

Create, Revise and Monitor Plan

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-in

Teachina & Learnlna for School Improvement: ESP

•  Review Climate and Culture Survey to be administered via ESP

Teachina & Leamino for School Improvement: Live Webinar

• Create and Calibrate Analytical Scoring Rubrics
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January 2020 Teaching & Learning for School Improvement: CSl Best Practices Consortium

Day 2: (CSl Leadership Teams)
•  Personalized Leorning. Evidence Based Strategies

Teoching & Learning for School Improvement: CSrSchool Site PLC teams Full

Day 2

•  Data Dive Protocol

Teochlno & Learning for School Improvement: ESP

• Continue Implementation of Climote and Culture Survey via ESP
•  DS Team to Create Climate and Culture Analysis Reports (for February

work session)

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan

Monthly School Plon virtual Check-in

Teochlno & Leornino for School Improvement: Live Webinorfs)

• Creating NHCCRS Bosed Benchmark Assessments: Test the Standards,
Not the Program

• Components of and Tools for Creating Quality Performance
Assessments

•  Using Interim Assessments for Student Growth

February 2020 Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: Collaborotlve Half Dav Work Session 2
(6 schoofs per sess/on;

•  Culture and Climate Data Review and Plan Updates

Teaching & Leornino for School Improvement: CSl Best Practices: Toroeted

Wortcshop (CSl Leadership Teams) (possible guests NHSBA, NHSAA)
Policies and Contracts

Create. Revise ond Monitor Plan

Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-in

Teaching & Leomino for School Improvement: Live Webinorfsl

•  Personalization Strategies for Cross Content Literacy for Grades 3-8

March 2020 Create. Revise and Monitor Plan: School Plon Development

•  day On-Site School Meetings - Plan Check-in, Plan Modifications for
Policies and Contracts

Teaching & learning for School Improvement: Live Webinor

• Overview and Tips for Implementation of Writers Workshop

April 2020 Teaching & Leamina for School Improvement: CSl School Site meetings PLC
teoms Dov 3

•  Self-Assess PLC Proctices

Create. Revise and Monitor Plan

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-in

Teaching & Leomina for School Improvement: Live Webinarfsl

Contncl between Demonsnted Sacciess. LLC end New Hunpshite Departtttent of Educatioa
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Overview ond Tips for Implementotion of Reader's Workshop

May 2020 Creote. Revise ond Monitor Plon: Collaborotive Half Dav Work Session (6

schoo/s persess/on) (Perhaps divide group by subject/grade)
•  Review, Plon to updote based upon Evidenced Based Practices

Create. Revise and Monitor Plon

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-in

Teochino & Learning for School Improvement: Live Webinorls)

•  Aligning Your Moth Programs with the NH CCRS

June 2020 Create. Revise and Monitor Plan, and Teochina & Leornino for School
Improvement

CSI Best Proctices Consortium Full Workshop Dov 3: fCSf Leadership Teams)
•  NH SAS Data Dive {Topics TBD)

Teochina & Leomlna for School Improvement: TSI Holf-Dov Data Dive Session

(TSf Schoo/ Leads) (Topics TBD)
•  NH SAS Data Dive, 2 Half-Day Sessions

Creote. Revise and Monitor Plan

•  Monthly School Plan Virtual Check-in

Teaching & Learning for School Improvement: Live Webinor

•  Reporting Data to School Boards and Community

Create. Revise and Monitor Plon. as well as. Teaching & Learning for School

Improvement

•  End of Year Summary Reports

Conmct between Demmstnted Success. LLCsad New Hvnpsbin Deps/tment ofEducstion

PBgeSofll
Contractor



EXHIBIT B

BUDGET

The following budget costs ore inclusive of plonning time, labor and travel expenses.

Project Oversight and DOE Collaboration

Qty Cost Total

Initial planning work session vwth DOE leadership team (1 day, 2
team members)

2 $2,000 $4,000

Bi-weekly virtual meetings with DOE leadership team'(2 hour
meetings, months 2-16)

30 $500 $15,000

Quorterty Report of school progress to bureau (5 quarters) 6 $300 $1,800

Monthly DOE leadership reports 16 $100 $1,600

Priority 1: Provide technical assistance in preparing Improvement plans based on a comprehensive
diagnostic review In at least four domains: (1) leadership; (2) talent development (3) Instructional
transformation; and (4) school culture.

Year 1 . » ■ . Qty" Cost Total

Document Rev/ew ond Adjust Improvement Templates

Intemal Development (2 full days) - 2 trainers 2 $2,400 $4,800

Review with DOE (2 half days) - 2 trainers 2 $1,500 $3,000

Develop & Send ESP Survey (to odd to diognostic) 1 $1,200 $1,200

Yeor 2

Review Inputs (Diagnostic, Assessment Results, PD Master Plan, ESP
Survey)

Develop Draft Plan - 2 doys per school

12 $2,400 $28,800

Virtual Introductory Meeting (Apr Intro ond May Interview) 24 $500 $12,000

Revise Draft Plan 12 $500 $6,000

CSI Best Practices Vi Day Kickoff: (4 trainers) 4 $1,200 $4,800

Data Dive Prep and Moterials ) $6,000 .  $6,000

Half-day on-slte sessions with eoch school
- review highlights of draft plan and gain their Input to revise plon

12 $750 $9,000

Revise Draft Plan 12 $500 $6,000

3 collaborative half-day sessions (6 trainers) - 6 schools in AM, 6 PM
- "Drafting School Improvement Plans"
- Incorporate Culture and Climate Rndings"
- "Incorporate Evident Based Practice Findings"

18 $1,200 $21,600

Collaborotive day materials and prep 3 $2,000 $6,000

Contnei between Demonstnied Success, LLC end New Hsmpsbire Pepartment of Education
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Monthly Phone Check-ins: 8 months (plonning and review) 96 $200 $19,200

2 holf-doy on-site sessions with eoch school
- Review Improvement Plans and Action Plans

- Policy ond Contract Plan Modifications

24 $750 $18,000

Webinors (included in consortium below) N/A

Priority 2: Increose the LEA and schools access to knowledge, evidence-based practices, turnaround
expertise and resources that support Implementation.

Qty Cost Total

Consortium membership for approximately 12 schools
- CSI Best Practices: Climate and Culture, Building
- CSI Best Practices; Personalized Learning and Evidenced Based
Strategies

- CSI Best Practices: NH SAS Data Dive. Topic TBD

12 $3,500 $42,000

Monthly vvebinors (included in.consortium) 18 N/A

CSI Sct>ool Site meetings for every PLC team at each CSI school (12
schools, 3 doys each school)

36 .  $1,200 $43,200

Priority 3: Facilitate the engagement of families and comrnunltles In improvement conversations and
action planning for change and sustalnablllty.

Qty Cost Total

Consortium workshop - climate & culture survey 1 N/A

ESP Tool and Survey Administration and Reporting 12 $495 $5,940

Survey Analysis 12 '  $1,200 $14,400

Half Day collaborative workshop - climate & culture review 1 N/A

Priority 4: Provide technical assistance in reviewing and using data to guide Improvement strategies.
(Note: Costs are Included In prior priorities.) ^

Qty Cost Total

Consortium membership for approximately 12 schools 12 N/A

Monthly webinors (Included In consortium) 18 N/A

CSI School Site meetings for every PLC team at eoch CSI school (12
schools. 3 days each school)

36 N/A

Priority 5: Provide guidance and technical assistance regarding evidence-based practices for
personalized learning. Note: Costs are already Included In consortium membership.

Qty Cost Total

CSI Consortium Full Workshops 1 N/A

CSI School Site meetings for every PLC teom at each CSl school 12 N/A

Live Webinors 18 N/A

Contnci between Demonstrwted Success. LLCsndNew Hsmpshi/t Department of Edvcao'oo
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Priority 6: Examine LEA policies end resource ollocotlon processes to make recommendotlons that will
Increase operational flexibility for principals to support school turnaround plans In key areas and
support sustainablllty efforts for continuous Improvement.

Qty Cost Total

Half-day on-site sessions with eoch school 3 N/A

Consortium Workshops N/A

Collaborative workshops 3 N/A

Virtual School Meetings 8 N/A

CSi Best Practices: Targeted Workshop
- Policies and Contracts

$8,000 $8,000

Priority 7: Provide technical assistance through trainings and workshops (stotewlde/reglonolly) to

Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) schools with a focus on closing achievement gaps through
Innovative and personalized learning strategies.

Qty Cost Total

TSI Best Practices: Targeted Workshop
- TSI Best Proctices (2 half-day workshops, 3 trainers)

I $7,460 $7,460

Monthly Webinars (6) 6 N/A

Knov^edge Base and Resources 1 N/A

Priority 6: Demonstrate the effectiveness of the project In achieving the Purposes and Priorities of this
REP through 1.0 Minimum Requirements and 2.0 Services to be Provided Including project evaluation,
reporting and monitoring.

Qty Cost Total

Review of Improvement Plans 12 $200 $2,400

Review of Baseline Results 12 $250 $3,000

Analysis of Consolidated ESSA Indicators (No charge if indicators
available)

12 N/A

Perception Survey (for each school, cost of ESP included above) 12 $200 $2,400

Review of School SMART gools 12 $200 $2,400

Focus Group Sessions (included in Consortium) 3 N/A

Total $300,000

Llmttotion on Price: Upon mutuol ogreement between the state contracting officer and the
contractor, line items in this budget may be adjusted one to another, but In no cose shall the
total budget exceed the price limitation of $300,000.00.

Contnet between Detnottsnied Sueeess. LLCutd New HMutpshire Department of Educatioe
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funding Source: Funds to support this request ore ovoiloble in the account titled Title I
Compensatory Education for FY 19. and are onticipoted to be available in FY 20, upon the
availability and continued appropriation of funds in the future operating budget, with the ability to
adjust encumbrances between Fiscol Years through the Budget Office without further Governor
and Council approval. If needed and justified:

FY19 FY20

06-56-56-562010-25090000-102-500731 Contracts for Program Services $60,000.00 $2^,000.00
06-66-56-562010-25090000-072-509073 Contracts f
Method of Payment: Payment is to be made bi-monthly on the basis of invoices which are
supported by o summary of activities that have taken ploce aligned to the scope of services and in
accordance with the terms of the contract. If otherwise correct and acceptable, payment will be
made for 100% of the expenditures listed. Invoices and reports shall be submitted to:

Julie Couch

Administrator

NH Deportment of Education
101 Pleasant Street

Concord, NH 03301

Contract between Demonstrated Success. LLC and New Hampshire Department of Education ^
PagelOofll ^
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Exhibit C

Subject to Governor and Council opprovol. authorize the Deportment of Educotion to include a
renewal option oh this contract for two (2) additional fiscal years, subject to the contractor's
acceptable performance of the terms therein.

Contractor Is exempt trom providing 15. Workers' Compensation insurance as a sole proprietor with no
employees.

Contnci between Demonstnted Success, LLC uid New Htmpshire Department of Education

Pagellofll
L'ontnetor i

DateJ^SS*^
Contneior IniiiaJ^^^

Dale V



Revised 1/11/19

exhibh d

Contractor Obiigotlons

Controcts In excess of the simplified acquisition threshold (currently set at $250,000) must oddress
odminlstratlve. controctual, or legal remedies in Instances where the contractors violote or
breach contract terms, and provide for such sanctions ond penolties os appropriate. Reference:
2 C.F.R. § 200.326 and 2 C.F.R. 200. Appendix II. required contract clauses.

The contractor aclcnowiedges that 31 U.S.C. Chop. 38 (Administrotive Remedies for False Claims
and Statements) applies to the controctor's actions pertaining to this contract.

The Controctor. certifies ond affirms the truthfulness and accuracy of each stotement of its
certification and disclosure, if any. In odditlon, the Contractor understands ond agrees that the
provisions of 31 U.S.C. § 3801 et seq.. apply to this certification and disclosure, if any.

Breach

A breach of the contract clauses above may be grounds for termination of the contract, and
for deborment as a contractor and subcontroctor as provided in 29 C.F.R. § 5.12.

Froud ond False Stotements

The Contractor understonds that, if the project which Is the subject of this Contract is financed in
whole or in port by federal funds, that if the undersigned, the company that the Contractor
represents, or any employee or agent thereof, knowingly mokes any false statement,
representation, report or claim as to the character, quality, quantity, or cost of material used or
to be used, or quantity or quality work performed or to be performed, or makes any folse
statement or representation of a material fact in any statement, certificate, or report, the
Contractor and any campany thot the Controctor represents may be subject to prosecution
under the provision of 18 USC § 1001 and § 1020.

Environmental Protection

(This clause is applicable if this Contract exceeds $150,000. It applies to Federal-aid contracts
only.)
The Contractor is required to comply with all applicable standards, orders or requirements issued
under Section 306 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857 (h). Section 508 of the Clean Water Act

(33 U.S.C. 1368). Executive Order 11738. and Envlronmentol Protection Agency (EPA) regulotions
(40 CFR Port 15) which prohibit the use under non-exempt Federal contracts, grants or loons of
facilities included on the EPA List of Violating Focilities. Violations shall be reported to the PHWa
and to the U.S. EPA Assistant Administrator for Enforcement.

Procurement of Recovered Materials

In accordance with Section 6002 ot the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. § 6962). Slate
agencies ond agencies of a political subdivision of o state that ore using appropriated Federal
funds for procurement must procure items designated in guidelines of the Envlronmentol
Protection Agency (EPA) at 40 CFR 247 thot contain the Fiighest percentage of recovered
materiols practicable, consistent svith maintaining a sotisfoctory level of competition, where the
purchase price of the item exceeds $10,000 or the value of the quantity acquired in the
preceding fiscol year exceeded $10,000; must procure solid waste management services in o
manner that maximizes energy and resource recovery; and must have established an
offirmative procurement program for procurement of recovered moteriols identified in the EPA
guidelines.

Confrocfvmiiic
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Exhibit E

Federal Debarment and Suspension

o. By signature on this Contract, the Contractor certifies its compliance, and the
compliance of its Sub-Contractors, present or future, by slating that ony person
ossocioted therewith in the capacity of owner, partner, director, officer, principal
investor, project director, monoger. auditor, or any position of authority involving federol
funds:

1. Is not currently under suspension, deborment. voluntary exclusion, or determlnotlon of
ineligibility by ony Federal Agency:

2. Does not have a proposed debarment pending:

3. Hos not been suspended, deborred, voluntarily excluded or determined ineligible by
any Federol Agency within the past three (3) years: and

4. Hos not been Indicted, convicted, or hod o civil judgment rendered ogoinst the firm
by a court of competent jurisdiction In any matter Involving fraud or officiol
misconduct within the pxast three (3) years.

b. Where the Contractor or its Sub-Contractor Is unoble to certify to the statement in
Section o.l. above, the Contractor or its Sub-Contractor shall be declored ineligible to
enter into Conlroct or participate In the project.

c. Where the Contractor or Sub-Contractor Is unoble to certify to ony of the statements o$
listed In Sections O.2.. a.3.. or a.4.. above, the Contractor or Its Sub-Contractor sf%all
submit 0 Nvritten explanation to the DOE. The certification or exptonotion shall be
considered In connection with the DOE's determination whether to enter Into Contract.

d. The Contractor shall provide Immediate written notice to the DOE if. at any time,
the Contractor or Its Sub-Contractor, leorn that its Debarment and Suspension

- certification has become enroneous by reason of changed circumstances.

ConlTOCtoriniriols.

Doteate L



Revised 1/11/19

Exhibit F

Antl-Lobbylng

The Contractor agrees to comply with the provisions of Section 319 of Public Lonv 101-121.
Government wide Guidance for New Restrictions on Lobbying, and 31 U.S.C. 1352. ond
further ogrees to hove the Controctor's representative, execute the following Certlficotion:

The Controctor certifies, by signing and submitting this contract, to the best of his/her knowledge
and belief, thot;

a. No federol appropriated funds hove been paid or sholl be paid, by or on behalf of the
undersigned, to ony person for influencing or ottempting to influence ony officer or
employee of ony Stole or Federol Agency, o Member of Congress, an officer or
employee of Congress, or on employee of o member of Congress in connection with the
awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any federal grant, the making of any
federal loon, the entering Into any cooperative agreement, and the extension,
continuation, renewal omerKJment. or modification of any Federal contract gront, loon,
or cooperative ogreement.

b. If any funds other then federally appropriated funds hove been paid or shall be paid to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence on officer or employee of any
Federal Agency, a Member of Congress, ohd officer or employee of Congress, or on

^  employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant,
loon, or cooperotive agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit the
"Disclosure of Lobbying Activities" form in accordance with its instructions
lhttD://wvw.whitehouse.oov/omb'/arQnts/sfniin.Pdfl.

c. This certificotion is o moteriol representotion of foct upon which reliance was placed
when It^s transoction wos made or entered Into. Submission of this certification is a

prerequisite for making arid entering into this transoction imposed by Section 1352, Title
31 and U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification sholl be subject to
0 civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

d. The Contractor olso agrees, by signing this contract thot it shall require thot the language
of this certification be included in subcontracts with oil Sub-Contractor{s) and lower-fler
SubControctors which exceed $100,000 and that all such Sub-Contractors and lower-tier
Sub-Contractors shall certify and disclose occordingty.

e. The DOE shall keep the firm's certificotion on file as port of its originol controct. The
Contractor sholl keep individuol certifications from all Sub-Contractors and lower-tier Sub-
Contractors on file. Certification sholl be retained for fhree (3) years following completion
and acceptance of any given project.

Controcloftr^llok.^2^
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Exhibit G

Rights to Inventions Made Under a Contract, Copy Rights and Confidentiolity

Rights to Inventions Made Under a Contract or Agreement
Conlracls or ogreements for the performance of experimental, developmental, or research
work shell provide for the rights of the Federol Government end the recipient in any resulting
invention In accordonce with 37 CFR part 401, "Rights to Inventions Mode by Nonprofit
Organizations and Smoll Business Firms Under Government Grants, Controcts and Cooperative
Agreements." and any implementing regulotions issued by the DOE.

Any discovery or invention that crises during the course of the contract sholl be reported to the
DOE. The Contractor Is required to disclose inver\tlons promptly to the controctlng officer {within
2 months) after the Inventor discloses it in writing to controctor personnel responsible for patent
motters. The awarding ogency shall determine how rights in the invention/discovery shall be
allocated consistent with "Government Potent Policy" and Title 37 C.F.R. § 401.

Confidentiality

All" Written and oral information and materials disclosed or provided by the DOE under this
agreement constitutes Confidential Information, regardless of whether such information was
provided before or offer the date on this agreement or how it was provided.

The Contractor and representatives thereof, acknowledge that by making use of. acquiring or
adding to information about matters and data related to this agreement, which ore confidential
to the DOE and its partners, must remain the exclusive property of the DOE.

Confidential Information means all data ond information related to the business and operation
of the DOE. including but not limited to oD school ond student data corStained in NH Title XV.
Education, Chapters 186-200.

Confidential information includes but is not limited to. student and school district data, revenue
and cost information, the source code for computer software ond hardware products owned in
port or in whole by the DOE, financial information, partner informationfincluding the identity of
DOE partners). Contractor and supplier Information, (including the identity of DOE Contractors
and suppliers), and any Information that hos been marked "confidential" or "proprietary", or
with the like designation. During the term of this contract the Contractor agrees to abide by
such rules as may be adopted from time to time by the DOE to maintain the security of oil
confidential Infornxjtion. The Contractor further agrees that It will always regard and preserve as
confidential information/data received during the performance of this contract. The Controctor
will not use. copy, moke notes, or use exceipts of any confidential information, nor win it give,
disclose, provide access to. or otherwise moke ovoilable any confidential information to any
person not employed or contracted by the DOE or subcontracted with the Contractor.

Ownerehip of Irffellectual Property
The DOE shall retain ownership of all source data and other intellectuol property of the DOE
provided to the Contractor in order to complete the services of this ogreement. As well the DOE
will retain copyright ownership for any and oil materials, patents and intellectual property
produced, including, but not limited to. brochures, resource directories, protocols, guidelines,
posters, or reports. The Contractor shall not reproduce any materials for purposes other than
use for the terms under the contract without prior written approval from the DOE.

Confroctor lni»ob>^A
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ExhIbH H

Termination

a. Termination for Cause

The DOE may terminote the Contract for cause for reasons including but not limited
to the following circumstances: ^

1. Contractor's failure to perform the services as detailed herein and in ony
modifications to the Contract.

2. Contractor's toilure to complete the Contract within the timeframe specified,
herein and in any modifications to the Controct.

3. Contractor's failure to comply with ony of the moterial terms of the Contract.
If the DOE contemplates termirKJtion under the provisions of Subsections a.I..
O.2.. or q.3 above, the DOE shall issue a written notice of default describing the
deficiency. The Contractor shall have five (5) business days to cure such
deficiency. In the event the Contractor does not cure such deficiency, the DOE
may terminate the Contract without further consideration by issuing o Notice of
Termination for Default and may recover compensotion for damages.
If. after the Notice of Terminotton for Default has been isisued. it is determined
that the Contractor was not in default or the termination for default was
otherwise improper, the termination shall be deemed to have l^een a
Termination for Convenience.

b. Termination for Convenience

The DOE may terminate the Contract for convenience, in whole or in port. when,
for any reason, the DOE determines that such termination is in its best interest. The
contract can be terminated due to reasons known to the non-Federal entity, i.e..
Including but not limited to program changes, changes in state-of-the-art
equipment or technology, insufficient funding, etc. The Contract termination is
effected by notifying the Contractor, in writirrg. specifying that all or a portbn of
the Contract is terminated for convenience and the termination effective date.
The Controctor shall be compensated only for work satisfactorily completed prior to
the termination of the Controct. The Contractor is not entitled to loss or profit. The
amount due to the Contractor is determined by the DOE.

In the event of termination for convenience, the DOE shall be liable to the
Contractor onty for Contractor's work performed prior to termination.

c. The DOE'S Right to Proceed with Wortc

In the event this Contract is terminated for any reason, the DOE shall hove the
option of completing the Contract or entering into an agreement with another
party to complete services outlined in the Contract.

Contractor Initiats/'^^



State of New Hampshire

Department of State

CERTIFICATE

], William M. Gardner. Secretary of State ot the State ot New Hampshire, do hereby cenify that DEMONSTRATED SUCCESS.

LLC is a New Hampshire Limited Liability Company registered to transact business in New Hampshire on November 18.2014. I

funher certiry that all fees and documents required by the Secretary of State's office have been received and Is in good standing as

far as this office is concerned.

.Btisiness ID: 717760

Certificate Number 0004399528

Ars

%

o

%

-c^

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF.

I hereto set my hand and cause to be alTixed

the Seal of the State of New Hampshire,

this 4th day of February A.D. 2019.

William M. Gardner

Secretary of State



CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

(Sole Proprietor)

L Michael F. Schwartz . as a Sole Proprietor of my Limited Liability Company, Demonstrated Success. LLC>
certify that I am authorized to enter into a contract with the State of New Hampshire, Department of Education, on
behalf of Demonstrated Success. LLC.

FN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand as the Sole Proprietor of the Limited Liability Company
this day of , 2019 .

Sole Proprietor

STATE OF New Hampshire

COUNTY OF £4^

On this the?^day . 2019 . before me. f- the

undersigned Offjcer, personally appeared, Michael F. Schwartz who acknowledged himself to be the Sole
Proprietor of Demonstrated Success. LLC, a Limited Liability Company, and that he, as such Sole Proprietor being
authorized to do so, executed the foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained, by signing the name of
the Limited Liability Company by himself as Sole Proprietor.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

JOSEPH A CLIFFORD

Notary Public • New Hampshire
My Commission Expires Oct 3, 2023 Notary Public/Justice of the Peace



CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE
. OATE(NM®iyYYVY)

02A}S/2019

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS
CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POUCIES
BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S). AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER

IMPORTANT If the certmcata holder Is an ADOmONAL INSURED, the pollcy(lM) must have ADDITIONAL INSURED provlsloRS or be endorsad.
H SUBROGATION 1$ WAIVED, subject to tha terms and conditions of the policy, certain pollciee may require en endorsomtnt A etatament on
this certificate does not confer rtghti to the certlflcete holder In lieu of tuch endoraement(t).

PPOOUCER

Kane insurance

242 State Street

Portsmouth NH 03801

CONTACT gnvna Pankey

(M3) 433-5800 (803) 740-5000

emmaOkanelns.com

■rsuecws) AFPORoeto covckaoc '  NAICe

INSURER A • Sentinel Insurence Co 11000

Msuneo

Demorutrated Success LLC
INSURER a:

INSURER C:

INSURERO;

INSURER E:

erSURER F: '

wSR
LT*I

T«S B TO CERTIFY THAT THE FOUCIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE WSUREO NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY P6RI00
IKOtCATEO NOTWITHSTANOWG ANY REOUIREMENT. TERM OR CONOmON OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT \MTH RESPECT TO VlWtCH THIS
CEI^ICATE MAY BE ISSUEO OR MAY PERTAIN. THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POUCIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS.
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLtClES. LIMITS SHOVW MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED^^D CLAIMS.

MLUVEkP
TYPCOFWSURANCe rPnilvin P0UCYNUM88I

COMMCRCUL GENERAL LUBlUTV

OCCURCLAIMS-MADE

G6N\ AGGREQATEUMIT AWES PER:

poucv I I Sect I I LOC
OTHER:

iMMAxymnn

08/10/2018

IMMA30/YYYY)

08/10/2019

UHITS

EACH OCCURRENCE
OAUAGETOHBRTeg
PREMISES lEi eceu»T<nM>

MgO EXP (AW cf* pmen)

PERSONAL A AOV MJURV

GENERALAGGREGATE

PROOUCTS • COMPCPAGG

XCYBR
C0MBINE08MGIE UMIT

2.000.000

1.000,000

10,000

2.000.000

4.0X.000

4.000.000

AUTDHOeU UASajTY

ANY AUTO

OWNED
AUTOS ONLY
HIRED
AUTOS ONLY

tE>>eda»m

eOOILY INJURY pwion)

SCHEDULED
AUTOS
NON^NED
AUTOS ONLY

ecoiLY INJURY (Par acddam)
PROPERTY DAI4A0E ~
fParacddafW

UMBRELLA UAB

EXCESS LJAB

DED

OCCUR

CLAIMSAtADE

EACH OCCURRENCE

AGGREGATE

RETENTOr t

WORKERS COMPENSATION
AND EMPLOYERS'UASAJTY

ANY PROPR«TOR«U*TNER«XECUTIV€
OFFtCERMEMSER EXCLUOED?
(Mantfatory In NH)
H yaa. tfaaeloa urMar
OfeSCRtPTlOW OF OPERATIONS

PER
STATUTE HtFT"

□ NIA
EUEACHACCtDCNT

EL DISEASE • EA EMPLOYEE

EL DISEASE-POLICY LIMIT

oeSCRynOW OP OPERATIONS < LOCATIONS < VEHK^ lACORD lei, AddMeeal Rameifcs SehaduM. may »e eaeehea » ewe epaee la leeurad)

"OpersOoftS usual and customary to education consulfrrg.

CANCELLATION

(

NH Department of Education ft The Slats of New Hampshire

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLtCtES BE CANCELLED BEFORE
THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF. NOTICE WiU BE OELh/ERBO IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISJONS.

AUTHORIZED REPReSENTATn«

1

ACORD 25 (20ie/03) Tha ACORD nama and I090 art ragtatsrad marlts of ACORD



MICHAEL SCHWARTZ

Education

University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH
PhO Education - Leadership and Policy, 2014

Harvard University, Cambridge, MA
Masters in Public Administration, 2000

Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA
Bachelors in Computer Science, 1989

Professional Background

Demonstrated Success, Rye, NH (2015-prcscnt)
Community A School Partners, Rye, NH (2002-present)
New Hampshire Department ofEducation, Concord, NH
•  Lead development of Educator Evaluation System and related Processes
•  Support of PACE (Performance Assessment of Competency Education) Initiative

o Lead efforts for data collection and exchange
o Provided school support ,

•  Providing support and guidance for SLDS grant.
o Provide oversight for grant outcomes.
o Developed Learning Paths (on-line courscs)'as part of professional development

offerings.
o Help lead effort to implement NH Networks - an on-line social nctwork.

•  Leading i.4.see initiative - Initiative for School Empowerment and Excellence
o Co-directing effort to implement data driven decision system to help district and

school educators use data to inform instruction,

o Leading effort to implement state-wide effort to collect student level data
o Solution includes high degree of data validation and verification
o Solution includes components from data definition and collection to data use and

analysis
o Co-directing effort to build education research group of NH state-wide

researchers.

o Working with legislators and DOE cabinet to create support and integrate within
agency

o Assisting efforts to expand P-12 student level collection to include early
childhood and postsecondary institutions.

•  Providing guidance in recruitment and licensing of educators
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o Assisting with development of new Education Information System including
NCLB requirements, as well as, teacher and course information.

Massachusetts Department of Education, Maiden, MA (200-2002)
Consultant

•  Lead role reviewing and implementing Certification Regulations
o Organized and performed regulation reviews.
o Led proposal e^ort and secured multi-million dollar grant for on-line educator

certification and recruitment system,

o Directed efforts of a $2.6 million system to recruit and certify educators as well as
approve educator preparation programs. This program received the national
NASCIO award for Government to Citizen programs.

•  Led efforts to promote educator programs and recruit prospective educators.
o Led efforts to leverage technology to attract, recruit and retain the best educators

in Massachusetts.

o  Improved program application process to select best and brightest prospective
educators into select programs,

o Recruited prospective educators from universities across the country and
promoted alternative certification programs.

•  Led efforts to uncover marketing mechanisms to recruit educators.
o Compiled program brochure to market state incentive and support programs for

educators.

o Leveraged internet to reach out to prospective and current educators.

Accenture, Atlanta, GA and Boston, MA (1989-2000)
Strategy and Technology Consultant ,
•  Defined management and development procedures for internal operations.

o Helped develop new implementation methodology and led team to rollout new
methodology as part of a global deployment reaching 8,000 people and directing
SI.5 billion in revenue,

o Worked with executives across Europe, Asia-Pacific and South America to
implement new methodology,

o Developed corporate policies and incentives to assist in the acquisition of the new
methods.

o Lead manager of team implementing continuous improvement study to improve
policies and procedures,

o Recommendations directed the work of 60,000 employees on client engagements
in 45 countries.

• Managed and led team efforts in a variety of environments.
o Managed teams of more than 30, aligning team efforts for common vision,
o Throughout many management efforts, rriaintaincd a continuous focus on quality

improvements.
o Emphasized team dynamics: encouraged sharing of knowledge, focused on both

individual and team goals, and developed mentoring prograrn to accelerate skill
development.

o Nominated for Mentor of the Year and received award for Recruiter of the Year.

•  Led many strategy and technology change programs. •
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o Worked with senior managers from Fortune 100 clients providing expertise to
series of strategy and technology development initiatives (clients included Delta
Air Lines, international Paper, Georgia Pacific, Holiday Inn...)

o Project recovery: brought into fledgling technology development effort to guide a
critical business implementation,

o Programs included such activities as managing teams of more than 30, delivering
complex technology implementation, leading change management activities and
delivering processing changes providing over $5 million in benefits.

IBM Advanced Education Systems, Atlanta, GA {\9%6-\9%%)
Education Technology Representative
• Worked on team marketing educational and literacy products. Developed customer

relationship management system. Products were early generation of interactive video used
for a variety of training environments from physician education to inmate literacy programs.

Other Related Experience
• Member and Chairperson, Rye School Board
•  Leadership for New Hampshire
•  Rye Education Foundation - Board Member / Grants Committee
•  Software Development - All aspects of development from design to programming; from

database development to training
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AttachmentB

So Many Educational Service Proxdders,
So Little Exdcience

COBY Y. MEVEllS niul DRV/VN A. XOXNCRONlCEiX

.'UniirrxjfX y"

;Mbn:.thnn 15 >x\ire\iricr ihc.passajjc ofiVo Child Ixh Behind, billions ofdolhrs
iuvc ijclcn spcm bu school-iuriun-ouiid iwliciis aijU iuiliaiim. Yet, this gromng
"school iniprovvinvui iiitliuir>*"'1ms.rcci:hvtl surprisinyly liulc ciMwidcnvioa This-
siikl>' is :in initbl cnon lo Ix^'i" to Ixticr utMii'muiKl ilib iiKhisto'# sui)j»ly skli:. >Vc
IK.' qtuilituiixx' liscnrdi lcdHtkiix"s to areihic tlx wxhsiics of 151 sclkwl-iurnaruitiid
pro\-idrfs ihai liavc been cixiorscd, riilicr directly or indircctK*, by 13 state cd-
iiration ageitclcs uith pnhlldy a\T»ilablc Itttsofitrovidcrs. In adriiiioti» \vc corxittci
n s^-stcmaik-. nniL-^N'.of die nacan h cvkkmcc behind each pru\*)dcV, findinK ihai dic
-ispcs of provider* and the scnatvs that ihcy purport ollninjj A-arj* «»mirlerahly.
Ap|>ibKinuicly 50"^n of proxadcrs inrBcaic Ixnng.riacarih based, Ixii llli Ivnv
c\-i^hrc ofmspaci on:Siitflcm achicxrnicitt oiiicbntcs generally, anil o:tl>^-5% in
.tuntaroundcoiitcxis.^Tilit^ll)-. NW consider sc\-cr.U iciisom in iXiltLyaml (»ac'licc
tlutl arise front dtis rcscan h.

The No Child Ltfi Behind (NCLB) Act ofiOO I, P.L 107- II0,20 U.S.C. § 6319
(2002), reauihorizcd lite lilcmcninry attd Secoiiditry Cducaiion Act of'! 965 by
building on growing siaic support for schcxt) accouinabiliiy (Hanushek nnri
Rasmond 2005). NCLB adtcad ina nctivcm ofcducniion in ihc United Slates,
prioritizing ilic iniprovcincnt oflow-pcrfonning scltools and closing achicvc-
ntcnl gaps between demographic groups. Specifically, Tide I of NCLB.car-
mtirkcd pfosisions for scfting disad\nniaged studitms and introducing standards-
based: education refprm .set on the.rputidalions oflttgh, mcitwrabic c\*pcaalions
for all siiidcriis. Subsequently, billions of fcdttr^l dullara have been spent on ini-
uatim intcttdcH to rapidly infrcasc.?—or lurti around—Student achicvcnicitl
in the natiotv's lowest pci fonttihg schools. As of 2013, these School hnprotT.-
nteiil Craiiis (SIGs) were awarded to ntdre than 1,600 .scltools (Murlburt et al. •
2012) and inspiiitd similar slate,and local policy initutlivi's, all focused on sub-

Eli'druiticnlly pi^khcil Svptunbcr 111. 'iOIti

Awrrirtw Jnunmf lulurnHitn 125 {N'<»\-cntbcr 20lfl)
0 2018 bs- lite Unisxrsiiy of Chicago. All rights rtscnx-d.
01thVf.7:IV2<)|«/i25ni.O«MS10.0p
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So Many hoviHers, So UuU Evidence

siantial, rapid increases in student English language arts (ELA) and mathe
matics achievcmci>t outcomes.'

Examples of turnaround poliey success exist at the stale level (e.g., Oee 2012;
LiCaIsi ct al. 2015) and the local level (e.g., dc la Ton e ct al. 2013; Sinank ci al.
2016). However, studies typically with more methodologically rigorous standards
and nationally representative samples have been less positive (e.g., Aladjcm ct al.
2010; \je Floch ct al. 2016): for example, Stuit (2010) asked whetiicr failing
schools arc "immoital." Indeed, rapidly improving traditionally low-performing
schools Is difficult work (Duke 2015).

School turnai ound is challenging for many reasons. External facio«*s such as
poveny, low levels of parent education, and home structure matter (Berliner
2006, 2009; Mtnphy and Meyers 2008). S^'stemic inconsistencies and weak
nesses, including political.challenges and a lack of or uneven district support,
curtail school capacity to change (e.g., Finnigan and Sietvari 2009). Challenges
within chronically low-performing .schools, such as inexperienced administrators
and teachers, also hinder turnaround efforts (IDuke 2015). The recent use of the
term "turnaround" and its implications continue to msult in practical limitations,
loo, such as kjiowing what aaually constitutes a successful turnaround (Trujillo
and Rende 2015). Each of these strands continues to be a challenge for prac
titioners, policy makers, and researcheis. None of the challenges arc especially
new or diflbrcnt, but shifts in federal requirements and increases in funding to
address these challenges havx created considerable space for educational serxnce
providers to operate.
The substantial federal funding response appears to have spurred a consid

erable number of turnaround providers (often dubbed "external providers," or
' "proNndcrs" for short). Some of these providers repurposcd their original busi

ness models to align with federal mandates, state and local contexts, or both.
Others were created seemingly in response to die federal funding opportunity
(Dillon 2010). Given diat many state education agencies (SE/\s) have traditionally
played a passive role in school impro\xmcnt and reform efforts (e.g., Manna

Goby V. MevbrS is the chiefof research of the Darden/Curr)' Partnership for
Leaders in Education and associate professor ofeducation in the Guriy School of
Education at the Univcrsit)* of Virginia. Dr. Mcycrs's research focuses on un
derstanding the role of school-system leadcrsliip, especially in die context of
improxnng low-performing schools. BrV/VN' A. VajNGrONICEN is a PKD candi
date in education administration and supenision in the Guny School of Edu
cation at the Uhivxrsity of Virginia. His research focuses on organizational re
silience and change management in prc-K-l 2 schools and districts, the role and
influence of external providers in prc-K-l2 education, and educational leaders'
judgment and decision-making processes.
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M^ers and VanCronigen

2010; Masscll 1998), the cmcfgcncc of a "school improvement indusny" (Rowan
2002, 283) should not be surprising. However, almost no research or scholar-
slnpbn providers exists, Some of our fouiKiaiionaJ knowledge in this space comes
from news reporters, not scholars (e.g., Dillon 2010; Emma 2015). We know little
about (I) the extent to which the .providers assisting with school turnaround
actually have evidence support ing their theories of action and (2) whether they
can develop the levels of sopliisiication necessaiy to proNidc districts and schools
with meaningful turnaround itssistancc. The limited number of achieved, sus
tained lunuirounds nationally (e.g., \jz Floch ct al. 2016; Meyers ci al. 2012;

Stuit 2010) suggests that, collcctix'cly, these providers have l>cen unable to gen-
crate success with their partner districts and schools.

In this study, wc use qualitative research techniques to conduct a rigorous,
sophisticated analysis of the websites of 151 providers endorsed, either directly
or indirectly, by the 13 SE.As with publicly as'ailable turnaround provider lists
and conduct a s)'Slcmatic rctnew of the research evidence behind each provider.
Given how recent the turnaround landscape is, we were curious to learn the,
extent to which SEA-cndorsed piovidcrs vaiy in the scmccs they ofl'cr, how
they ofl'er them, tvheiher their programs arc research based, and how many
actually have empirical c\idcncc of impact on student achievement. To close,
wc consider the ramifications of relying on providei's with empirical csndcncc in
the realm of school turnaround as education transitions to the new world of the

■Ever)' Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, Pub. L iNd. 1 14-95 § 114 Siai.
1177 (2015-2016), which continues to place a premium on these providers to
support district and school-turnaround initiatives.

Research Questions

Tlie school-turnaround context remaiits unclear in many wa)'s, including hotv
best to make rapid student achievement gains in schools that have not seen
success in years and whether such drastic improvement can be scaled. But since
NCLB-s enactment, federal polity has prioritized increasing student achieve
ment outcomes for students in low-performing schools. Recent federal turn
around policy (e.g., SIC) only expedited such efforts, and ESSA reinforces that
such a focus on student achievement outcomes will continue. Moreover, these
policies have consistently funded states, disu icts, and schools to employ providers
to assist with or even lead lumaround cffons—and providers have become a clear
pajT of the fabric of US public education. SEAs and disuias hax'c received sig
nificant funding for these paitncrs in recent ycai-s to overcome some of their own
capacit)'limitations (Masscll 1998; Tanncnbaum ctal. 20)5; VanCronigen and
Meyers, 2017). To date, though, little scholarship has considered what these pro
viders actually ofi'cr, how they offer their services, whcllicr their services are based
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So Many Providers, So Litlle Evtiiaice

on research, or if they have cxnclcncc lhai what they do positively afiects student
achievcmenr. What providers ofler, ho\v' their scr\'iccs arc developed and
marketed, and whetlier those scr\"ices have foundations in research or cwdcncc

of impact have meaningful implications for S.EAs, districts, and schools. Several
issues in need of alignment—specifically, the fit between local context and pi*o-
vider services—have yet to "be ana))'zcd s)'stcmatically. This study Is an initial
cfiToit to )>cilcr understand the supply side of the schooi-impi"ovcment-industi"y
equation.

It is important to note dial when discuss providei-s as being "rcscarclt

based," wc mean that their theories of action or scr\nces are informed by sys
tematic, empirical methods and rigorous data analyses from the educational
disciplines in which they work. These foundations arc not necessarily limited to
the actual provider. For exaniple, an extended learning proNndcr's initial iheoiy
of action could, and probably should, be informed by the body of research on
extended learning. When we discuss providers.as havHng "evidence of impact,"
however, our focus shifts to whether there is expenmcntal or c|uasi-c\i)cnmcntal
research on the provider's impact on student achievement outcomes. '

In this study, wc ask the following three research questions:

1. What i>'pcs of turnaround providers arc endorsed by SEAs?
2. In what areas do SEA-cndorsed turnaround providers claim expertise?

Tliat is, what services do they ofTcr to schools? (<?) Arc the scr\iccsbnercd
research based? (d) Are the services oflercd customizable?

3. To what extent do SEA-cndorsed turnaround providers have evidence
that the services they provide positively impaa student achievement?

In answering these questions, wc provide mitial'insight uito the types of pro
viders that some SEAs have endorsed in recent years. This insight raises more
questions about expectations of and regulations for SEAs and districts as they vet
and endorse providers in this critical work to improve student achievement out
comes in many of the nation's lowest performing schools.

Setting the Stage

The recent rise of providers to lead or supplement reform cfibris has been sub
stantial, especially in conjunction with the school-turnaround reform initiative
that was bolstered by unprecedented levels of federal funding. School reform has
been a relatively constant theme in US education since at least President Rea
gan's National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) produced the
report A jVation at Risk, which asserted that US public scliools were, at the time,
failing. As a result, several reform efibrts, including comprehensive school re-
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fomi and standards-based accountabilic)', have promoted ncwaspirarional ways
to substantially improve academic outcomes for students. Throughout the ac
companying policy churn, SEAs have been increasingly tasked \vitli expanding
their roles, dc.spitc often lacking the capacity to do so cfTcctively. VVc turn now to
discuss further each of these rclev-ant linked strands of the research and policy
literature.

So Much R^om, So Uitie Change

ITic title of Charles Palme's (2008) fitink book on the histoiy of urban school'
reform, So Much Reform, So Little Change, sets the stage for this stud>-. The literature
on K-I2 school improvement and school relbiTn eflbris in the United States is
extensive, dating back at least to the 1920s when Samuel Brooks (1922), then
superintendent of schools in Winchester, New Hampshire, suggested suandard-
ized testing as a way to improve schools. Nearly a centiny later, a range of un-
obtiaisivc and intJ\isivc sti'aiegics have been employed to improve or refonn
public schools, especially in urban areas (Hess 1999). School rcfonn has been on
the public polity agenda for some time, Nvilh l^rr)' Cuban (1990) noting how
"public oHicials' eagerness to refonn schools has continued unabated in this
centur)', especially since World War 11" (3). School tumorouiul, which we define
as the rapid improvement of student achievement in low-performing schools
(VanCronigen and Meyers, 2017), isjust one of the more recent strategies.

Despite reforms being implemented "again, again, and again" (Cuban 1990,3),
Payne (2008) and many others (e.g., Elmore 2004) lament that not much has
changed: thousands of US scliools remain trapped in a seemingly entilcss cycle of
failure—some, because of their own doing and others because of larger com
munity' and institutional forces (Berliner 2009; Ogbu 2003). However, it is not
for a lack of tiying, as there has been no shortage of efibri to aid the country's
lowest performing schools (Datnow 2000, 2005; Hess 2004; Tyack and Cuban
1995). As Duke (2016) asserts, though, the ground beneath any school reform
policy is "always shifting" (xiii). This constant instability has, at least in part,
prevented the United States from developing a coherent and unified approach
to improvement and reform—and in the absence of such a plan, schools,
districts, and the federal and state governments have devised and implemented
their ov\n ways to improve or reform schools.

Holding Low-Pqfoming Schools AccounlabU

Margaret Placier (1993) notes hoxv modem school improvement and school
reform eflbris arc rooted in the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk. The report
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\

asscrrcd that a rising tide of mediocrity in schools threatened the countiy's
future, and at the time, the US Congress left it up to states to dc\nsc their own
solutions to stem the rising tide, wiiicli led to the creation of a r.iricly of ac
countability systems that ranged in depth, scope,'and strength. In their study of
such systems, Hanushck and Rajmiond (2005) categorized post-jVfl/wn al Risk
accountability policies as either "report card" or "consec|iieniial." Report, card
states published school-level tcsi-performance data, whereas consequential states
published performance data and attached consequences to school performance
(Hnnushck and Raymond 2005). By the turn of the millci inium, 25 states had a

consequential s^-srcm in place with "meaningful sanctions" (Dee and Jacob 201 1,
425) for low-perfonning schools.

In 1998, the fedcm) government established the Comprehensive School Re
form (CSR) progi^am, tviiich provided low-peifonningscltools \vnih up to 3 years
of grant funds to implement holistic school reform cITorts using scientifically
researched strategies and methods (Dainow 2000). In 2001, the federal go\*ern-
mcnr, in passing NCLB, increased its investment in low-perfonning schools.
Language in Title ! of NCLB, in panicular, provided several financial supports
for school improvement and reform efforts in addition to the CSR program. Such
invcsimcnl came at a cost, as the law—for the first lime in histoiy—pcrniiited
states to close schools that did not meet jxrfomtance benchmarks for 5 consec
utive years. This established a sense of urgenc)' for school improvement and
rcfonn efforts, leading Johnson (2013) to contend that NCLB-era account
ability policies advocated "shock .therapy" (232) for low-performing schools.
A dcfiniri\c timeline for success and the threat of closure did not comport with

the more incremental approaches to school improN'cmcnt and reform associated
with CSR and Title I supports, perhaps leading some scholars to identify "school
turnaround" as the key term to describe NCLB-era school improvement eflToris
(e.g., Duke 2016). Indeed, although a few cases saw success, e\ctluadons (e.g.,
Berends et al. 2002; Orlajtd 2011) found tlie programs to be largely ineffective in
bolstering low-performing schools. In response, the federal government phased
out the CSR program in favor of the SIC program. Congress first appropriated
funds in 2007 but injcacd an additional S3.5 billion via the American,Rcco\'cr)'
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA, or "the stimulus bill") of2009, Pub. L. No. 1 1 1-5,
123 Stat. 115,516 (2009). Under SIC, low-perfonning schools could receive up
to $3.5 million over 3 ̂xars if they adopted one offour inten'ention models: clo
sure, restart, trajisforrnation, or turnaround:

• Closure: llie school is closed and its students transferred to higher-
achieving schools in the district.

• Restart: The school is converted or closed, then reopened under a charier
school operator, charter management organization, or education manage
ment oiganization.
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• Transformalion: The school's principal is fired; a principal and ceachcr-
cvaluaiion s>^lcm based on student achievement and other measures, as
well as rewards and sanctions for principals and teachers, must be dc\'cl-
opcd; strategies for teacher recruitment, retention, and professional devel
opment must be implemented; a scries of structural and curricular clianges
must be made.

• Turnaround: Tlie schoor.s principal and all teachers arc fired. Tlie new
piincipal, using newly granted flexibility, can rchirc up to 50 percent of the
originril (caclicrs nloiig with new sinn". (Trujillo and Rcn6c 2015, 6)

These aggressive intervention modeb held sc1k)o1s, and especially their principals,
accountable for rapidly increasing—or turning around—student achicN'cinent (Le
Floch el uJ, 2016).

State Ca{)acity to Champion Turnaround

Many SEAs did not have the necessary' capacity to take on their new NCLB-
cra luntaround caseloads, a reality dating back to the rise of state standardized
assessments in the mid-1990s (Manna 2010; Tannenbaum ct al. 2015). SILA
reform strategics wore highly decentralized, often rc.suliing in partnerships with
providers to work with low-performing schools (Massell 1998). A combination
of limited slate and distinct capacity and an increase in spending on school im
provement and reform cfTorts started to create, in Rowan's (2002) words, "the
school iiTvprovcmcnt industiy" (283). Indeed, at the time NCLB was passed, SEAs
Ns'crc playing a relatiN'cly passive role—that of a compliance inoniior (Murphy
and Hill 2011). NCLB's requirements, liowcx'cr, necessitated states taking a more
active role to improve scliools, eN-en if SEAs were not alwa)'S prepared to do so
effectively (Minnici and Hill 2007).

Recently, 80% of SEAs reported lacking sufficient e.xpertisc to support turn
around schools (Tannenbaum ct al. 2015). Regardless of the ARRA-stipulated
intervention a school selected, it still needed to be implemented—and by the fii-st
round of ARRA-funded SIG awards in 2010, nearly half of US states still lacked
the capacit)' to help low-performing scliools rapidh' improve (^'Ianna 2010;
Minnici and Hill 2007). In response, many SEAs have turned to strategics that
engage "nonsysiem actors" (Russell ct al. 2014, 94), SN'hich pose a difl'ercnt set of
capacity challenges, including the ability to manage a "larger and more dh'crse
network" of system (i.e., state) actoi*s and these nons>-stem actors. Consequently,
because states did not have ilie capacity, schools and districts were on their own,
so they reached out to the schooI-in)provemenl industiy for help.

Eager to fill the capacity void created by states, proNndcrs ofTcrcd services that
ranged from small-scale budget consulting (KowaJ and Arkin 2005) to taking
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over and runningcntircschools(Zimmcr ct a!. 2017). Kvcjyycar, new providers
opened up shop to sell their services, but some, as Dillon (2010) found, appeared
to have little or no expertise or experience in rapidly turning around persistently
loAv-pcrfonning schools. Investigating these proNidcrs is an essential first ele
ment of the due diligence needed to evaluate how limited federal and state funds
have been and continue to be spent on improving loAv-pcrforming schools.

Prominence of Providers

We recently coiiductcd another study (X'anCronigcn and Meyers, 2017) in which
wc rcvicv^'cd publicly □\'ailablc documents S)xcific to turnaround for all 50 states
and Washington, DC, to identify and classify, the ON'crarching administration mod
els that SEAs have devised to help turn around their low-performing schools.
Wc found that only live slates—all of which can be classified as mostly rural,
geographically small, or both—operationalized turnaround efToris completely
internally. In otljer words, 45 states and the Disu ict of Columbia invx)lve pro-
Aadcrs to varying degrees in their attempts to lead, assist, or coordinate school-
iiumaround efforts. In fact, wc found that eight states moved turnaround for
ward completely externally, refying solely on providers to work with their lowest
performing schools.

Such reliance on proxnders to partner witli or lead schtxi-iumaround initia
tives seems to assume that the providers can offer scmces that matter and have
evidence of impact. However, our initial foray into SEA documents resulted in
fcav examples of states c.yplicitly requiring providers to dcntonstratc empirical
cxidencc ofsuccess before working vWih low-performing schools (see UCaIsi et al.
[2015] for an example of Massacliusctts, whiclt has a clearly articulalcd plan that
le\erages cNndcnce-bascd proxndcrs). A ntorc general review of school-turnaround
research and policy literature revealed only one study that endeavored to un
derstand and compare state policies regarding provider CNodcnce (KJute et al.
2016), and its focus was limited to efforts aligned with SIC models of school
turnaround (e.g., closure, restart, transformation, turnaround) as opposed to the
successes of proNider interventions. In ESSA, the federal govcniment continues
to expect providers to demonstrate evridcncc of impact when working with low-
performing schools (Herman ct al. 2016). Tims, understanding how states re
sponded to SIC mandates that arc, in spirit, similar to those in ESSA could
provide important policy and practice lessons going forward. More broadly, this
research provides insight into what happens when the federal government, states,
and disiricLs put in place high-stakes accountability s>'stcms coupled with massive
infusions of dollars and weak capacity.
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iMetliod j

As noted, in related research, \vc anal>'zcd publicly available docuincnis from
all 50 states and the District of Columbia to determine how SEAs responded
to federal mandates to turn schools around (X'anCronigetj and Meyers, 2017).
Only five siaics undertook turnaround cfToris completely internally, and the
remaining states and the District of Columbia engaged providers in the turn
around process to var>ing degiees. Of those, 13 states made their endorsed
provider lists publicly available. The lisu communicate how SEAs have ad
ministered school-turnaround cfTorts in federally designated priority schools.
Tlirce of the SEAs arc designated as "cMcrnal," suggesting that districts con-
iract prosnders to handle all facets of turnaround cfToris. One of the SEAs is
designated as "hybrid-coordinate," suggesting that it coordinates efforts across
organizations, but distncts contract proxadcrs for primaiy sti-atcg>' creation and
implementation. Four SE/\s arc'dcsignated as "hybrid-assist," .suggesting that
SEA staff assists turnaround cfibrts, but districts contract proNiders for prunaiy
siratcg)' creation and implememarion. Four SEAs are designated as "hybrid-
lead," suggesting that SEA staff lead turnaround cfibrts, although districts
contract proxodcrs for supplementary' strategy creation and implementation.
Tennessee is identified as both hybrid-coordinate and hybrid-lead because
districts ivithin it have the option of choosing eitlicr the SEA or a proNnder to,
lead turnaround efforts. Thus, all classifications arc present in the sample.

Moreover, the sample of states reprcsent.gcographic, ethnic, and other di
versity (see table 1). Most regions in the United States arc represented. Student
enrollment ranges from large (e.g., Illinois, \N'ith more than 2 million students)
to small (e.g., West Virginia, vxith fewer than 300,000 students). More than 50%
of students in Arizona and Nevada arc minorities, whereas less than 20% of
students in Utah and 10% of students in West Virginia are minorities. Poverty
rates range from 37% to 62%. In addition, the percentage of students scoring
at or above basic on the National Assessment of Educational Progress \'arics,
including traditionally high-scoring Massachusetts. There is also a noticeable
range in the number of pro\iders identified by state, as five states have fewer
than 10 endorsed providers (Wisconsin endorsing the fewest, u'ilh 4), whereas
another five states have 24 or more endorsed proN'idei's (N'lichigan endoi'sing the
most, with 35). Although the states in this study appear to be fairly represen
tative of all states, we caution against generalizing to all because these are the
only states to make their lists publicly available. Providing this access is pivotal
to the study but also a clear differentiator ijctween states. The extent to which
this choice has practical implications for interpreting results is difficult to
determine.
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lABLE I

Mtmber oj Promders Endorsat fy Encli StnU Included in this Study

Slate
Classification of SE.A
Administration Model

Providers

(")

Number of
Providers Based

vWihin the State (%)
Total

Suideni.s
%

Minority
%

FRL

NAFP Math at
Proficiency or

Abo\'C (%)

NAEP Reading at
Proficicnc>' or

above (%)
Ari'40na Hybrid<ooi"dinaic 29 13 (45) 1,111.695 55 n/a 38 30
Arluns;ts Hybrid-assist 17 8 (47) 490,917 33 G2-. 32 32
Colorado H^'brid-assist 7 2 (29) 889.006 39 42 +3 39
Illinois H^'brid-assist 16 5(40) • 2,050.239 43 54 37 35
Ma.«achir.scits Hybrid-lead 24 17(71) 9.5.5,844 27 40 .54 50
Michigan Hybrid-lead -  35 29 (03). 1,537,922 26 45 34 29
Missouri H^'brid-a.ssisi 24 3(13) 917,785 22 51 38 36
Nevada E.Ntema) 28 1 (4) 459,189 52 52 32 . 29
'renncsscc Hybrid-lead,

hybrid-coordinate 14 14(100) 995,475 31 56 40 33
Utah Elxicmal ,, 5 3(60) 635,577 19 37 41- 'K)
Virginia Hybrid-lead 7 0(0) 1,280,381 37 40 47 43
West Virginia Hybrid-lend 6 3(50) 280,310 6 46 33 30
Wisconsin Focternal 4 0(0) 871.432 22 41 45 37

Notf..—FRI.. = free or rcduccd-pricc lunch.. Wc used ihe jNaiicnal Cenicr for F^ucntion Staiistics' Eimalory/Secondmy Information
System (hitps://nccs.ed.gov/ccd/clsi/iablcGcncrator.asp.N*) to proxnde the number of total students and to calcubte the percentages ofnunorir>'
students and those rcccK'ing FRU The NAF.P perccn(ugc.s of students at proficiency or above are for grade 4 .siutlenis in 2015 and arc froin The
J\'otion's Report Cord(http5://\v\\'\v.naiionsrcponcard.gov/).



M^ers and VanCmnigm

Determining Provider Type and Whether Providers Were
Research Based or Customizable

In toial, 151 providers were identified across the 13 siaics, with 31 pro\'idc»*s
endorsed by niuhiple SEAs. VVc revie\vcd the content of each provider's
website, and these sitesVaried considerably in depth-of-program and product
descriptions and related information, including internally conducted studies
and links or citations to. externally conducted studies and evaluations. VVc first
read ihc provider's "Aboui" (or similar) wcb.pagc to dctcmiinc ubat t^'}>c of pro

vider the organixarion vx'os and what seniccs it offered.-To determine provider
l)'pc, vve emplo)'ed an inductive content ana!)'sis approach (Elo and K)nigas 2008),
which tiscs data analpis tccitnic|ucs akin to grounded theoiy's open coding scheme
(Strauss and Corbin 1990) and con.siant comparative method (Clascr and Su'auss
,1967). These qualitative reseaixh methods endeavor to build a conceptual un
derstanding of a phenomenon if a priori codes and hv'pothcscs arc insufficient.
One of us conducted prcliminaiy coding of the website information to identify

emerging themes of provider Tlic second researcher then independently
rcvievrcd the websites using the initial cnx:rgcnt themes to confimi, disconfirm, or
suggest altcmacivc provider typos or definitions or conceptunJizations of those
t>pes. Of the prosnders studied, 19 did not have acrive websites, hi diose instances,
we reviewed, if available, SEIA records, research documents identified fiom our
literature review, or botli to make detci*muiations about prosnder type, resultuig in
141 providers for which wc could determine t>'pc. Liten atcr reliability tvas 82%
(115 of 141 previders). Coding differciKCS resulted primarily from one of us iden
tifying the provider as one type (e.g., consultancy service) while the other iden
tified that one Ivpc plus another t)!^ (e.g., consulianty service and lopic-specifK:
services). Consequently, wt decided to list all l^-pes identified by cither of us
under the assumption that SEA or district officials could also vary in their in
terpretations of provider r>pc. The provider-type labels and definitions are pro
vided in table 2.

Wc conducted a similar process to determine whether providers claimed to
be research based. During initial coding, wc realized there was some gradation
in the ways that providers presented themselves, with some clearly demonstrating
that some or all of their services were research based and otheis not making such
claims. However, several providers more subtly indicated being research based
without providing any additional information (e.g., providing links to research
literature without actually referencing it). To honor this difference, wc coded
whether providers (1) were clearly research based, (2) intimated or suggested
being research based, or (3) provided no evidence of being research based.
Intcnaier reliability was 74% (107 of 140 providers).* We again elected to be
inclusive, meaning that vve resolved differences by gi^'ing the provider the
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So Many Provuicrs, So UuU Evidaice

T.-UJUi 2

Provider Types and O^mitions

Pro\'idcr Type Definition of Pro'v'idcr Tspc

Charter or cdncaiiona! ntgmt.
orgnnizaiion (CMO/EMO)

Coniprchcnsivc proNidcr

Coiuiilling service

Inier\'eniion model

Resource provider

Special school or distiici

Siudcnt-lcN'cl. intcrv'cntion

Student services

Topic-spccific services (e.g., most
fVcqucntly prcscripiixx profcs-
sional dev'elopnient services)

Training or licensure progi"am

Other.

A manugcmcnt organiztiiion that operates a
school or set ol' schools.

An org.iiii7.:ition with the cipacit)' to deliver on all
various .service requests while actively engaging
the school on-siie.

An orgnnizaiion or inrii\iduHl."« who

provide supports ttiilored to school
or client necd.s.

An orgtinizaiion's core program with some |x>'
icntial flexibility designed to improve aspects of
tcadiing, lending, or managcntcnt of a school
that theoretically will result in increased
.student nchievcment.

An oi'gaiiizution that develops or facilitates the
production of various resources for sale.

A school or district c.siablishcd by the
disiria or state to deliver instruction, man-
agentcnt, or other operations not i)pica) of
other schools or districts.

A supplemental program or intervention designed
to accelerate student learning within a subject.

Programs or services oflcrcd to students otusidc of
their lyincal school olVciings and schedules.

An organization thai provides oiK or more pro.-
fcssknial development scmces for a limited
number of topics. TItc services arc mostly
prescriptive.

An organiztilion that provides alternative teacher
or leader 'development programs that result in
liccnsurc.

Various other ways organizations could advance
cduaitional missions.

benefit of the doubt (i.e., disagreement between a provider's iiaving no research
base or suggested research resulted in coding the provider as suggesting it was
research based).
As we reviewed websites to determine provider t>'pes and whcUicr service

ofTerings were research based, w e noticed multiple providers emphasising their
ability to meet school needs through customizable seiviccs. This resonated witji
us as something important to consider within our review of provider tN^JCS,
rcscarch-bascd ofTcrings, and evidence of impact. Although addressing questions
such as, "Arc rcscarch-based providers less likely to offer customizable services?"
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M^crs and VanCronigen

ai-c.beyond the scope of ihis aiticic, we dccciTnincd that at least a considemtion of
the extent lo which prONndcrs were olTcring customizable sciviccs was woilh
tracking. Thus, we returned lo the beginning ofour list ofproNndcrsand reviewed
Nvcbsilcs again lo code for customizable services in the same vein as our research-
based coding. Initial inicrratcr reliability was 91% (128 of 140 providers).

DeUrmi'ning Provider Services Offered .

In addition, we reviewed the provider websites to make detcnninniions about
the seivices they indicated providing. Because so little formiii consideration has
been given to providers to.date, we initially adopted the following 15 serxncc
areas identified in the Guide lo Working with External Providers (Hassel and Sieiner
2012) as a priori codes: assessment strategies; classroom managcnKiit; cominu-
nit)' involvement; curriculum components; data collecnon and analysis; in
structional methods; leadership development; parent inx'olvcment; professional
learning communities; reshaping of school culture; school governance; su'atcgic
planning, teacher recruitment, induaion, and mentoring, technolog)' evaluation
S)'Stcms; and use of technologx'. As wc reviewed websites, we added five additional
service areas to that list: coaching, extended learning time, literac\', mathematics
and science, and professional dcN'clopmcm. 'I'his jHeldcd a total of 20 pxjtential
provider service areas, and wc did not attempt to paisc them fuaher (e.g., pro
fessional development specifically focused on literacy) but instead simply cliccked-
boxes if the infomiation on the piON'idcr website v\'as aligned with-any of the
20 aforementioned service areas. Interratcr reliability vs'as 91% (2,502 of 2,760).
Again, for coding dilfcrcnccs, wc assumed that if one of us identified a particular
scnacc area, then an SiL\ or district official might too, so we elected to keep all
service-area codes.

Determining hovider Evidence

Wc also s>'stematically identified and reviewed impact studies on each provider
from 2001 through 2016. We searched for each of the 151 providers by name in
tlircc academic search engines (EBSCOHost, JSTOR, and ProQuesi) and in
multiple other journals either ttol included in the search engines (e.g., Educa-
lional Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Teachers CoU^ Record) or included only for
selected years (e.g., American Education Research Journal, American Journal of Edu
cation). For large providers with many progi ams (e.g., Pearson), wc also searched
for products with the specific goal of increasing student El.iA and mathematics
achievement outcomes for students in grades 3-8 and 10 or II (i.e., NCLB-
mahdated grades for testing). The number of abstracts identified varied greatly
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by provider (i^anging froni 0 lo approximnicly 750). Wc rcirievcd the full article
or report when cither (I) the abstract suggested that the study was a quantitative
impact study of the provider or its product or (2) we could not clearly detcnnine
that the study wa.s not a quantitative impact study. In addition, nvc reviewed the
What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) website in case the provider or its prodticu;'
had already been evaluated there. We also searched each provider's website
for any additional reports or studies that might not be published itt academic
journals.

Finally, wc emailed pro\'i<lcrs \v irh active websites to infomi them of the study

and to request any quantitative studies on their seranccs that demonstrate impact
on student achievement outcomes. Wc proNndcd them with 3 weeks to respond

to our request for any infonnaiion, studies, links, or other documents related to
research or evaluation of iJVeir programs. We received 22 email responses with
reports and links. Wc also fielded several phone calls. From all of these com
munications. we added one proNider to the list of pro\'idei"s with evidence of
impact and made no change to the list of providci*s with CNndcncc of impact in
turnaround contexts. Pro\'idei"S without websites were not contacted because in-

icnx:i searches revealed them to be small consultancy groups, and nothing indi-
'caicd dial they arc doing more than picxiding services on a small, local scale.

In this review, wc anaUacd only quantitative research on each provider. Wc

'defined cvidaux as a quantitative study that showed significant, positive impact on
ELA or mathematics student achic\'cnicni outcomes or on-high school gi*adua-

• tion rates and that could meet WWC (2015) standards, even with rescn'aiions.
V\AVC is pan of the Institute of Education Sciences—the US Department of
^ucation's research wing—and \\'^s created to answer the question, works
in education?" by systematically reviewing cdiicauonal programs, products,
practices, and policies. Tlic first author is a certified V\AVC reviewer who evaluated
the studies wc identified as cmplojHng cxpcrimcntai or quash^xpcrimcntal methods
lo dcicnTiine whcOier could meet cither of VNAVC's two evidence standards.'

It is important to note that our review of the studies is not a WVN'C en
dorsement. Moreover, some studies in this rc^^e^v that could ha\e met WWC

exHdence standards did not actually pro\nde all of the data neccssaiy to make
such a determination. Therefore, findings of CNndcncc should be interpreted as
findings that the pixtvidcr could h«'ive evidence. Wc then made dclcrrninations
about whether providers had evidence of impact in turnaround contexts. Wc
conceptualize a himaroimd context as a sample of schools clearly identifiable at
baseline as low performing that made statistically significant student achieve
ment gains in ELA or mathematics in 2 or 3 academic years, depending on
study reporting. Thus, some proxHdcrs who have cx-idcnce of impact in urban
contexts or on teacher.instruction at the district level might have practical
implications for turnaround but would not fit our specific conceptualization. It
is also important to note that our criteria, and those of the VSAVC, arc con-
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sidcrably more stringent than what state or local education agencies or policy
inakcrs would t)'pically use. Their abilities to access and CNaluaic pro\adcrs, much
less conduct their own studies, arc quite limited, especially given how many
providers need rc\new.

Results

Provider Types

Of the 141 providers for which we could determine pro\Hder i>pc (as defined
above and in table 2), the majority deliver consulting sci"vices (18%), topic-
specific services (15%), or some combination of both (17%; sec table 3). Another
approximately 9% of providci'S combined topic-specific sciviccs with an addi
tional opcring, including an intcr\'Ciuion model (e.g., Success for All), resources,
student-level inieivcntions, student semces, or a training or liccnsurc program.
Nearly 8% ofscnices were limited solely to student semces, including extended
school time and tutoring. More tlijui 10% of endorsed providers were cither man
agement organizations (6%) or specific schools or dlsu'icis (5%). There Nverc only
nine endorsed comprchcnsi\-c proxndcrs (6%), but it is worth noting that five of
;tliem were endoi-sed in multiple states (American Institutes for Research in five
states, Cambridge Education in five states, Catapult i!^arning in four states.
Generation Ready in two states, and VVestEd in three states).
Only about 25% of all providers clearly claimed that their services were re

search based, but nearly 28% of all protiders suggested that they tvere research
based; therefore, at most, 53% of the pro\nders indicated that their services or
products were research based. Only four (15%) of the consulting services pro-
videi-s—the most prominent proNoder type—clearly claimed to be researcli based,
with only five more (19%) such organizations making such a claim indirectly.
Nearly three quarters (71 %) of topic-specific servnce provndcrs, howc\*cr, seemed
to have some rcscai*ch informing their services. And, similariy, about 71 % of pro-
vidci"s that deli\ered both consulting and topic-specific sei^iccs appeared to be
research based. All prosnders delivering an intervention model were research
based, but only four such providers were endorsed by SEAs. Seven of the nine
(78%) comprehensive prowders were research based.

Not surprisingly, the provider i)pes that delivered consulting scrxaccs more
frequently promised customization of services: 73% of proNodcrs of consulting
services and 88% of providers of combined consulting and topic-specific semces
oflfered seivice customization. Eight of the nine comprehensive pioviders also
indicated that ihcy proNided customizable semces. Topic-specific seixHce pro
viders appeared less flexible, however, as only 38% noted customizable scnices.
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FROViDER *m'E n Clear Evidence Intimated Evidence Total Clear Evidence hnimatcd Evidence Total

CMO/EMO 8 0 2 2- 0 1 1

p-n (0.0) (25.0) (25.0) (0.0) (I2..5) (12..5)
Comprehensive pronder 9 4 3 7 8 0 8

(6.4) (44.4) (33.3) (77.7) (88.9) • (0.0) (8B.9)
Consulting service ' 26 4 5 9 17 2 ■ 19

(18.4) (15.4) (19.2) (34.6) (65.4) (7.7) (73.1)
Inierveiuion model 4 2 2 4 2 0 2

(2.8) (50.0) (50.0) (100.0) (50.0) • (0.0) • (50.0)
Resource provider 3 0 0 0 0 0 0"

(2.1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Special school or disirici 7 0 1 1 0 0 0

(5.0) (0.0) (14.3) (14.3) (0.0) (0.0) (0:0)
Studcni-lcvcl inicrv'cniion 2 1 0 1 2 0 2

Student services
(1.4) (50.0) (0.0) (50.0) (100.0) (0.0) (100.0)
11 3 2 7 4 I  . 5
(7.8) (27.3) (18.2) (G3.6) (36.4) (9.1) (45.5)

Topic-specific services 21 6 9 15 7 1 8
(14:9) .  (28.6) (42.9) (71.4) (33.3) (4.8) (38.1)

Training or liccnsurc
program' 2 1 1 2 0 0  - 0

(1.4) (.50.0) (.50.0) (100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Combination:

CMO/EMO +
coitsuliing service 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

(0,7) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0) (0.0) (100.0)
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CMO/EMO + iraining
or liccnsurc program

Consulting service +
resource provider

Consulting service +
resource provider +
topic-specific xerNnccs

Consulting service +
student services +

topic-specific scrNnces

Consulting service +
topic-specific scrvnccs

Consulting services + .
training or Hccnsure
program

Inierx'cniion model +

topic-^cific services

Resource proNndcr +
student-level interven

tion

Resource provider +
topic-spccific services

(0.7)

2

(1.4)

(0.7)

(0.7)

24

(17.0)

(0.7)

2

(1.4)

2

(1.4)

(2.1)

0 ■

(0.0)

1

(50.0)

(100.0)

0

(6.0)

9

(37.5)

0

(0.0)

1

(50.0)

(50.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

8

(33.3)

0

(0.0)

1

(50.0)

(50.0)

I

(33.3)

0'
(0.0)

I

(50.0)

1

(100.0)

0

(0.0)

17

(70.8)

0

(0.0)

2  ,

(100.0)

2

(100.0)

1

(33.3)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

(100.0)

I

(100.0)

16

(66.7)

0

(0.0)

(50.0)

(50.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

1

(50.0)

0

(0.0)

0

(0.0)

5

(20.8)

(100.0)

I

(50.0)

0

(0.0)

1

(33.3)

0  .

(0.0)

1

(50.0)

(100.0)

(100.0)

21

(87.5)

(100.0)

2

(100.0)

(50.0)

(33.3)
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intOVlUBK ViTF. n Clear Evidence Intimated Evidence Total Clear Evidence Intimated Evidence Total

Sludcni-lcvcl itucrvcn-

lion + student

services I 0 1 1 0 0 0

(0.7) (0.0) (100.0) (100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Studcni-lcvcl inici'vcn- .

lion + topic-spccihc
scrvicc-s 2 0 1 I 1 1 2

(1.4) (0.0) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0)' (50.0) (100.0)
Student services + topic-

specific services 2 1 0 1 0 1 1

(1.4) (50.0) (0.0) (50.0) (0.0) (50.0) (50.0)

Topic-spccific services +
training or Hccnsurc ••

*

program 2 0 1 1 0 1 1

(1.4) (0.0) (50.0) (50.0) (0.0) (50.0) (50.0)
Other 3 0 0 0 2 0 2

(2.1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (66.7) (0.0) (66.7)

Total 141 35 39 74 65 17 82

(100.0) (24.8) (27.7) (52.5) (46.1) (12.1) (58.2)

NOTB.—Pcrccniagcs arc in parcnihcscs. CMO/KMO = chancr/cdu'caiional n>anagenicni orgnnizaiion. 'Jen pro\"idcrs did noi ha\c
w'cbsiics, and wc could noi retrieve any iiifoimntion from ihc rcsspcciiyc siaic wcbsiics on ihcm. 'Htc majoriiy of chcsc providers appear to be
small consulianc>' finm, but vvc had no way to confirot this. .

2.
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Overall, 58% of llic proxidcrs suggested that they delivered at least some cus
tomizable services.

Provider Types by Ijocation

. Dcspjtc not being a specific research question of our study, it is worth high
lighting hoxv proN'idcr tvpc vnricd by state. /Vs shown in table, I, some SEAs
endorsed only prosndcrs with olTice headquarters elsewhere (e.g., Virginia and
Wisconsin). Hotvct cr, some SEAs mostly endorsed providers from within Uieir
respective states (e.g., 71% in iVla."wachusetts and 83% in Michigan), and the
Tennessee Deparimeni of Education cndoi"scci only providers located within
die stale. We cannot speak to the rationale for these decisions, but the resultant
lists of providers differ noticeably by state.
The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, for example, identified

only four proNndcrs, but three of them are comprehensive providci-s thai typi
cally have more resources and capacity but whose programs are less prescrip
tive. The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
^I.DESE) contracted several prov'idci-s from or near Boston, most of which
had CN^idcnce ofimpact on student achievement, delivered content in one of the
SEA's priorities, or both. However, no providers headquartered in Arizona,
Arkansas, and Michigan had evidence ofimpact. In fact, 16 of the 17 providers
that did not have websites were located in cither Arizona or Michigan. Col
lectively, this suggests that SEAs responded to federal mandates quite differ
ently in their provider-vetting processes.

Services Offered

The number of services offered by the 120 providers we could analyze ranged
from I to 19 (out of 20 possible service areas), with a mean of 6.2 and a median
of6 services olTcred. Although our results indicate chat 11 (9%) of the providers
ofi'ercd only one semce, most providers offered multiple scmces. In fact, 74 pro
viders (62%) offered services in at least five semcc areas.

Providers most frequently offered servnces related to professional devel
opment, instructional methods, and leadership development. Tliese were the
only services offered by at least 60 providers (sec fig. I). In addition, at least
40 prox'iders offered scmces related to nssessjnent strategies, coaching, data
coilcction and analj-sis, and strategic pbnning. Only classroom management,
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FtC. I.—Frequency of olTcnngs in ihc 20 scr\-icc areas by provndcrs included in
this suidy.

-commuiiit)' involvement, cxlendeci learning, math and sciciKC, and teacher rc-
•.cruitmcni and rclcniion scr\*iccs were ofTcrcd by fewer than 20 providers.

'Evidence of Impact

or the 151 proNndcrs idcntincd for this study, only 17 (11%) had evidence of
impact—cxpcriiTtcntal or quasi-experimental research showing significant stu
dent achicN'ement outcomes such as test scores and attendance, graduation, and
dropout rates. Of dtose, only se\'cn (5%) had evidence of impact on student out
comes in samples focuscd^on low-peiforming schools (i.e., turnaround contexts;
see table 4). It is important to underscore chat other providers with evidence of
impact could have been pioviding services for schools vsnth impoverished
enrollments or low-achieving students in need of additional services, but the
ex'aluations were not specific to rapidly improving student achievement in low-
performing schools. Four of the seven providers offered some type of topic-
specific setvices, two provided an intei-\-enuon model, and the other was a charter
management organization (CMO) contracted by a district. All seven proxnders
with evidence of impact on student outcomes were research based, although only
three provided custojoizable sciviccs (see table 5). The number of scmces that
each of the sc\'ch providers focused on low-performing scliools ranged from 2 to
10, not counting the CMO.
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TABLE 4

Evidence of Impoet Ftndhigs

Provider Tv'pc Evidence or Impnci
Evidence of Impact in
Turnaround Contcxis

CMO/EMO

Comprehensive provider
Iniervcniion model

Siudcni-levcl iniervcniion

Siudent services.

Topic-spccific services
.Training or licensurc program
Combination;

Iniervcniion model + Topic-
sjKcific services

Resource provider + Srudcni-
Icvcl iniervcntion

Sludcni services + Topic-
spccific services

Topic-spccific services + Coasuliing services

Toial

KJPP

Insiiunc for Siudcni Achievement

Success Tor /Ml, Talcni Development Sccondaiy

Renaissance Learning (Accelerated Maih and Reader)
Ciiizen Schools, Ciiy Year. UndaMood Bell
Cit)' Connects, eMINTS, Leading Edncaiors

Boston 'I'eachcr Kesidcnc)'

PLE

Houglnon MilHin (Read 180), McCraw-Hill Educaiioii
(Building Blocks)

BELL

Southern Regional Education Board (Maih-in-CTE)

KJPP

Success for All, Talcni
Development Secondary

City Connects, cMlNTS

PLE

BELL

17.(1 1) 7(5)

Note.—KJPP = Knowledge is Power Program. PLE = Darden/Currv' Pannership for (./radcrs in Education. BELL = Building
Educated Leaders for IJfc. Total percentages are in parentheses.
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Provi/iers ivtl/t Eoitfaue of Impact hi Tuniartnaui Contexts

Provider Provider T)pe Research Based Customizable Service Areas

BELL Student services + topic* Yes ^'cs Coaching, extended learning, liierac)', professional

City Connects
specific services de\'c!ppmcnt

Topic-specific .scrNnccs Yes No Data collection/analysis, instructional methods
cMlNTS Topic-SjKcific scrvico-s Yes Yes Instrucliohiil luclhocls, professional dcvelopincn.i;

tcch-ba.scd progi'am
KiPP* CMO/EMO . Yes . No None ollcrcd
PLE Intervention model +

topic-specific services
Yes Yes A.sscssmcni, coaching, curriculum, data

- collection/anaK'sis, instructional metliods, leader
ship development, professional development,
school governance, strategic planning; teacher
retention.

Success for AJl Intert'cntion model Yes No Assessment strategics, coaching, data
collection/anuh'si.s, ijisiiajciional nielliocl.s, lilerao','
math/scicncc, profcssiottal development,
reshaping school culture

'I'alcni Development Intervention model Yes No '.^sscssmcnl, coaching, commtiniiy inx'olvcmcni,
Secondary' curriculum, data collcction/anal^'sis, extended

learning, instructional methods, liicrac\', parent
in\oIvcmcnt, profcssional development, reshaping
school culture, strategic planning

• The overall KJPP model was not endorsed by'any of'ihe 13 Slil/\s. One
poicniial exemplars or consukants, but KIPP schools do noi advcrti.sc or hiarkct

SE/\ idcniiHed successful K.IPP schools vvHihin ir as
any specific scrsnccs for oihcr' dlsiricis or .schools. *

3
&
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Summaiy of Results

VVc have rcporicd our research findings on provideis endorsed, either directly
or indirectly, by 13 Slv\s. These findings'suggest that prosndcr t)-pcs varied con
siderably, with consultancy gioups and loplc-spccific scrv-icc gi'oups being the
most common. Ii is worth reiterating that many providers tvcrc classified as
multiple types, suggesting that they attempted to be flexible to meet v^riou.s
district and school needs. For example, many providers could be identified as
proN^diitg cither consulting services or iopic-S|?ccific services. Flexibility seems to
have been a' priority for many proNidcrs, as nearly 60% indicated that they
proNadcd customizable scr\"icc.s, and the average proxidcr oft'crcd services in six
scrxicc areas. In other words, many providers were ofTcring services that spanned
multiple scrNncc areas whDc proriding customizable options either across or
within those service areas.

Nexerthclcss, only about half of providers indicated that at least some of their
service ofTcrings were research based. In that vein, 11% of providers had any
evidence of impact on student outcomes at all, with less than 5% of providers
having clear evidence of impact on student achievement outcomes in turn
around contexts. Thus, it seems as though the providers endorsed by SEAs m
this study are better characterized as ofTcring multiple services and flexibility iit
how those services arc or would be provided rather than offciing services that
are research based or that have evidence of impact.

Discussion

Sciiool turnaround—the rapid improvement of the nation's lowest performing
schools—has emerged as a critical educational movement (Herman ct a). 2008)
and federal initiative (Lc Flocli ci al. 2016) In an effort to provide all students,
regardless ofbackgrotind or neighborhood context, with equitable educational
opportunities. Since NpLB's passage, the primary' determinant of school suc
cess has been student proficienc)' and growth in ELA and machemacics (plus
graduation rates for high schools). SIC funding solidified this expectation by
identifying the lowest performing schools based on persistently low test scores
and idcntif)nng successful turnarounds ba.scd on substantial increases to those
test scores (Hurlburt ct al. 2012).
That we would initially assess providers by similar measurable outcomes is

hardly surprising, as the identification of low-performing schools and turn
around successes by test scores simplifies evaluation. Quantitative methods also
suggest a clearer sense of what works, or at least what has worked in certain
circumstanccSj by producing results that educators might accept as gcncraliz-

. NOVEMBER 2018 131

This content downloaded from 132.174.254.116 on November 06.2018 08:11:02 AM

All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (hitp://www.joumals.uchicago.edu/i-and-c).



$0 Many Frotn/icrs, So IJttle Evidence

able even if an cv-aKiation is bounded by time, place, and oilier comcxis. More
over, eindence of impact becomes binaiy, ivhicii, on the surface, appears prac
tically useful for funders, policy makers, and practitioners because they can
quickly identify programs or products that check .the box for having evidence.
Yet tensions in policy and practice and holes in research pci'sisv. We turn now to
implications for each.

Implications for Policy and Practice

This study Ibcuscd on the narrow policy of school turnaround, but our results
olTer broader implications for school improvement and school lefomi enbris,
particularly in how evidence is used in education policy maldng. Federal leg
islation, such as iNCLB and FSSA, has created a demand for evidence-based
seiviccs, but otir results suggest that states have not prioritized e\ndencc of
impact when endorsing pro\idei"S to work in their schools and districts. Of ail
the prox-idcrs endorsed across our sample of 13 states, only about 10% had any
CNndencc of impact, and only about 5% had evidence of impact .specifically in
turnaround contexts. Appj oximatcly half of the providers we examined in this
study (about 75 of 151) do not even.suggest that they are research based. In
other words, a near majorit)- of proindcrs do not c.xplicitly link their theories of
action or their conceptual foundations—if they have any—to research in the
areas they purport to service. Collectively, these results compel us to ask t^vo
questions: (1) Are there even enough evidence-based proNnders to meet federal
policy demands? (2) If there were enough csndcnce-bascd providci's, would states
require, or at least pnoritizc, schools and districts to use them?
The federal transition from NCLB and SIG to ESSA seems like an appro

priate step because part of the funding set aside for providers requires progi"ajns
to be tindergirded by promising correlational evndencc (tier III) or to be theo
retically driven by a research base (tier fV; Herman ct al. 2016). But our results'
suggest that even that step might not be enough to assure that all providers meet
minimum federal evidence standards. Study results suggest that som^ provider
t>'pes arc more likely to claim to be evidence based, and perhaps they (e.g.,
intervention models or student-lci'cl interventions) are also easier to evaluate
rigorously. Moreover, eomprclichsivc providers, consultancy groups, and other
organizations generally arc designed to increase specific aspects of state and
local capacity that are importani but perhaps unlikely to result in shon-term
student achievement gains. For example, we learned in conversation that one
consultancy group's primary purpose was to help a large, urban district orga
nize its various provider partners to best deliver an array of serxnces to schools,
teachers, and studeiits across N'ai*)*ing contexts. Tliesc are potentially critical
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contributions that federal policy could improve by appropriating funds and
creating guidance for SEAs, districts, and providei'S to ifiakc informed decisions
to improve s>'stems.

At the state level, research indicates that many SliAs, despite shifting respon
sibilities, still lack the capacity to sulTicieniJy lead turnaround initiatives (l a'''"

. ncnbaum ct al. 2015), much less take over lo\v-|>crfotiiiing schools (^'^u^phy and
Hill 2011). The seciTiiiigly uneven SEA scintuty ofproxider-lmpact evidence found
in this study suggests to us tliat SEIA capacity continues to be stretched thin, even
as SEAs increasingly focus on creating partnerships with nonsN-stcm actors to

deliver technical assistance (Loub et al. 2010; Russell ct al. 2014). Indeed, our
results raise the question: Why might SEAs bc Nvilling to endorse proxidcrs that
arc not research based or that lack evidence of impact? ,

It could be that political forces might be preventing some SEAs from pri
oritizing impact evidence for turnaround-initiatives specifically and school im
provement and school reform cfTorts generally. Perhaps, as noted earlier, states
may sintply desire to keep business local by partnering with firms within their
states. Also, one could surmise chat SEA personnel (or others, e.g., state Icgislatoi^s
on education committees) might know personally some of the local providers, as
■Gocrtzand colleagues {2013) found in tltcir study on SEA officials' re.sourccfulncss
in building relationships with intcmicdiar)' oiganizations (i.e., providci"s). Indeed,
some providers that states endorse might have contextual knowledge of a stale's
schools; extant working rclationsliips with district administrators, principals, and
teachers; a local reputation; or some combination of these and other factors
vv'arranting an SEA cndoi"Scmcni despite a lack of evidence. Politics could be at
play and, in some situations, may be disadvanlaging schools and districts from
partnering with the providers that arc the most qualified and able to help.

MassachuMtts ofibrs an example of how an SIA can leverage vision and goals
through its vetting and endorsement processes. ̂ 'IX)ESE developed a clear vision,
for school turnaround, improvement, and reform cfibrts, including, for example,
extended school sciAices as an area necessary' for districts and schools to addrcss.
The department then required providers of those services to demonstrate evi
dence of impact on student achievement outcomes but, as our analyses suggest,
not solely in turnaround contexts. Thus, MDESE did not pursue turnaround
providers but rather providci'S of the specific components of its turnaround
model. MDESE's example highlights a tension in policy and practice and in our
research results. If an SEA has a clearly articulated itirnaround vision, it might
be able to strategically use providers to increase student achievement. /Vn es
sential lesson from this seems to be that SEAs and districts should not relinquish
to providers the responsibilit)' of creating the overarching turnaround vision;
the model a provider may create could lack crucial contextual understanding.
Instead, SEAs and districts should provide the vision titat guides the joint turn
around cflbrt of scliools and prcvidcrs.
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Thus, wc contend that SEAs and districts should map out their turnarotind
\nsions and then pui*suc pro\'idci's that help realize that \asion. /\s pur results
suggest, the number of providers and llieir ofTcrings can be ovcnvhclming in
gcnc>*al, but especially so ifSEAs fail to create an initial vision. Making informed
decisions about which prosiders are most likely to drive the changes nccessaiy
for turnaround within a particular state context seems exceedingly difTiculi,
especially given how few have c\idcnce ofimpact and how many indicate lia\Hng
an ability to proNode customizable servaccs. Understanding the way forward be
fore pursuing partnerships seems imperative (VanGronigcn and Mc>'crs, 2017).
Moreover, under tSSA, the burden of vetting proNnders is slated to become an
increasingly shared elTon bct^vucn SlilAs and districts.

Implicalions for Research

This study underscores just how little the field knows about the supply side of
the school-improvement industr)', particularly from three angles: (I) states and
.SEAs, (2) providei*s, and (3) districts and schools.

Almost no research exists on lio\v SEAs recruit, \ct, endorse, or evaluate

^providers. The 13 states considered in this study \'aried considerably in how many
prosndcrs were endorsed, the extent to which providers based their services on
lescarch or had evidence ofimpact, or how they fit widiin a state model to im
prove low-performing schools. There is a clear need to gain a more compre
hensive and detailed understanding of hotv SHlAs determine which providers to
endorse and partner with. Gh'cn how few providers had CAodencc ofimpact and
how many were not research based, a key question arises: VVhat is the rationale
for endorsing prosndcrs that lack evidence ofimpact? IfSEAs arc going to partner
with providers to turn around, improve, or reform schools, better understanding
of how states make process decisions and comparison oflite results ofsuch decisions
appear miperative to more so^ategically identify providers who can delK'er on
servnces that advance state goals.
We have scant knowledge about how provders operate, identify potential

slate or local clients, and modify programs or services based on various con
textual issues, including state or local partners. Moreover, wc do not kno^v why
about half of the providers included in this study do not have any research
foundation whatsoever or why the majority of providei's do not appear to be
pursuing impact eridcncc. These results suggest that there is a substantial need
for ntore research on providers. What do they actually proricle? Is what they
provide aligned with actual SEA or district needs or educational goals? To what
extent can provide«"s actually deliver the many services they pui*port to olTer?
How do changes in polic)', including the federal shift from iNGLB and SIG to
ESSA, afl'cet provider goals and actions?
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Research activity in these areas vvouid increase external scrutiny of providers,
which would result in another challenge: the potentially divergent incentives of
providers, researchers, and evaluators. Perhaps the prevailing impact-evidence
standards discourage some providci*s from permitting rescarchci-s and evaluators
to assess cneciivcncss. Perhaps i-esearchci's and evaluators, wlio often have the
wherewithal and knowledge to conduct studies that meet V\'\VC leqihrcmcnts,
examine providers that may be in competition with programs sponsored by
their institutions or organizations. 'I^hc w'ork of news reporters (e.g., Dillon
2010; Drnn-ia 201!)) sheds some light on providers and their goals and actions,

but more,research and scholarship on ihc topic arc necessary- to enhance our
tmdci'sianding of the provider landscajx.

in om the perspective of.districts and schools, two research implications arc of
note. Pirsi, school-level oniciaJs{c.g., principals)arc usually die personnel cltaigcd
with implementing turnaround, improvtrrncnv, or rcfonn efTorts. Work by Coburn
and Talbcn (2006) and others (e.g., Mas.sc)l ci al. 2012) examines how district,
school, and SEA ofBcials search for, intci-|5rct, and use evidence. However, with
the school-improverrieni indusuy giovxing, how arc educational leaders, partic-
ulady those in low-performing contexts, being prepared to work with providers?
For school-level leaden with the autonomy to solicit and select providers, how do
tiiey go about doing so? Ixadcn of low-performing schools already face a mul
titude of challenges (e.g., Duke 2015), and the potentially consequential decision
of which provider to hire can influence the outcomes of turnaround, improve
ment, or i-cform eflbrts for better or woi'se. A second mVplicalion centers on schol
arship related to partnerships between research and practice: For those districts
and schoob working with providers, c^cially those sponsored by colleges or
universities, what docs the rclaiionship look like? How does it evolve over time?
Questions like these arc more nuanced than the binaiy question posed by the
\WC, but they arc just as impojtant.
The schooi-improvcmeni industry, wc suggest, has markedly influenced

scores of low-pcifonning schools—some positively and others negatively. Re
gardless, there is a dearth of research examining the supply side of-this industry
from the perspectives ofstates and SEAs; providers, researchers, and evaluators;
and practitioners.

Conclusion

The questions on all fronts are numerous as we enter n space where most
providci's arc assumed to be part of the solution, yet we know vciy little about
when and how ihcy actually aflcct organizational grovxth and increase student
achievement. Ncariy $8 billion has been spent on SIC since 2007 (Emma 2015),
with approximately $6 billion going to stales tliat permit schools and dbtricis to
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use piXiN^dcrs, bul one big question lingers: What do we have to show for ii?
Indeed, the results of this study invite many more questions than answers. With
billions of federal dollars poured into SlCs and a wcll-csiablislicd scliool-
improvcmcnt industiy, this study's results suggest that fcderal inandaccs in this
arena arc largely irrelevant. Pew providers have exndcnec of impact on studctU
achievement, and the pool of possible providci"S and their semces from which
SEAs and districts can choose arc murk)-. Providers now appear to be embedded
in US education rcforni and school improvement, but their overall qualit)' and
fit arc still relatively unkjio\>'n. ^

Notes

1. SlC.s arc Tcdcra] gniiiLs, utxlcr sec. I00!l(g) of Title 1 of the Elcmcniar)' and
Sccondar)' Education Act of I9G5, to SE^ to use as competitive subgmnts to local edu
cation agencies that demonstrate the grcaiea need for the funds.

2. Wc dropped one provider for these anah'ses because although \re could determine
its from its Faccbook page, wc could not determine wHicther it was rc.scarch based or

■customizable.
3. A VN^WC-ccnificd reviewer participates in a 2-day training session. AftcrvN'ard, the

-trainee nnisi pass two tests. 'Hie first is a multiple-choice exam that covers V\AVC policies
and review rules. Tlic second is an applied test in which the trainee reviews an evaluation
and completes the \\'^'V■C (bmis as ifhc or she were reviewing the report. Sec the VSAVC
.website (hup://ics.cd.gov/nccc/wwc/) for moi*c information about WVVC's process.
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