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This study examined three high schools in a large urban school district in Texas 

that achieved an academically acceptable rating after being sanctioned to reconstitute by 

state agencies. Texas state accountability standards are a result of the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2011 (NCLB). Texas state law requires schools to design a reconstitution 

plan after the second year of receiving an academically unacceptable school rating for 

failing to meet the required standards on state assessments, dropout rates, and 

graduation rates. The plan must be implemented by the third year. 

A mixed methods approach was used to uncover the strategies that were 

successful during the restructuring initiative. Data was obtained from three sources: 

interviews, document analysis and surveys. Interviews were conducted with district 

administrators, campus based administrators and teachers of the three high schools.  A 

sample of core content teachers were surveyed using questions from the MetLife Survey 

of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success. 

Results revealed that each school chose to engage in a major form of 

restructuring that included the formation of a themed based magnet school.   A team 

approach was used to devise, implement, and monitor the reconstitution plan. Common 

strategies unveiled in the study included the use of common assessments, collaborative 

planning among core teachers, professional development, continuous monitoring of 

student absences, extended learning times for students, and a focus on college 



readiness. Survey data revealed that the majority of teachers believed that collaboration 

positively impacted student achievement.  

It is recommended that schools undergoing restructuring choose a reconstitution 

option that allows for flexibility, use multiple resources to foster school improvement, 

and develop restructuring plans that serve as living documents. Further research is 

needed to study the principal's role in achieving an academically acceptable rating.  

This study could also be expanded to compare restructuring strategies of high schools 

across the country that has been forced by federal mandates to reconstitute.   
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 This study examined the restructuring methods of three high schools that were 

designated by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) as “in need of improvement.” These 

three high schools held an unacceptable rating for two consecutive years and went on 

to achieve and sustain an academically acceptable rating between 2006 and 2010.  

Chapter 1 presents the background of the study, statement of the problem, significance 

of the study, and an overview of the methodology of the study, and concludes with the 

delimitations of the study and a definition of terms. 

 

Background of the Study 

At the end of every year students, parents, teachers, and school administrators 

wait anxiously for the results of their schools’ performance which are based on a series 

of standardized tests. The results of this series of tests can lead to a diploma being 

withheld from a student, denial of grade level promotion, and school sanctions applied 

by the Texas Education Agency. These sanctions can include the transfer of 50% of a 

school’s student population and the replacement of nearly 75% of the staff and 

administrators. These measures come under the auspices of Texas’s school 

accountability program. 

School accountability is a mandate of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 

2001), a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary School Act of 1994. This Act 

requires schools to achieve a proficient rating by 2013-2014 (Education Weekly, 2004).  

School districts are held accountable for improving low-performing schools that are at 
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risk of being penalized for not meeting state standards, which are based on passing 

rates, drop-out rates, and graduation rates (Wong & Sunderman, 2007).  

The implementation of NCLB began in 2002. States have since been held 

accountable for equipping every child with a quality education. In an effort to raise the 

academic performance of all children, particularly minority and poor children No Child 

Left Behind requires states to raise their accountability standards by creating new tests 

to measure student performance at every grade level, report student performance in 

subgroups and impose sanctions earlier for struggling schools (Sunderman, Tracey, 

Kim, & Orfield, 2004). 

Currently, a requirement of NCLB is that state standards will be established to 

ensure that every school receives a proficient rating by 2014 in English/language arts 

(ELA) and mathematics. To accomplish this level of proficiency states now annually test 

all students in Grades 3-9 and once again in Grades 10-12 on assessments aligned 

with state standards. Each year proficiency performance standards are set to increase 

in an effort to meet the projected goal of NCLB by 2014 in reading, English language 

arts and mathematics, a 70% high school graduation rate, and attendance rates of 90% 

(Texas Consolidated Application Accountability Workbook, 2010). 

Texas state school accountability plan (www.tea.state.tx.us) requires that all 

public schools establish annual targets known as adequately yearly progress (AYP). 

New campuses and campuses that close midyear are the only schools exempt from this 

process. Proficient performance standards increase yearly that lead to 100% of all 

students passing reading and mathematics tests by 2014. Schools that fail to meet AYP 

for two consecutive years are given a designation as “in need of assistance.”  Following 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/
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four consecutive years of not meeting the required goals, schools are referred to the 

state for various corrective actions. After the 5th consecutive year of the failure to meet 

AYP, schools must restructure (NCLB, 2001).   

Numerous Title I and non Title I schools failed to meet NCLB standards. The  

U. S. Department of Education’s National Assessment of Title I Final Report (2007) 

identified 11,638 schools that were in need of improvement in 2005-2006.  Eighty-four 

percent of these schools were identified as Title I schools with 68% in their first or 

second year of corrective action, and 19% were undergoing restructuring. Duncan 

(2009) reported there were approximately 5,000 underperforming schools including 

nearly 50% of urban schools and 33% of rural schools. The National Association of 

School Boards (2007) reported that the typical school identified as “in need of 

assistance” is located in a large urban district with a high concentration of low-income 

and minority students.   

Texas is home to the seventh largest (the Houston Independent School District) 

and thirteenth largest (the Dallas Independent School District) urban districts in the 

United States (U. S.). Since the latter part of the 21st century, Texas has envisioned 

itself as being a leader of education reform (Phan, 2006). For over 20 years, Texas has 

used an accountability system to rate individual schools and districts. At the beginning 

of the implementation of NCLB, Texas used the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 

(TAAS) to measure academic performance.  The TAAS was developed in 1991 and 

used as a reliable source of the formal accountability system for Texas schools from 

1995-2003. The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), a more rigorous 

statewide assessment that assessed additional subjects and grade levels replaced the 
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TAAS in 2003 (Patterson, 2003). On this test, Reading/ELA and mathematics are tested 

in Grades 3 through 11; writing is tested in Grades 4 and 7; social studies is tested in 

Grades 8, 10, and 11; and science is tested in Grades 5, 8, 10, and 11.   

Texas utilizes these tests to publically rate public schools and school districts on 

four different levels in all academic areas. Accountability ratings of Exemplary, 

Recognized, Academically Acceptable, or Academically Unacceptable are based on 

students meeting a standard score in each tested subject area. Exemplary ratings are 

for schools where 90% of students in every subject and students group tested passed 

the test, and schools where at least 75% of all students in every subject achieved a 

passing score earning a rating of recognized. Whereas an academically acceptable 

rating states that at least 70% of the students and all student groups passed the 

reading/ELA test, writing, and social studies, at least 55% of the students passed the 

mathematics test, and at least 50% passed the science test in all student groups (Texas 

School Accountability Manual, 2010). 

In 2006, Texas state law was amended to authorize serious sanctions that would 

include the automatic closure or alternative management if a school failed to receive an 

acceptable rating after five consecutive years. State law authorized the Texas 

Education Commissioner the autonomy to close a school after four consecutive years of 

low performance in a single area. The Texas Education Commissioner closed two high 

schools in June 2008 under its current accountability system. Twenty schools across 

Texas in 2008 were in jeopardy of automatic closure by the TEA for not earning an 

academically acceptable rating after four consecutive years (Steering Committee on 

House Research Organization, 2008). 
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In 2009, the TEA reported a 25% increase in academically unacceptable schools. 

Science TAKS and high school completion rates were two additional factors that led to 

this increase. The high school completion rate caused 23% of the 270 schools to be 

rated academically unacceptable. Forty-three percent (43%) of the 270 were rated 

academically unacceptable schools because of science TAKS (Texas Education 

Agency [TEA], 2009). After more than six years of the same system, The Texas 

Accountability System embraced higher standards. Indicator standards for an 

academically acceptable rating occurred in all tested areas. In 2009, the Texas 

Projection Measure (TPM) was developed and added as another indicator of academic 

progress (Texas Accountability Manual, 2010). The TPM enabled a campus or district to 

achieve a higher rating. Schools were given credit for students who failed the exam if 

they were algorithmically predicted to pass TAKS in the future (Bernier, 2011). This 

indicator added a completion rate component for high schools. To receive an exemplary 

rating a school must have a completion rate of 95% or higher. Recognized school 

ratings must have a completion rate of 85% or higher and academically acceptable 

schools must have a completion rate of 75% or higher (TEA, 2009). 

 Consistent with NCLB regulations, schools that must restructure can choose one 

of five different options:  

1. Reopen the school as a public charter 

2. Replace all or most of the school staff, which may include the principal 

3. Contract with an outside entity to operate the school 

4. Turn the operation of the school over to the state educational agency 
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5. Engage in another form of major restructuring that makes fundamental 

reforms 

  

Statement of the Problem 

The Texas Education Code §39.132 requires schools that have held an 

academically unacceptable rating for two consecutive years to reconstitute. An 

academically unacceptable rating indicates that a particular school did not meet the 

states’ required standards in one or more areas. These areas include TAKS passing 

rates, dropout rates, and graduation rates. These schools adhere to intense 

interventions upheld by the state that encompass additional administrative support to 

disaggregate data, visit classrooms, and interview staff, students, and parents (Walsh, 

1999). Additionally, state law requires principals whose schools receive an 

unacceptable rating two consecutive years must be removed from leadership of their 

schools. 

This study examined the overall impact of restructuring strategies that resulted in 

an academically acceptable rating by answering the following questions: 

1. Which of the five options outlined in No Child Left Behind did schools choose 

to pursue when mandated to reconstitute by state agencies? 

2. What processes did the schools utilize to develop and implement the 

reconstitution plan? 

3. Is there congruence across the three schools between the schools 

reconstitution plan and the implementation of the reconstitution plan? 
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Overview of the Methodology  

This is a mixed method study utilizing primarily case study methodology and, to a 

lesser extent, surveys to examine the restructuring strategies of three urban high 

schools. Written consent from the participating school district was secured through the 

submission of a research proposal to the school district’s research department. The 

school district also required the researcher to obtain consent from the principals of each 

school. In addition to the aforementioned approvals, approval was obtained from the 

University of North Texas (UNT) Institutional Review Board (IRB).  

Data were collected through the use of interviews, surveys, and document 

analysis. A sample of teachers from each of the three high schools consented 

voluntarily to complete the survey. These participants were given 10-15 minutes to 

complete the survey, which were self-administered to teachers during a two-day period.  

Interviews with administrators, teachers, students, and district education officials were 

recorded and kept confidential. Interviewees were asked to describe their efforts to 

improve their schools accountability rating. Data were analyzed throughout the study 

utilizing a constant comparative method. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the 

data obtained from the survey. 

 

Delimitations 

 A select sample of schools was used for the study, including schools that had 

been rated academically unacceptable for three or more consecutive years according to 

the TEA. Possible limitations affecting the overall sample size could include the 

following: 
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1. School rating changes due to newly enacted laws 

2. Teacher turnover affecting sample size 

3. The number of teachers surveyed at each school 

4. Limited approval from the school district that may prohibit access to district 

personnel 

 

Definition of Terms 

  For the purpose of this study the following operational terms are defined: 

• High school completion rates – the percentage of cohorts entering school in 

the ninth grade and receiving a high school diploma within four years or 

enrolled in school a fifth year (Morgan & Vaughn, 2011) 

• Learning communities – a team of schools that are organized for a specific 

purpose to promote a set of common goals that further provides a system of 

support to individual schools (Oxley, 2007) 

• Reconstitution – a reform strategy that involves redesigning or reorganizing 

low-performing schools in an effort to improve academic achievement (Rice & 

Malen, 2010) 

• Reconstitution plan – a developed plan for reconstitution or redesign that 

builds on the improvement process by addressing issues for low performance 

(TEA, 2009) 

• Restart model – converts or closes a school and reopens as a charter school 

or an education management system that has been selected through a formal 

process (U. S. Department of Education, [U. S. DOE], 2009) 



9 

• School closure – closes a school and enrolls students in another school with 

acceptable academic achievement (U. S. DOE, 2009) 

• Turnaround model – a reform model that replaces the building principal and 

grants the new principal operational flexibility that allows him or her to 

interview all staff members and rehire at least 50% select new staff, by fully 

implementing a comprehensive approach to improving academic 

achievement (U. S. DOE, 2009) 

• Transformation model – replaces the building principal, creates a community-

oriented school, increases the learning time, and institutes a comprehensive 

instructional reform (U. S. DOE, 2009) 

 

Significance of Study 

This study serves as guidance for schools and school districts faced with the task 

of restructuring. The findings specifically addressed the issues facing some of our 

nation’s at-risk schools by offering examples of how reconstitution efforts can be 

addressed by states, school districts, and schools. This information should encourage 

educators to continue to move forward in improving education for all students. The 

findings of this study will broaden the research available to principals, teachers, and 

community leaders by assisting with closing the gap of available research and providing 

a medium for all educators to assist in improving some of the most at-risk schools. 

Previous research studies have documented variables such as teacher quality, teacher 

effectiveness, and interventions that will increase academic achievement in schools. 

However, the research literature lacked evidence of schools mandated by federal and 
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state agencies to reconstitute a list of effective strategies utilized, which resulted in an 

acceptable school rating.  

 

Summary 

School reconstitution involves the implementation of drastic measures to 

increase academic achievement at a fast pace to meet federal and state accountability 

mandates. This study examined three Texas high schools restructuring strategies that 

resulted in an acceptable school rating. Using the five options that are mandated of 

schools by federal law to reconstitute, this study is centered specifically on the 

strategies that were utilized at each school.   

The reconstitution strategies that resulted in an academically acceptable rating at 

three high schools were identified using case study methodology. Through the use of 

three main data sources: interviews, surveys, and document analysis we identified 

successful strategies that were used by each school to reconstitute and achieve a 

successful school rating. A comparison method was used to analyze interview data. 

Descriptive statistics were used as a supplement to analyze survey data.  This study 

was designed to provide educators with a host of documented successful research 

strategies that have resulted in an acceptable school rating.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 This chapter provides a rationale for studying schools that have received a 

successful school rating after being mandated by state agencies to reconstitute. This 

study sought to identify the successful strategies of struggling low-performing schools 

that have experienced reconstitution in an effort to sustain and help other low-

performing schools. While general studies of school reform efforts are available, most of 

the research tends to focus on the effects of reconstitution and school takeovers rather 

than focusing on the individual strategy used to successfully achieve an acceptable 

accountability rating (Lashway, 2003). Research documenting school reconstitution as a 

successful reform strategy is limited (Rice & Malen, 2010). 

 

Conceptual Framework 

An examination of the literature using the research questions as the primary 

focus organized the literature in the following categories: (a) history of reconstitution, (b) 

school accountability, (c) teacher effectiveness, (d) school improvement, (e) 

professional development, and (f) parental involvement. 

 

History of School Reform  

School reform initiatives in the United States (U. S.) are highly profiled and attract 

political and public interest, holding large promises that cannot be met (Levin & Wiens, 

2003). School reform initiatives have been in place for over three decades. Historically, 

school reform became a major area of focus in America during the early 1980s after the 
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publication of A Nation at Risk. This publication emphasized that the U. S. educational 

system was losing sight of the goal of keeping American students better educated than 

the rest of the world (U. S. Department of Education, 2008). The report examined the 

American educational system and found that American children, when compared to 

children in other countries spent less time on schoolwork and that schools utilized the 

time ineffectively and did not assist students in developing effective study habits (United 

States National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). The report highlighted 

the conditions of American schools and made recommendations for the adoption of 

more rigorous and measurable standards and higher expectations by adding pressure 

to make curricular changes that would prepare students for college or the workforce 

(Hewitt, 2008).  Furthermore, the report stressed that the government should play a 

central role in education through a series of recommended high school graduation plans 

(Hewitt, 2008).These plans recommended four years of English, three years of 

mathematics, three years of science, three years of social studies, and one half year of 

computer science (Borek, 2008). The report also led to greater school accountability 

through a standards movement (Goodland, 1997).    

Although A Nation at Risk had a profound impact on schools by emphasizing the 

need for improvement and funded projects that developed curricula (Hunt, 2008), it 

failed to draft legislation or regulations requiring states to set minimum levels of student 

achievement (Superfine, 2005). Education reform remained at the top of every domestic 

political agenda (Schwartz & Robinson, 2000). President William Clinton reformed 

educational quality and standards by facilitating the expansion of the federal 

government into education. The centerpiece of his administration’s education reform 
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agenda was the reauthorization of Title I and Goals 2000.    

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, passed in 1994, sought to provide a 

federal direction for a standards-based educational reform.  Title I was to serve as the 

catalyst for the reform effort to leverage the reform at the state level while creating a 

guide towards a national strategy (Eisner, 1995). Goals 2000 comprised the notion that 

holding states and local governments accountable for the use of federal funds sought to 

encourage systemic reform by providing financial rewards for states to develop 

standards, assessments, and accountability systems. The first year requirement was 

the submission of an application detailing a state improvement plan. Each year, states 

were required to submit plans for funding that detailed strategies for improving teaching 

and learning, and aligning curricula. The plans also included processes for monitoring 

and implementing standards and assessment and strategies for improving state 

educational accountability (Superfine, 2005). Goals 2000 emphasized standards for the 

certification of teachers, content of curriculum, assessment, flexibility, and accountability 

as the major components of its reform era (Eisner, 1995). 

The introduction of a standards-based reform provided a framework for improving 

the achievement of all students (Mitchell & Raphael, 1999). According to Schwartz and 

Robinson (2000), every state in the union had developed or was in the process of 

developing new academic standards specifying what students were expected to know.  

States used assessments that measure the progress of those standards and had 

accountability systems in place that at a minimum provided annual public reports on 

school and district performance. This movement allowed educators to become more 

involved in improvement planning (Hunt, 2008).   
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  Political pressures have demanded school accountability by placing the issue at 

the state and local level by increasing the responsibilities of local governments to 

measure and monitor student achievement (Abelmann, Elmore, Even, Kenyon, & 

Marshall, 1999). After decades of educational platforms that brought attention to low-

performing schools and underserved children in American schools,  No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is an overhaul of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, a national reform agenda of President George W. Bush with a goal to improve 

America’s public schools (Gottlieb, 2009). The NCLB seeks school improvement by 

holding states responsible for instituting standards for all students and providing 

sanctions for not meeting the required standards (Elmore, 2003). The NCLB 

acknowledges the issues of failing the lives of children by not ensuring that the children 

make progress (Chapman, 2010) and by attempting to create an educational climate 

that provides no excuses in improving the education of all students. The NCLB 

accomplishes this by setting high expectations for all schools (Elmore, 2003) and 

requiring states to implement standards for students to be proficient in reading and 

mathematics by 2014. 

 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

One of the components of NCLB is adequate yearly progress (AYP), which is a 

yearly growth mechanism that schools must meet for its achievement targets for 

individual student populations and subgroups (Hoff, 2009). In addition, NCLB requires 

that all states must test 95% of the entire student body and each subgroup. This law 

has changed the definition of a low-performing school from a school struggling with 
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overall test scores to schools that have a wide range of deficiencies including high 

dropout rates and disparities in student groups. 

Although NCLB was first established to help eliminate the achievement gap by 

race and ethnicity, accountability is the requirement of all schools (Gorey, 2009). The 

NCLB holds individual schools accountable for the proficiency of all students using 

mean proficiency standards. Mean proficiency standards negatively affect schools with 

a large population of high-poverty students (Raudenbush, 2004).   

Rogosa (2005) found that AYP has little significance in the goal of closing the 

achievement gap between high and low-poverty students.  Higher gaps in achievement 

have appeared because of NCLB, mainly because higher performing students may 

benefit more from improved teaching strategies than students who are identified as at 

risk of failure (Rogosa, 2005).  

Moreover, NCLB uses AYP standards as a means to force accountability 

standards on all schools by attaching serious consequences such as monetary rewards 

or takeover threats based on school performance (Hanushek & Raymond, 2005).  The 

framework of NCLB provided under law imposes sanctions for schools that have not 

met AYP for five consecutive years. These schools are required to develop plans for 

restructuring in the sixth year and must implement their restructuring plan if they fail to 

meet AYP in seventh year.   

Although many researchers believe that school reform has been greatly affected 

by political agendas that make grand promises that cannot be met (Levin & Wiens, 

2003), NCLB has formulated a testing movement that is the culmination of 15 years of 

standards (Jennings & Rentner, 2006).  States are required to report two years of data 
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in each subject area or grade level, make comparisons against targets and actual 

achievement, disaggregate data among subgroups, and report high school graduation 

rates and at least one other indicator for elementary and middle schools. They must 

also report the numbers, names, and percentages of schools in need of improvement, 

and provide the public with information on teacher qualifications (Christie, 2003). 

Jennings and Renter (2006) studied the influence of NCLB on public schools and 

found 10 major effects in education.   

1. Student achievement on state tests has increased in reading and 

mathematics 

2. Schools are spending more time on reading and math. 

3. Schools are aligning the curriculum and instruction to state standards and 

utilizing test data to improve instruction 

4. Low performing schools are opting for makeovers such as improving 

curriculum, staffing and leadership instead of state takeovers, closure, or 

charter schools 

5. Schools and teachers have made considerable progress toward meeting 

NCLB’s highly qualified mandate 

6. Students are being assessed more 

7. Schools are paying particular attention to the achievement gaps of individual 

subgroups 

8. The number of schools designated low performing has remained steady and 

schools who are subject to NCLB sanctions are offering student’s 

supplemental tutoring and public school choice options 
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9. The federal government is playing a larger role in education 

10. State officials have expanded their role in education to adhere to NCLB 

provisions 

 

School Accountability 

While states began experimenting with accountability in the 1980s, the age of 

accountability began in the 1990s. As a part of the standards-based movement, a 

growing demand for accountability has a strong presence under NCLB. The primary 

goal of the NCLB is to ensure that all students master core academic content 

(Anagnostopoulos, 2003). Hanushek and Raymond (2005) have proposed that since 

accountability has been introduced, schools have witnessed greater achievement 

growth that would otherwise have occurred without attaching consequences, such as 

monetary awards or takeovers. Research has provided evidence that accountability has 

had a significantly positive effect in the states that have attached consequences to 

performance; however, it has failed to provide equality among the different subgroups 

(Hanushek & Raymond, 2005). Although school accountability had a primary focus on 

the lower achieving students through mandatory disaggregation of subgroups, 

Hanushek and Raymond (2005) found that Hispanic students gained the most from 

accountability while African American subgroups gained the least. Hanushek and 

Raymond (2005) found the following: 

The finding of differential effects of accountability raises a clear policy dilemma. A 
prime reason for the U. S. federal government to require each state to develop a 
test-based accountability system involved raising the achievement of all students, 
but particularly those at the bottom. It has done that, but not at the same rate 
across groups. (p. 322) 
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 The racial achievement gap widens among African American students with the 

introduction of accountability. A higher concentration of African American students in 

schools has had a detrimental effect on the achievement of African American students. 

Compositional effect has not had a significant influence on White and Hispanic students 

(Hanushek & Raymond, 2005). The threat of sanctions stimulates greater productivity 

among failing schools (Springer, 2007).   

Springer (2007) found evidence that the test scores of low performing students in 

failing schools have greater than expected gains relative to non-failing  students in 

failing schools as a result of the threat of NCLB sanctions. Reback (2008) examined 

whether minimum competency school accountability systems influence the distribution 

of student achievement. Through quantitative analysis of Texas accountability data in 

the 1990s, the study found that using a system that provides incentives for student test 

scores via pass rates produced an increase in student test scores that were marginally 

passing or failing. However, the incentives did not influence the other students’ 

performance if their performance did not affect the school’s accountability rating. The 

additional federal mandates lead to classrooms transformed into test-prep centers, 

further damaging American education when students are coached to pass tests (Neill, 

2003).  

No evidence supports school-based accountability that uses rewards and 

sanctions to stimulate school improvement initiatives among schools. School-based 

accountability systems give recognition to schools that are deemed effective while 

labeling schools that are in need of improvement with a label of failure, resulting in 

public scrutiny. These systems require educators to focus on important goals that are 
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included in the performance measure by taking responsibility for improving instruction, 

using instructional time more effectively, and participating in professional development 

(Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001).    

Studies of the first seven states that led the first generation of school 

accountability systems of NCLB found several elements that varied within each state 

when corrective action was implemented. Redesign initiatives usually involved receiving 

school improvement grants, professional development, new instructional materials, 

programmatic prescription, and academic extensions.  

 

Value-added Accountability Models 

Standards-based accountability measures were put in place for teachers to work 

harder and students to learn more. Students enter schools at different levels, which 

allows for unfavorable measures when students are rated on pass versus failure 

systems. Accountability systems based on value-added indicators hold the assumption 

that schools should be held accountable for the rate at which students learn under their 

care (Sanders, Saxton, & Horn 1997). Value-added accountability models focus on 

growth in student achievement by providing an estimate of growth of an individual 

student attributable to the student and school (Lockwood, Louis, & McCaffrey, 2002).  

Moreover, as the accountability focus intensifies, observers have proposed the shift 

from the school achievement status of students in favor of a metric model based on 

student’s growth in achievement (Walsh, 2006).   

Tekwe, Carter, Ma, Lucas, Roth, Ariet, Fisher, and Resnick (2004) concluded 

that value-added models are accepted and desirable among experts. However, these 
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models tend to yield technical issues when data are limited that would inhibit the 

effectiveness of the model when test scores are unavailable from one year to the next 

or when other factors exist such as inadequate resources beyond the control of the 

school (Ladd & Walsh, 2002). The theory of action behind educational accountability is 

that setting standards and measuring performance relative to standards will lead to 

teachers working harder and students learning more. The theoretically preferred 

methods to compute value-added measures are complicated and educators desire a 

system that is easily understood without extensive methodological training (Tekwe, et 

al., 2004).   

According to Ladd and Walsh (2002), value-added measures have two key 

elements: changes in student performance from year to year with the requirement of 

annual testing, and the calculation of each student within a given school. These types of 

growth models place attention on the students’ experiences at a particular school 

across several years rather than on their experience with a particular teacher during one 

year (Heck, 2006). 

Lockwood et al. (2002) further concluded that it is difficult to estimate percentiles 

using the value-added approach because substantial information is necessary for 

acceptable aggregate performance. Requirements for value-added accountability 

systems require the additional expense of sophisticated data collection methods and 

management that are reliable.        

In a comparison of a value-added regime to a mean proficiency regime, many 

schools that are viewed as thriving under a mean proficiency regime would not be 

considered a high-performing school in a value-added regime. Furthermore, high-
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poverty schools would benefit from a value-added accountability model more than a 

mean proficiency model. (Sass, Jammawau, Xu, Figlio, Feng, 2010).    

Heck (2006) studied three alternative ways to assess school progress that utilize 

accuracy, equity, and usefulness. He found that no two schools produced highly 

compatible estimates of school effectiveness. Instead, he found that the best 

compromise for school comparison is the longitudinal-cohort model that is indicative of a 

student’s end status in relation to the proficiency standard.  

 

School Reconstitution 

When reconstituting, a school must close its doors or reopen as a: public charter 

school; replace the majority of the school staff; contract with an external agency that 

has demonstrated effectiveness to operate the school; turn the school over to the state; 

or, engage in another major form of restructuring providing changes in the school’s 

governance structure. 

The past efforts of school reconstitution date back to the early 1980s when a 

class action lawsuit was filed against the San Francisco Unified School District as part 

of a decree mandating desegregation and the replacement of the entire staff at four low-

performing minority schools (Bacon, 1997). In addition to removing the entire staff, the 

schools reopened with new philosophical tenets. Students were required to apply for 

admission, a description of desired outcomes was initiated, flexible school ratios of no 

more than 20 students in each class was implemented, staff development was available 

to teachers, each campus had an instructional focus, parental involvement was a 
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requirement, and the state increased the funding. The reconstitution efforts were an 

initial success, but there were several factors that led to academic achievement.  

 Over the last 20 years, school districts across the country have utilized 

reconstitution as a school improvement initiative to help make low-performing schools 

better. Reconstitution efforts in the past have led to replacing the entire staff or closing 

the chronically low- performing schools. In theory, reconstitution serves as a corrective 

action that categorizes low performing schools as dysfunctional organizations that are in 

need of a new culture that creates academic successes (Rice & Malen, 2010). 

 

Replacing the Staff/Principal 

 Replacing the staff/principal is one reconstitution strategy that occurs when 

schools require all teachers to reapply for their jobs and be involuntarily transferred if 

they are not rehired (Scott, 2008; Bacon, 1997).  According to some researchers, this 

approach is most likely to result in a revolving door of staff without improved outcomes 

for students (Scott, 2008). Although school reconstitution efforts have a longer history 

with this type of strategy removing the staff alone is not the sole factor in improving 

student achievement (Goldstein, Keleman, & Matt, 1998).  

Districts have used this option to replace the principal of a low performing school with a 

highly experienced educational leader (Duke, 2006).   

 

State Takeovers 

A state takeover is an additional restructuring option of NCLB that requires the 

state law allow the takeover by state agencies (Scott, 2008). This restructuring strategy 
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is infrequently used due to the states’ limited capacity to oversee a takeover (Scott, 

2009). In fact, in 2005 only five states had exercised the state takeover option (Mathis, 

2009). While few states have experienced an increase in student performance as a 

result of a takeover, several states have found substantial decreases in achievement, 

concluding that a takeover was inadequate (Rudo, 2001). 

 

Contracting with External Agencies 

 Contracting with an external education provider is another rarely utilized option 

for schools facing closure. Contracting with an external education provider “is an 

agreement undertaken by the school board of a public school district with an outside 

organization to deliver comprehensive education and management services to a failing 

school (West Ed, 2007). Of the five options available to schools, this is rarely utilized.  

As one of the unpopular choices, educational management organizations (EMOs) can 

provide freedom from rules and regulations that may undermine success with some 

students (Finnigan, Bitter & O’Day, 2009). In 2007-2008, EMOs managed 533 schools 

serving 254,413 students (Molnar, Miran, & Urschel, 2008). External assistance ensures 

that educators will base their decisions on data (Hess & Squire, 2009). Chow (2007) 

observed that the key to a successful school transformation is for the external technical 

assistance providers to establish close collaborations and trusting relationships with 

internal advocates for change (Chow, 2007).   

 In Michigan, during the 2004-2005 school year, 94% of the schools that were 

reconstituted chose the option that allowed the implementation of a major effort that 

significantly changed the governance of the school and 63% appointed a new principal. 
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In the following school term (2005-2006) the percentage of schools choosing those two 

options drastically decreased due to the encouragement by districts to discontinue the 

use of the two options. The district contended that changing school governance lacked 

specificity and that the research on replacing principals and staff had no clear effect on 

student achievement.  Instead, the option to appoint/employ an independent turnaround 

specialist increased to 72% (Scott, 2008). 

Gill, Zimmer, Christman, and Blanc (2007) performed a study of the nation’s 

largest experimentation with the private management of public schools in Philadelphia.  

In 2002, Philadelphia authorized the management of 45 of the district’s lowest 

performing elementary and secondary schools to seven for-profit and nonprofit 

organizations, restructured 21 low-performing schools with intensive staff support and 

additional funding, and provided an additional 16 schools with additional funding with no 

interventions.  After 4 years of differential treatment there was no statistical effect 

among the 16 schools that received additional funding or the privately managed 

schools. Gill et al. (2007) concluded that after four years of differential treatment there 

was no statistical effect among the 16 schools that had received additional funding or 

among the privately managed schools. However there was a significantly positive affect 

in mathematics for the restructured schools for three consecutive years. 

Hess and Squire (2009) studied the benefits of restructuring initiatives in Hawaii 

that facilitated partnerships with external providers. They compared the gains made by 

restructuring schools that contracted with external providers over a number of years 

with those schools that made gains but had not contracted with external providers. They 

concluded that the schools that partnered with an external provider made greater 
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achievement gains as compared to their counterparts who did not partner with an 

eternal agency.  Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, and Lash (2007) also found that an 

established partnership with social services agencies that provide additional support 

services to promote school readiness supported the restructuring initiatives. Reynolds 

(2007) found that outside partners such as sub-contractors offer expertise and support 

in content/curriculum, professional development, and student support services.   

 

Other Restructuring Options 

An Ohio study conducted by the Center for Education Policy found that 93% 

chose the “other” option: to engage in another form of major restructuring that makes 

fundamental reforms when planning to restructure during the 2006-2007 school year, 

which is an increase of 14% from the previous year. Four percent chose to replace the 

principal and staff compared to 30% during the 2005-2006 school year. One school 

chose the option of becoming a charter or contracting with a private entity to manage 

the school in 2006-2007 (Scott, 2008).   

 

Low-performing Schools 

 A low-performing school is often referred to as a school that has not met the 

required standards established by the state governing agency (Corallo & McDonald, 

2002). Low performing schools are frequently found in districts that serve poor and 

disadvantaged minority students (Mintrop, 2003).  These schools generally have 

students who perform at an extremely low level, and failure dominates every aspect of 
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the school (Pinkus, 2009).  All low performing schools are different with a different set of 

problems that makes their needs different (Elmore & City, 2007).     

Pinkus (2009) found that “Addressing the nation’s lowest-performing high schools 

will require a systemic strategy that involves stakeholders and policymakers at all levels, 

establishes the necessary conditions for success, and drives organizational practices 

and instructional strategies within a school that lead to improved teaching, learning, and 

outcomes” (p. 9). Calkins (2008) found evidence that public schools could improve 

highly challenged, high-poverty students achievement levels to those matching their 

high-performing suburban counterparts, if students would take personal responsibility 

for their learning and if schools would meet the specific needs of their students. These 

would be accomplished by individualizing programs and by providing an environment 

that is supportive and utilizes effective teaching strategies (Gramsick, 2000).  

 Using what works and leading systematic change efforts are difficult because 

they often require changes at every level of the system (Haynes, 2009). Duke (2006) 

identified five categories: performance, policy, program, process, and personnel. Their 

study found several elements to improving low performing schools, which include 

assigning a veteran educator to work with principals, providing assistance to students 

experiencing problems, collaboration among teachers, and reviewing data on a regular 

basis. Strong school organizational leadership structures, sustained professional 

development, curriculum and instructional alignment, ongoing assessments, high 

expectations, parental involvement, and adjustable scheduling are also critical elements 

of success (Duke, 2006). 
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 Improving school performance involves restructuring by making major, rapid 

changes that affect the school’s leadership and the delivery of instruction. According to 

Learning Points Associates (2010), restructuring is a long-term commitment.  

Restructuring strategies that create the greatest effect provide governance, manage  

stakeholders, create a positive environment, and build capacity among staff (Frost, 

Durrant, Head, & Holden, 2000) with the creation and management of new school 

leaders (Calkins et al., 2007). 

The Education Trust (2005) published a research study that focused on high-

impact schools that have been able to make large gains in achievement with low-

performing students. The study found the schools that had the most successful school 

impact focused on preparing students for life beyond high school and had educators 

who focused on external standards and utilized assessment data to monitor instruction, 

held high expectations for all students, and allotted extra time for struggling students in 

reading and math.  In addition, schools had systems in place with alarms that signaled if 

a student needed assistance before failing, had partnerships with businesses and 

colleges to help in building post-secondary opportunities for students, made informed 

data decisions with the interest of the students when making teaching assignments, 

effectively utilized academic time on grade level or college preparatory courses, and 

had teachers who collaborated to ensure that content was consistent throughout the 

building (Guenter, 2007). 

Picucci, Brownson, Kahlert, and Sobel (2002) recommended a series of steps for 

low-performing schools to set high expectations for all students to ensure that all 

students are provided with a quality education. These schools should train and recruit 



28 

leaders to guide school improvement efforts. They should also provide data that schools 

and staff can use to make curricular and instructional decisions; expand current ideas 

about resources and how to use them to affect school improvement and create more 

intimate school settings that focus on improving learning. Providing school staff with 

meaningful professional development, closely aligned with individual and school-wide 

needs and treating staff as professionals whose input and expertise are valued are vital 

to improvement, as are providing provide extensive in-school academic support, and 

extend the school day to offer academic and non-academic after-school activities 

(Picucci et al., 2002). 

Duke, Tucker, Belcher, Crews, Harrison-Coleman and Higgins (2005) conducted 

a study of 15 elementary schools that were involved in a turnaround process either by 

changing the leadership and staff, chartering or contracting with external providers, or 

school closure. The study found that effective school turnarounds involved several 

elements that are customizable to a specific school. Most schools experienced changes 

in leadership, programs, organizational processes and procedures, personnel and 

staffing, classroom practice, and parent and community involvement. 

 Salmonwicz (2009) explored the challenges of 10 turnaround principals 

identifying several common themes among the schools.  Several principals emphasized 

the need for staff cohesion and teamwork; extensive use of data when making decisions 

and planning instruction; and the commitment of high expectations for all students by 

yielding continuous reteaching and remediation efforts and coordinated curriculum 

planning.  
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Reeves (2003) conducted a study of high-achieving high-poverty schools and 

found teacher quality was a key variable in determining student success.   These 

schools had a laser focus on academic achievement that was visually displayed in the 

schools’ with improvement and intervention strategies in place. Less than proficient 

student performance was followed by multiple opportunities to improve performance. 

Written responses were often used when assessing student performance to diagnose 

information concerning the students’ thinking processes. These schools used consistent 

practices in instruction and assessment through regular common assessment practices 

and regular exchanges of student work. 

Education Trust (2005) found that two of the most important variables when 

increasing academic achievement of a school are teacher quality and effectiveness.  

Teacher effectiveness has a greatest effect on student achievement (Marazano, 2000). 

When holding schools accountable for student performance, it is imperative that schools 

have people in place with the knowledge, skill, and judgment to substantially increase 

the performance (Elmore, 2003). A teacher effectiveness study concluded that students 

who have three consecutive years of highly effective teachers score 50% higher than 

students with an ineffective teacher (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Financial incentives 

alone are not the only answer to attracting and retaining effective teachers.  Schools 

must provide a supportive environment that increases the effectiveness of teachers 

currently working with students (Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002). 

In order for schools to post significant gains in student achievement classroom 

behaviors must match instructional goals (West Ed, 2007). Fundamental change in 

education occurs at a slow rate through programs of professional development that 
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focus on good practice (Black & William, 2010). Bryk (2010) identified five essential 

support indicators for school improvement:  (1) A coherent instructional guidance 

system, (2) professional capacity, (3) strong parent-community school ties, (4) student-

centered learning climate, and (5) leadership. Leadership skills that cultivate teacher 

buy-in, refine the culture, and build trust are essential components of organizational 

change (Byrk, 2010).   

 

School Improvement Plans 

School Improvement Plans (SIPS) are often mandatory for schools that have not 

received satisfactory school ratings. These plans are documents that schools carefully 

draft as a path to satisfactory performance (Mintrop, MacLellan, & Quintero, 2001). 

However, Mintrop et al. (2001) note that “the documents themselves will not unveil 

layers of lived culture and practice. Only case study data on the use of SIP’s in the 

context of a given school can reach these layers; by identifying patterns in the plans’ 

content, documentary analysis contributes one piece of the answer to a larger inquiry 

into the effect of accountability systems on school improvement” (p. 198). 

SIPs serve as a tool that is expected to align a school’s performance demands 

with strategies to reach the goals cited by the accountability agencies; whereas, in 

reality, SIPs are often used to help external agencies monitor the school’s actions. 

Schools are expected to choose strategies for improvement that are aligned with the 

external goals of the state agency. Templates are generally given to schools, further 

constraining the lens through which schools look at the improvement process. Mintrop 

et al. (2001) found that the goals of the three accountability systems were driven by 
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external demands rather than internal motives. The tasks of writing these plans were 

out of compliance, without any individuality that placed ownership in the school’s 

improvement plans.  When schools were provided the opportunity to utilize the 

philosophy section of the plan to provide uniqueness, they all utilized the same tenets: 

the belief that all children can learn, high expectations for students, safe environments, 

school as a family or community, and schools contributing to a democratic and diverse 

society.  

The effective use of school improvement plans in schools with unsatisfactory 

performance remains an issue. Anafara, Patterson, Buehler, and Gearity (2006) argued 

that school improvement plans should allow the schools to evaluate their strengths and 

weaknesses publically by paying close attention to their available resources and 

building capacity in the process of growth and learning. Schools should give attention to 

research-based strategies that correlate to improved student academic performance, 

such as improved school climate/culture, teacher job satisfaction, teacher efficacy, and 

leadership quality.  

  

Improvement Strategies 

When schools are designated as “in need of improvement,” the faculty and 

administration must have a shared goal and responsibility for success (Anafara et al., 

2006). Schools that are high performing have clear expectations for student learning, 

initiate urgency with improvement, adopt a challenging curriculum, and actively 

participate in professional development (Elmore, 2006). 
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Teacher Quality 

While educational policy focuses on the educational attainment of adequate 

school progress, increasing the effectiveness of teachers can overcome many obstacles 

faced by schools (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2004).  The NCLB policy has also focused on 

teacher quality and required states to upgrade the professional criteria of teachers.  

Under NCLB Title I, teachers must be highly qualified, have degrees in a relevant 

subject area, hold a standard license, and show competency by passing a content area 

test (Keller, 2006). With the requirement of highly qualified teachers in every classroom 

one major goal is for the disadvantaged students to have equal access to high-quality 

teachers (Whitehurst, 2002). Teachers are expected from the beginning to have 

complex organizational skills and to be highly morally and socially conscious. Jensen 

(2010) states, “They’re required to be the advocates for all students, and they must be 

persons of ethical character who are professionally grounded community leaders, 

change agents, and passionate visionaries” (p. 92). 

Research suggested that teacher classroom effectiveness impacts student 

learning (Rowan et al., 2002). Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) addresses teacher effectiveness by funding in-service professional 

development for teachers, assuming that improving the quality of teachers will result in 

increased learning and equity. Heck (2007) examined teacher quality as it relates to 

achievement levels and suggested that higher professional standards and teacher 

quality are positively associated with achievement levels.   

Whitehurst (2002) argued that teachers affect the learning outcomes of students 

and that their individual effectiveness varies. In addition, Whitehurst proposed that 
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teacher quality is affected by the teachers’ knowledge of the subject matter; certification, 

licensure and experience; intensive and focused training; and alignment between 

professional development and standards-based reform efforts. 

Studies demonstrate that the potential effects of teacher quality on academic 

achievement are high (Jordan, Mendro, & Weerasinghe, 1997; Sanders & Rivers, 

1996). In a study of teacher performance, evidence suggests that students who have an 

effective teacher five years in a row could overcome the average seventh-grade 

achievement gap in high and low poverty students (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).  

When studies indicate that high-quality teachers can highly influence the learning 

of students, questions arise when schools do not ensure that every classroom has a 

high-quality teacher. Additional resources are needed to attract and retain high-quality 

teachers, but school personnel’s practices fail to hire, develop and retain high-quality 

teachers (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Diaz, 2004).  

In a study of teacher effectiveness, Hanushek and Raymond (2005) found that 

first-year teachers have lower performance rates than experienced teachers, but 

teachers increase their performance rates after the first year while this skill level peaks 

around the teachers’ fourth year. The disadvantage may be the cause of high teacher 

turnover during the first year of teaching. Findings also suggest that teachers who exit a 

large urban district are below the average of those who remain. Although studies have 

been conducted that validate teacher effectiveness, it is reasonable to suggest that 

there is a need to improve teacher quality. Teachers need to know the material they are 

teaching and how to convey the information (Kaplan & Owings, 2004).   
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Professional Development 

Professional development for teachers serves as a mechanism that will intensify 

the content knowledge and develop practices that schools can utilize to increase 

student performance (Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002). Most teachers 

believe that professional development will contribute to their growth as a professional by 

expanding their knowledge and skills, thus further enhancing their effectiveness with 

students (Guskey, 2002). It is evident that teacher certification alone does not ensure 

teacher quality. Policymakers have ensured that professional development activities for 

teachers are important if teachers need to change classroom practices to meet the high 

demands of reforming schools. Helping teachers succeed through professional 

development that enables children to learn is an investment that is needed to meet the 

demanding standards of NCLB (Borko, 2004).   

The quality and consistency of professional development are important when 

considering professional development to improve teacher effectiveness (Desimone et 

al., 2002). Teachers need ongoing professional development that allows for practice 

and reflection.  Sustainable professional development that focuses on academic subject 

matter, provides hands-on activities for teachers, and is integrated into the daily life of 

the school are more likely to produce the high results of teacher knowledge and skills 

(Borko, 2004). According to Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman and Yoon (2001), 

effective professional development opportunities for teachers focus on collective 

participation and core features. Core features are content-specific and research-based 

strategies that are deeply embedded in effective teaching practices. Guskey (2002) 
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further concluded that the time spent on professional development must be well 

organized, carefully structured, and purposefully directed to be effective.  

Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, and Lash (2007) suggested changing the conditions 

and clustering for support.  He suggested using authority and flexibility when selecting 

personnel based on the needs of the school and when implementing research based 

strategies, allowing additional time for common planning and adequate professional 

development, and making financial investments that support additional time and staff.  

Research has shown that professional development is most effective when it is 

embedded in teachers’ work.  The best professional development helps teachers to 

think critically about their practice; to develop new instructional strategies, along with 

new techniques for creating curriculum and assessments; and to measure how new 

practices have affected student learning (Kelleher, 2003).  Borko (2004) found that high-

quality intensive professional development that deepens teachers’ knowledge and helps 

transform instructional practices can strengthen the professional learning community, 

allowing teachers to work together to improve their practice (Little, 2002).  Guskey 

(2002) outlined three major goals of professional development programs: a change in 

the classroom practices of teacher, a change in the attitudes and beliefs of teachers, 

and a change in the learning outcomes of students 

 

Professional Learning Communities 

Professional learning communities are professional relationships that teachers 

form to support others while collectively working toward the same goal. Learning 

communities constitute productive islands of professional practice. Payne (2008) noted, 
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“If teachers are coming to schools with weak skills but those schools could meet 

teachers where they are and “help them improve” (p. 60). Although teacher- learning 

communities are the norm in today’s high schools they vary in strength and cultures of 

practice (Mclaughlin & Talbert, 2001). The use of professional learning communities 

provides strong evidence as a contributor to instructional improvement and school 

reform when the establishment and maintenance of communication norms trust, and 

interactions occur among teachers (Little, 2002).   

Guskey (2003) identified norms as one of the most important features of 

successful learning communities. Norms enhance challenging conversations about 

teaching and learning and welcome the opportunity for teachers to discuss ideas and 

materials related to improving their work. He proposed that teacher conversations are 

important if teachers are to collaborate on their work and support each other as they 

improve their practice. Hord (1997) further suggested that learning communities should 

be organized by teachers who are successful with students and who can observe new 

practices and provide nonevaluative feedback to their colleagues.  Luis and Kruse 

(1997) identified structural physical factors that are needed such as a time and place to 

meet for collaboration.  Mutual respect and understanding were also important in 

building a climate that supports professional learning communities (Wignall, 1992).   
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

This chapter presents the methods used to conduct the study, including the 

general perspective of the study, the research context, participants, instruments, and 

procedures used in the study.  

 

General Perspective 

Strategies utilized by reconstituted schools to improve school accountability 

ratings are the focus of this research. A case study design was used to develop an in-

depth understanding of the strategies employed to gain an acceptable school rating. 

Case studies employ empirical inquiry techniques to investigate a contemporary 

phenomenon within a real-life context (Yin, 2003). Merriam (1998) defined a case study 

as an “intensive, holistic description and analysis of a single entity, phenomenon, or 

social unit” (p. 27). Explanatory measures allowed the researcher to explain the cause 

and effect of academic success on reconstituted schools (Scholz & Tietje, 2002).   

The case study is site specific in an effort to focus on successful restructuring 

initiatives that have taken place in three urban schools in Dallas, Texas. These schools 

had received an unacceptable rating for two consecutive years and were ordered by the 

state agencies to reconstitute. The rating system is known as the Academic Excellence 

Indicator System (AEIS).   

An AEIS indicator is a system utilized by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) that 

gathers data from the performance of students in each school and district in Texas.   

Every year, schools are rated based on the results of grade level and subject-specific 
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tests of  the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS); test participation; exit-

level TAKS cumulative passing rates; progress of prior year TAKS failures; results of 

student success initiative; a progress measure of English language learners (ELLs), 

attendance rates, annual dropout rates, completion rates, and college readiness 

indicators that are disaggregated by ethnicity, sex, special education, low-income 

status, limited English proficient status, at-risk status, and bilingual/ESL (TEA, 2009).  

These AEIS indicators serve as the basis for a school’s accountability rating and are 

reviewed over a four-year period to measure the relationship between reconstitution and 

accountability ratings. In the case studies for this dissertation, the schools that were 

reconstituted and currently have an academically acceptable rating served as the 

phenomenon under investigation and identify the following: 

1.  Which of the five options outlined in No Child Left Behind did schools choose 

to pursue when forced to reconstitute by state agencies? 

2. What processes did the schools utilize to develop and implement a 

reconstitution plan? 

3. Is there congruence across the three schools between the schools’ 

reconstitution plan and the implementation of the plans? 

Throughout the study, multiple data collection strategies were conducted as a 

detailed portrait of each school. This study took an in-depth look at the restructuring 

process of three schools by conducting multiple case studies and searching for 

comparable data across cases by structuring the data collection techniques throughout 

the study to search for site-specific explanations. The conceptual framework of the 

study sought to identify the main events of the schools during the years of 
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reconstitution, along with a detailed analysis of acceptable rating sustainability. This 

research sought to identify the important components of successful school 

reconstitution initiatives.   

 

Research Participants 

 Three high schools were identified using a purposive criterion approach from 

reconstituted high schools in North Texas The schools selected were based on the 

following criteria:  

1. The school received an academically unacceptable rating for a second 

consecutive year at the end of the 2006-2007 school terms 

2. The school consisted of a comprehensive high school program prior to being 

reconstituted 

3. The school achieved an acceptable rating after being reconstituted 

Total combined enrollment of three high schools is approximately 2,617 students 

in the following subgroups: 1,398 Hispanic, 1,175 African American, 18 White, 16 Asian, 

and 10 American Indian. The three schools outline three different areas within the 

district: Two of the high schools are located in district, and one school is located in 

District 9. Each of these schools received unacceptable ratings for two or more years 

and currently holds an acceptable rating. Furthermore, the sample represents a diverse 

group of students regarding student enrollment demographics.  

Core content teachers of the three high schools in an urban district in north 

Texas were asked to volunteer to participate in the research study. Each school had 

previously been rated by the TEA as academically acceptable in 2009 after receiving an 
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acceptable unacceptable rating since 2006. Ninety-two teachers volunteered to 

participate in the research study. These teachers taught at schools with over 80% of the 

students were economically disadvantaged students. Less than 20% of the students 

were identified as limited English proficient (LEP). Of the three schools, two district 

administrators, three school administrators, 80 teachers agreed to participate in the 

study. 

Accountability ratings varied among each of the three schools at the time each of 

the teachers were hired.  At the time of hire none of the schools were rated exemplary, 

5.9 % were recognized, 30.9% were academically acceptable, 51.5% were 

academically unacceptable, 2.9% were not rated, and 8.8% were unsure of the schools 

rating at the time of hire.   

The sample consisted of 80 teachers. The majority of teacher participants had 

less than five years of experience at 47.0%. Twenty-nine percent of the teachers had 

between 6-15 years of experience. Whereas, teachers who had 16 or more years of 

experience consisted of 23.5% of the participants in the study. 

 
Table 1  

School Enrollment Demographics 

School Student  
Enrollment 

African   
American 

American 
Indian 

Asian  Hispanic White Other 

School A    624   486 0                 0                  136 2 * 

School B    996   300 1               11    677 7 * 

School C    997   389  9                 5      585   9 * 

Total 2617 1175 10               16  1398 18 * 

Source: Dallas ISD Data Analysis, Research and Reporting Services data, retrieved October 2, 2010. 
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Table 2 
 
Student Group Enrollment 

School Economically  
Disadvantaged  

Percentage Limited English  
Proficient 

Percentage 

School A 523 83.8 55 8.8 

School B 829 83.2 194 19.5 

School C 803 80.5 186 18.7 

Total 2155 82.3 435 15.6 

Source:  Dallas ISD Data Analysis, Research, and Reporting Services data retrieved October 2, 2010. 
 

 

Data Collection and Procedures 

A triangulation approach to data collection was utilized for this study. Data was collected 

through interviews, document analysis and surveys (Flick, 2002).The semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with school administrators, teacher leaders, and central 

office administrators. Before data collection began, written consent from the school 

district’s research and development was granted to conduct the study. Three separate 

phases of data collection were included as a part of this study.         

   Interviews with key personnel at the three high schools consisted of semi-

structured and open-ended questions (see Appendix A). The study focused on 

individual, lived experiences and relied heavily on in-depth interviews and document 

analysis, supplemented with survey data to provide a detailed analysis of each case.  

 

Phase 1 

The first phase of data collection involved an interview with an administrator at 

each campus. Each administrator was interviewed for one hour using a series of semi-
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structured interview questions (Appendix C) with open-ended and closed-ended 

questions. The focus of the interview questions was specifically related to the schools’ 

reconstitution initiative.  Additional questions were designed to gather general 

information about the schools’ histories and the events that occurred prior to 

reconstitution.   

 

Phase 2 

In Phase 2 of data collection, district-level administrators, campus-level 

administrators, and lead teachers within each school were interviewed. These 

interviews were recorded and notes were taken as each participant answered a few 

open-ended questions to elicit their opinions and viewpoints. This phase of data 

collection allowed the emergence of themes that provided an avenue for comparability 

among multiple sites.  

A survey titled Teacher Collaboration Survey, which used questions from the 

MetLife Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success was 

approved by the director of MetLife for use in this study (see Appendix B). This survey 

provided supplemental quantitative data to the study by generating the opinions of 

collaborative planning at each of the three schools.  A convenience sample was used to 

solicit participants who teach core subjects and participate in a collaborative period.   

The survey was self-administered by me at each school. Survey participants were 

asked to volunteer to participate verbally and given an informed consent form by the 

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects from the University of 

North Texas (UNT IRB). The survey asked 17 questions to solicit opinions and activities 
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related to the teacher collaborative period at each school. Data were collected at each 

school and reported separately at each school for a comparative analysis. 

 

Phase 3 

The final phase of data collection consisted of a document analysis of information 

from 2006-2010 of state reconstitution plans, departmental and staff minutes, agendas, 

public documents, and monthly school calendars.  A thorough document analysis 

allowed me to access past events that were instrumental to the study. Together all three 

phases allowed the emergence of themes that provided me with a detailed analysis of 

each school site. 

This study utilized a conceptual framework to identify the important program 

components and the environment implemented. Through specific guidelines for 

selecting respondents, topics and recognizing appropriate explanations in interviews 

were conducted by one interviewee to ensure comparability on a case-by-case 

approach.     

 Instruments used for this case study were developed and modified by me with 

the assistance of an advisor. The research utilized mostly qualitative methods that 

provided information pertaining to each case.  However, quantitative survey data 

supplemented the research. 

Prior to conducting the study, consent from the districts research and 

development department and the building principal was obtained.  Each school principal 

was contacted by appointment prior to conducting the study.  During the appointment a 

detailed purpose of the study was discussed along with a plan to obtain participation 
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from faculty members. After access was granted and scheduled with the building 

principal, an individual campus procedure was developed to conduct observations and 

schedule interviews at a convenient time for me and the interviewees.   

The teachers’ interviews consisted of open-ended questions related to the 

restructuring strategies employed during the period of reconstitution.  The selection 

process purposefully selected four to five teachers from each campus who served in a 

leadership capacity or were employed as a classroom teacher at the school during the 

period of reconstitution. During the scheduled interview, each individual was given a 

written consent form describing the research topic.  

Site-specific documents such as student and teacher handbooks, agendas, 

calendars, training schedules, newsletters, memos, and minutes were gathered from 

each school simultaneously as the interviews and observations were conducted with 

each building principal and campus leadership team. Any relevant material specific to 

the school site was collected and organized as primary or secondary sources. Primary 

sources were classified as documents in which the originator of the document is able to 

describe the experiences of the document. Secondary sources were classified as 

sources of information that did not have any first-hand experience with the subject of 

interest. All documents were photocopied and categorized for further analysis. 

   The survey instrument was entitled Teacher Collaboration Survey. I requested 

permission to use the survey (see Appendix D) and after obtaining prior permission 

used questions from The Metlife Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for 

Student Success (Appendix D). 

The survey consisted of two parts. Part 1 asked participants to provide specific 



45 
 

demographic information, which included the school, subject area, years of experience, 

and the school’s academic rating when they were hired. Part 2 of the Teacher 

Collaboration Survey consisted of an 18-item questionnaire that examined the teachers’ 

views and described the practice of collaboration in their school.   

A pilot test of the Teacher Collaboration Survey was issued to four teachers at 

random schools to determine survey validity. These teacher volunteers tested the 

survey for readability and content validity. Each teacher was asked to review, analyze, 

and evaluate each survey question for content validity. The survey was revised for 

clarity and self-administered to core content teachers at each school. 

 

Data Analysis 

The study used a grounded theory approach to analyze the data obtained during 

the case study (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Merriam (1998) states, “Grounded theory 

consists of categories, properties, and hypotheses that are the conceptual links 

between and among the categories and properties“(p. 159). Data were analyzed from 

the interviews, surveys, and document analysis throughout the study. Data was 

collected and analyzed simultaneously while identifying patterns and themes, while 

obtaining the information from each site that led to categories to answer the research 

questions.  A constant comparative method of data analysis from the interviews, 

surveys and documents was utilized to allowing me to compare incidents obtained from 

interviews and documents at a particular school with another incident in the same data 

set or another set. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze and present the data of 
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the survey. Once patterns and themes were generalized from the data, a theory was 

used to describe the phenomenon of successful school reconstitution initiatives.    

 

Summary 

A conceptual framework provided the basis for analyzing the data from multiple 

collection strategies.  Throughout the study a constant comparative method provided an 

avenue to collect and analyze the interview data simultaneously from the three 

participating high schools. Interviews were conducted with district and campus 

administrators along with teacher leaders. Separate semi-structured interview questions 

were developed for teachers, campus and district administrations to gain clear insight of 

the restructuring strategies from various perspectives.   

The surveys were self-administered to 80 teachers who answered 17 questions 

from the Met-Life Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success.  

Demographic data included the school data, subject area, years of experience, and the 

school rating when hired.  Collection of this data provided an in-depth analysis of the 

experience level of the teachers at each school.  Additional questions were gathered 

and sequenced to provide supplemental quantitative data of the opinions of 

collaborative planning at the three participating high schools.   Descriptive statistics 

were used to analyze the data obtained from the survey participants.   

Grounded theories were used to analyze the documents obtained in the study. 

Site-specific data was obtained from each high school and was organized as either a 

primary or secondary source.  All data was collected by one interviewee to ensure 

comparability throughout the study and ensure reliability.      
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This chapter presents the data obtained in studying the overall impact of 

restructuring strategies that led to an academically acceptable school rating for three 

high schools located in a large urban school district. Case study methodology served as 

the core component for this research study. It was also, supplemented with a 

quantitative aspect. The methods included interviews, surveys, and document analysis. 

The results of this study are organized around three research questions: 

1. Which of the five options outlined in No Child Left Behind did schools choose 

to pursue when forced to reconstitute by state agencies? 

2. What processes did the three high schools utilize to develop and implement a 

reconstitution plan? 

3. Is there congruence across the three reconstitution plan and the 

implementation of the reconstitution plan? 

 

Presentation of Data 

Question 1:  Which of the five options outlined in No Child Left Behind did schools 

choose to pursue when forced to reconstitute by state agencies?  

The NCLB (2001) allows schools to choose one of five options when 

reconstituting. The five options are: 

• Option 1 – Close and reopen as a public charter school 

• Option 2 – Replace school staff including the principal 

• Option 3 – Contract with an outside entity to operate the school 
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• Option 4 – Turn school operations over to state educational agencies 

• Option 5 – Engage in another form of major restructuring that makes 

fundamental reforms 

  Campus-level administrators who were interviewed in the study were asked 

nine questions regarding the school’s restructure. To answer Research Question 1, they 

were given the five options and asked, “Which approach was taken to restructure the 

school?” Each administrator indicated that their schools chose Option 5: to engage in 

another form of major restructuring that makes fundamental reforms. 

Document analysis of school contingency plans, along with interview data, 

indicated that each school formed partnerships with outside agencies to create a theme-

focused magnet school. School A partnered with El Centro Community College and 

Medical Cities to form a Health Science Magnet. Through a partnership with Southern 

Methodist University Law School, School B formed a law magnet. Texas Instruments™ 

served as a partner with School C to form an Engineering Magnet.   

 

Table 3 

School Restructure Initiative 

  

School Partnering Entity Theme 

School A El Centro Community College & Medical Cities Health Science 

School B Southern Methodist University Law School Law 

School C Texas Instruments Engineering 
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Question 2: What processes did the three schools utilize to develop and implement a 

reconstitution plan? 

To answer Research Question 2, interviews were conducted with district-level 

personnel, three campus-level administrators, and teacher leaders.  An analysis of 

school contingency plans and Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports 

from 2006-2010 was also conducted to answer this question. 

 District-level personnel and campus-level administrators and teacher leaders 

were asked questions pertaining to each school’s reconstitution plans.   To gain clarity 

and answer the research question campus-level administrators and district-level 

personnel were asked “What process did the school undergo to implement the schools’ 

reconstitution plan?”  

 

Interview Data from District-level Personnel 

District-level personnel interviews indicated that each campus was placed in a 

learning community known as the Superintendent’s Learning Community, using a model 

developed by the former Chancellor of New York City Public Schools. This model 

identified low-performing schools, surrounded each school with resources, and selected 

an effective principal from within the system to lead improvement efforts. The district 

superintendent appointed a former high school principal in the district to serve as 

executive director of the superintendent’s learning community. Unlike other learning 

communities formed by areas in the district, the Superintendent’s Learning Community 

would supervise schools that had been rated academically unacceptable for two 

consecutive years within all areas of the district. The Superintendents Learning 
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Community executive director reported directly to the superintendent and was 

supported with additional resources, content specialists, technical support, budget 

specialists, and community support.  

The goal of the Superintendent’s Learning Community was to assist schools by 

providing and initiating systems to ensure that they would achieve and sustain an 

academically acceptable rating from the Texas Education Agency (TEA). Schools A, B, 

and C were supported with academic coaches in English/language arts, mathematics, 

and science who worked in the school up to four days a week with the administrative 

staff to support teaching and learning. The research and evaluation department 

supported each campus with data analysis. Team leaders were assigned to campuses; 

each team leader had two campuses and was in place to ensure that the schools 

followed high priority goals of the superintendent’s learning community.  

The high priority goals originated from the Institute for Learning’s Principles of 

Learning became known as the learning communities “Big Rocks:” Analyzing data, 

professional development, analyzing student work, common assessments, lesson 

plans, and a pyramid response to intervention. The team leader conducted campus 

visits, worked closely with each principal, monitored professional learning communities 

and conducted classroom visits. The Superintendent’s Learning Community executive 

team conducted audits of each school utilizing a high priority goal implementation audit 

checklist that focused on five things by: (1) monitoring the principals of learning, (2) 

focus of learning walks, (3) student participation/engagement, (4) student work, and (5) 

elements of the “Big Rocks” (Resnick & Glennan, 2002). 
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Additionally, Schools A, B, and C were provided with specified training for each 

content area in addition to core curriculum departmental training.  During each six week 

period all schools within the superintendent’s learning community attended training for 

one week during the instructional day.  English/language arts would meet on Tuesdays, 

mathematics on Wednesdays, and science on Thursdays. In addition to district 

requirements each school had to develop action plans for Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) and complete “Data Digs” based on semester 

assessments of course performance.  All three schools created new positions called 

program development specialists as a strategy to assist the schools with cohort data 

and completion rate.  

 

Interview Data from Campus-level Administrators 

Campus-level administrators were asked a total of 10 questions regarding the 

schools’ reconstitution plans. Responses to two of those questions are discussed in this 

section and district-level administrators and campus-level administrators were asked 

two questions: “What process did each of the schools undergo to develop and 

implement their school improvement plan?” and “Who wrote the school’s plan?”  

Campus-level administrators indicated that a team was formulated consisting of 

professional service providers designated by the TEA, campus instructional leadership 

team members, and a district shepherd.  At the beginning of each year each school 

utilized the school snapshot data created by the districts’ research and evaluation 

department to set yearly goals to create the schools improvement plan which would 

ultimately be the schools’ reconstitution plan. Each school within the district has a 
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Campus Improvement Leadership Team (CILT) made up of one teacher from each core 

area and a representative from electives, school administrators, and a state designee. 

The team for each school in this study was given the autonomy by the district to devise 

a plan of action that would serve as the schools’ restructuring plan. In all cases, a 

former principal had developed the initial reconstitution plan in 2006.  However, each 

year the leadership team revised and oversaw the implementation of the plan. All three 

schools were given additional funding from School Improvement Resource Center 

(SIRC) to implement plans. The CILT team members were responsible for reporting 

progress of the goals regularly to the leadership team by analyzing data from common 

assessments and student work.   

 

Interview Data from Teachers 

During the interviews of teacher leaders at each school teachers were asked 14 

questions; however, to answer Research Question 2 specifically, teachers were asked 

“What role did teachers play in the development of the reconstitution plan?”  

Teachers interviewed at School A indicated that the team began to disaggregate 

assessment data to access the focus areas.  Individual departments wrote their plan 

during professional learning communities (PLCs) and the CILT member reported the 

plan to the campus leadership team.  At School B, teachers felt as though their 

participation in the development of the reconstruction plan was very limited. Teachers at 

School C described the restructuring plan as being developed by CILT members along 

with an advisor from the TEA, whereas teachers at School C believed their participation 

in the development of the reconstitution was very limited.    
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Although each school did not directly indicate that a change in staffing was a 

choice to reconstitute, the school, teachers were asked, “Did any staff members leave 

voluntarily or involuntarily as a result of being reconstituted?”  The teachers interviewed 

believed that the principal replacements were a process utilized as part of the 

reconstitution plan. One teacher commented that School A had undergone four different 

principals in the past six years. School B’s principal had served as the school’s principal 

for the past four years. School C’s principal had been appointed principal one year ago.    

The majority of teacher responses indicated that teachers voluntarily left the 

schools or did not know why teachers chose to leave the school.  One teacher 

responded, “Some felt they were asked to do things that were above and beyond, and 

that wasn’t true. I guess they were just subpar.”  

 

Document Analysis 

Although teachers were aware of some staff changes, data obtained from 

document analysis of the AEIS reports from 2006-2010 indicated that, as restructuring 

efforts began, staffing patterns at the three schools began to change. The results of 

staffing patterns at the three schools are illustrated in Table 6. The number of teachers 

with less than five years of experience remained above 40% at School A and B. Fewer 

than 30% of School C’s teachers had less than five years of teaching experience. 

 

 

 

 



54 
 

Table 4 

School A: Staffing Patterns 

Teaching 
Experience 

Beginning or 
fewer than 5 

years 

6-10 Years Over 11 years 

2006 43.8 9.7 46.5 

2007 43.9 9.5 46.5 

2008 45.1 17.0          38 

2009 52.1 10.3 37.6 

2010 46.5 16.7 36.9 
 

 

Table 5 

School B: Staffing Patterns 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teaching 
Experience 

Beginning or 
fewer than 5 

years 

6-10 Years Over 11 years 

2006 45.6 17.6 36.7 

2007 45.1 15.7 39.2 

2008 47.4 18.2 34.4 

2009 54.2 18.0 27.9 

2010 53.6 18.3 28.1 
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Table 6 

School C: Staffing Patterns  

Teaching 
Experience 

Beginning or 
fewer than 5 

years 

6-10 Years Over 11 years 

2006 25.1 13.1 61.8 

2007 23.9 19.5 56.6 

2008 24.6 21.8 53.4 

2009 28.1 21.3 50.6 

2010 29.5 19.5 51.1 

 

Further document analysis of school board meeting minutes indicated that in 

2007 the district began to make efforts to recruit and retain high-quality teachers to 

teach in the Superintendent’s Learning Community. The district provided financial 

rewards known as the targeted impact school monetary awards ranging from $6,000 to 

$10,000. Recipients were to teach or lead at low performing schools or any school 

designated as a high priority campus. Financial rewards were given to new and existing 

teachers who had demonstrated effectiveness in the classroom through the use of a 

value-added student improvement model known as a classroom effectiveness index 

(CEI). These efforts resulted in the hiring of three new teachers during the academic 

years 2008, 2009, and 2010 at School A. School B began the 2008 school term with 12 

new teachers, 2009 with 17 new teachers, and 2010 with 6 new teachers. School C 

began the 2008 and 2009 school terms with seven new teachers and 2009 with three 

new teachers. In 2009, School A no longer received stipends to retain teachers for an 
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unexplained reason. However, School B and School C teachers continued to receive 

the stipend to retain quality teachers.   

Question 3: Is there congruence across the three schools between the schools’ 

reconstitution plan and the implementation of the reconstitution plan? To answer this, 

Research Question 3, a mixed methods approach was employed, documents were 

analyzed, a survey was administered, and data were obtained from interviews.   

 Document analysis of school improvement plans at all three schools indicated 

that each school had a different area of low performance, according to federal 

accountability standards. From 2006 to 2009 School A’s low performance existed in 

mathematics. The TAKS assessment data from 2007-2009 revealed low reading and 

mathematics performance for School B. School C indicated three areas of low 

performance: mathematics and reading performance along with graduation rate.    

School’s A, B, and C school improvement plans indicated that they each planned 

to use district benchmarks and semester assessments to evaluate progress towards 

meeting performance standards. Common strategies existed among the school 

improvement plans at each school, indicating that each campus would perform a walk 

through, analyze data, monitor students with excessive absences, and provide Saturday 

school to extend the learning time and support academics.   

School A’s plans also included the following strategy: home visits for seniors to 

make improvements to the high school completion rate and increase parent and 

community involvement by requiring parents to meet with a counselor, teacher, or 

administrator each six week period if a student received a failing grade in one or more 

subjects on a report card.   
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School B’s  improvement plan included the following strategies: provide 

professional development for all teachers utilizing English as a second language (ESL) 

strategies in the classroom instruction and state assessments, ensure that English 

language learner (ELL) students were coded correctly and scheduled in appropriate 

core classes, provide professional development for staff inclusion strategies, monitor 

the use of accommodations/modifications used in the classroom, conduct weekly 

attendance meetings, and  monitor services and systems provided for underachieving 

students. 

School improvement plans for School C included the following strategies:  

Meetings of instructional coaches and CILT team members during structured common 

planning periods; utilization of  a common assessment builder template by teachers to 

write and align common assessment items to be administered every three weeks; 

development of an instructional calendar in all content areas to ensure alignment and 

pacing of district scope and sequence; and creation of a master schedule to restructure 

students into interdisciplinary pods in Grades 9 through 11 and personalize learning 

environments, assign mentors with community partners and  implement a daily advisory 

period to provide personalized learning environments and tutorials in math, reading, and 

study skills.   

 

Teacher Interview Data 

Of the 14 questions that teachers were asked during the interview, four were 

specifically aligned with the implementation of the reconstitution plan. The four 

questions are provided below: 



58 
 

1. What instructional changes did you notice when the school received an 

Academically Unacceptable rating from the state? 

2. What changes were made as a result of being reconstituted? 

3. What professional development plans were implemented? 

4. How did the school increase parental and community involvement? 

Teachers at Schools A, B, and C indicated that to meet the math deficiency of 

students by double blocked in either a mathematics application or mathematics models 

strategy. The double blocking strategy extended the learning time in mathematics.  

Students’ were able to learn key concepts in one segment while practicing test concepts 

in the other.  Mathematics teachers were provided with additional technology to 

enhance instruction in their classroom. As one teacher stated, “Mathematics teachers 

were the first to receive the SMART Board™ (www.smarttech.com) and document 

cameras; any new technology in the building went to the mathematics department, and 

it was definitely a school wide focus.” Mathematics was also supported with 

supplemental educational services (SES) through group excellence, provided the school 

with tutors who were college students; these students assisted the teacher in the 

classroom and held after-school tutorials. Students who received free or reduced lunch 

could receive free tutoring through a SES provider. Students were given gifts to sign up 

for and attend tutoring sessions. They were also provided with the IPod™, IPad™, 

Netbook™ (www.apple.com), and food as incentives. 

Teachers at Schools A, B, and C emphasized the use of collaborative planning 

periods with core teachers to improve instruction. Each campus had a room designed 

specifically for collaborative periods. Teachers used this area to plan, display student 

http://www.smarttech.com/
http://www.apple.com/
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data and campus goals, discuss instructional strategies, and review and utilize data 

from assessments.    

Teachers at School A indicated that the school used common assessments in 

each core area to provide additional supplemental assessment data of Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) every three to six weeks. Collaborative planning periods 

were used to conduct walkthroughs, observe student work, analyze student data, and 

profile students. Professional development opportunities were extended to all teachers; 

teachers attended laying the foundation training, co-teaching inclusion training, 

advanced placement training along with additional on-campus professional 

development provided by Region 10 Education Service Center and district personnel.  

Students were provided with extended learning time through the use of after-school 

tutorials and Saturday school. Further emphasis was placed on reconnect, a credit-

recovery program that allowed students to receive credit for classes they failed.  A 

parent center was created that provided parents with access to computers and printers 

to access their students’ grades through Parent Portal® 

(https://parentportal.eschooldata.com/), an online grading system. The administrative 

team built capacity among teachers. The CILT team members participated in monthly 

coaching training by an outside agency to support and monitor classroom instruction 

and utilize research based strategies. Coaching and walk-throughs were utilized as a 

nonthreatening support system.  

Interview data of School A characterized the schools’ restructure by a focus on 

college readiness through a partnership with El Centro Community College in Dallas 

County, Texas. In 2009, School A’s first dual credit cohort with 35 students enrolled in 

https://parentportal.eschooldata.com/
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their first dual credit course. The purpose of this program was to allow students to 

realize that there was a life beyond high school. Through the partnership with El Centro 

College, students were given the same privileges as regular students, which included 

access to tutorials and a DART® pass, allowing students free public transportation to 

school.   

 Counselors created a program entitled “senior roundtable,” where graduating 

seniors were required to create a portfolio that included college entrance exam scores, 

letters of recommendation, transcripts, and college/trade school or military acceptance 

letters. They presented after graduation plans to a panel of professionals each 

semester. The implementation of a Health Science Satellite Magnet School, a school-

within-a school concept was created and housed on the third floor of the campus. The 

school added two nurses to the faculty, and enrolled 50 ninth grade students and the 

school expected to enroll an additional 100 students during the 2011-2012 school-year. 

A central effort was placed on professional development to support classroom 

instruction. Teachers were encouraged to attend laying the foundation training and 

College Board advanced placement (AP) training in an effort to provide students with 

more rigorous instruction.  Grant funds were utilized to send teachers to conferences 

inside and outside the Dallas-Fort Worth area. Science teachers attended the 

Conference of the Association of Science Teachers in Galveston, Texas. Mathematics 

teachers attended a conference in New Orleans, Louisiana. Other teachers attended A 

Dream Deferred: The Future of African America Education in Philadelphia, PA.  

Teachers further indicated that School A created an environment that welcomed 

parents into the school by establishing a parent center. Information boards with pictures 
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of students filled the hall, illustrating student activities that took place throughout the 

year.  Newsletters were mailed to parents every quarter showcasing students who were 

on the A & B honor roll as well as giving vital information pertaining to the events 

scheduled at the school. 

School B’s teacher interview data described the implementation of the school’s 

reconstitution plan strategies through the use of data analysis to assess the 

effectiveness of teaching strategies.  Professional learning communities were organized 

and teachers had the opportunity to meet with other teachers from other schools. 

Professional development was held every few weeks to ensure that teachers were 

utilizing data.  The number of extended learning opportunities increased and students 

attended field trips. The teachers also expressed the belief that the formation of the law 

magnet provided the school with name recognition.   

School B’s restructure was characterized by a partnership with Southern Methodist 

University Law School that focused on a career pathway in law. Students entering the 

ninth grade had the opportunity to apply for admission to the law satellite magnet.  The 

school utilized community partnerships to boost student and teacher morale.  The 

Huddleston Family Community Service Initiative funded $300,000 in renovations to the 

teachers’ lounge, new lockers, and cafeteria tables. The teachers’ lounge was updated 

to give teachers a pleasant atmosphere where they were able to prepare lessons and 

hold staff meetings. 

School C’s teachers indicated that the school formed professional learning 

communities by subject area.  Content area teachers were housed in the same area so 

that they could serve as mentors to one another.  Teachers were provided with 
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professional development opportunities and were encouraged to bring the information to 

their professional learning community for the purpose of presenting evidence of 

implementation.  Teachers began collaborating and sharing ideas along with utilizing 

team teaching strategies.  Content-specific tutoring was offered before and after school.  

Teachers began profiling students with a goal to close the achievement gaps. Peer 

tutoring strategies such as one teach one, where advanced students’ taught struggling 

students. Data tracking logs allowed students to take control of their learning by 

analyzing their personal class performance data. 

Interview data at School C indicated community partnerships with a local 

community college and businesses to focus on a career pathway in engineering. 

Incoming freshmen around the district are allowed to apply to participate in the program 

at a magnet showcase held by the district throughout the year. The school’s focus on 

college readiness began with a partnership with Education Is Freedom, an organization 

that motivates students to receive a higher education by providing campus personnel 

that assisted students with college admission applications such as the Free Application 

for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA®, www.fafsa.ed.gov) applications, and scholarship 

information. Education Is Freedom also assisted the school with incentives to motivate 

all students by providing academic pep rallies to reward students for achieving the A 

and B honor roll, apply for college, and perfect attendance. Additionally, School C is 

beginning to establish academic extracurricular activities by forming chess, science, and 

art clubs along with mock trial and Debate teams for the 2011-2012 school year.    

 

 

http://www.fafsa.ed.gov/
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Data Obtained from Survey 

Eighty teachers were interviewed regarding the collaboration of teachers in each 

school’s collaborative planning period or professional learning community period. The 

survey consisted of 17 questions that examined the collaboration occurring among 

teachers at each school to increase student achievement during the schools restructure.  

The survey, was entitled Collaboration Survey, and consisted of questions from the 

MetLife Survey of the American Teacher (see Appendix B). 

Survey data were collected from each school site and analyzed using descriptive 

statistics. Responses from the survey were collected and placed in an online reporting 

database to analyze the data.  Percentages were calculated for each variable in the 

survey. Table 7 illustrates the survey results from all three schools. Table 8 depicts 

each schools individual survey data individually.  

 
Table 7 
 
Survey Reponses from School A, School B, and School C      

   
Question Strongly Agree or Agree Disagree Strongly or 

Disagree 
1. Adequate time is given for teachers to 

collaborate. 
76% 24% 

 
2. Teacher collaboration directly impacts 

student achievement. 
89% 11% 

3. Collaboration with other teachers has 
allowed this school to focus on 
improving instruction. 

88% 12% 

4. Collaborating with other teachers has 
positively affected the way I teach. 

89% 11% 

5. Collaboration among teachers is 
necessary to improve instruction 
among this campus. 

94% 6% 

6. The teachers at this school have 
established strong collegial 
relationships. 

80% 20% 

                                                                                                        (table continues) 
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Table 7 (continued). 
 

Question Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never Not sure 
7. During collaboration periods, 

beginning teachers have 
opportunities to work with more 
experienced teachers. 

37% 29% 27% 1% 3% 3% 

8. Teachers meet in teams to learn 
what is necessary to help their 
students achieve at higher levels. 

29% 37% 21% 6% 3% 4% 

9. Teachers observe each other in 
the classroom and provide 
feedback to each other. 

4% 24% 41% 24% 3% 4% 

10. Teachers examine and discuss 
student work with each other 
regularly 

7% 34% 40% 13% 2% 4% 

11. During collaboration data is often 
discussed. 

31% 32% 25% 6% 0% 6% 

12. When collaborating with other 
teachers data is often utilized to 
guide instruction. 

25% 43% 24% 1% 1% 6% 

13. Lessons are modeled during 
collaborative planning. 

10% 24% 31% 21% 7% 7% 

14. When collaborating with other 
teachers, ideas are often shared. 

15% 34% 15% 1% 0% 4% 

15. During collaboration teachers 
examine data and work on 
specific goals. 

21% 54% 13% 3% 9% 0% 

16. During collaboration I often 
engage in deep conversations 
about teaching and learning 

15% 34% 28% 13% 4% 6% 

17. The teachers at this campus work 
together to influence the 
decisions related to school 
improvement at this school. 

12% 40% 31% 10% 1% 6% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



65 
 

Table 8 
 
Survey Responses 

 

Question 

Strongly Agree or Agree  Strongly Disagree or Disagree 

School A School B School  C School A School B School C 

1.  Adequate time is given for teachers to 
collaborate. 

 
83% 

 
75% 

 
72% 

 
17% 

 
25% 

 
28% 

2. Teacher collaboration directly impacts student 
achievement. 

 
91% 

 
95% 

 
84% 

 
9% 

 
5% 

 
16% 

3. Collaboration with other teachers has allowed 
this school to focus on improving instruction. 

 
88% 

 
90% 

 
76% 

 
12% 

 
10% 

 
24% 

4. Collaborating with other teachers has positively 
affected the way I teach. 

 
91% 

 
95% 

 
84% 

 
9% 

 
5% 

 
16% 

5. Collaboration among teachers is necessary to 
improve instruction among this campus. 

 
100% 

 
100% 

 
100% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
 
 

 
Always 

 
Often 

 

 
Sometimes 

 
Rarely 

 
Never 

 
Not Sure 

 
 

6. The teachers at this school have established 
strong collegial relationships 

 
 

87% 

 
 

85% 

 
 

68% 

 
 

13% 

 
 

15% 

 
 

32% 

7. During collaboration periods, beginning 
teachers have opportunities to work with more 
experienced teachers. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

35% 
50% 
28% 

39% 
20% 
28% 

26% 
30% 
24% 

0% 
0% 
4% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

8. Teachers meet in teams to learn what is 
necessary to help their students achieve at 
higher levels. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

22% 
35% 
32% 

39% 
40% 
32% 

35% 
20% 
8% 

0% 
5% 

12% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

1% 
0% 
8% 

9. Teachers observe each other in the classroom 
and provide feedback to each other. 
 

School A 
School B 
School C 

9% 
0% 
4% 

26% 
30% 
16% 

52% 
40% 
40% 

9% 
0% 

24% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

4% 
0% 
8% 

                                                                                    
                                                                  

      (table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 
 

 
 
 

 
Always 

 
Often 

 

 
Sometimes 

 
Rarely 

 
Never 

 
Not Sure 

 
 

10. The teachers at this school have established 
strong collegial relationships 

 
 

87% 

 
 

85% 

 
 

68% 

 
 

13% 

 
 

15% 

 
 

32% 

11. During collaboration periods, beginning 
teachers have opportunities to work with more 
experienced teachers. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

35% 
50% 
28% 

39% 
20% 
28% 

26% 
30% 
24% 

0% 
0% 
4% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

12. Teachers meet in teams to learn what is 
necessary to help their students achieve at 
higher levels. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

22% 
35% 
32% 

39% 
40% 
32% 

35% 
20% 
8% 

0% 
5% 

12% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

1% 
0% 
8% 

13. When collaborating with other teachers data is 
often utilized to guide instruction. 

School A          52% 
School B          20%   
School C         28% 

30% 
50% 
20% 

48% 
40% 
40% 

13% 
10% 
24% 

0% 
0% 
4% 

0% 
0% 
4% 

14. When collaborating with other teachers, ideas 
are often shared. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

52% 
20% 
28% 

35% 
40% 
28% 

9% 
15% 
24% 

0% 
40% 
4% 

0% 
10% 
0% 

4% 
0% 
8% 

15. During collaboration teachers examine data 
and work on specific goals. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

17% 
46% 
20% 

70% 
34% 
48% 

0% 
15% 
16% 

0% 
1% 
8% 

0% 
0% 
8% 

13% 
4% 
0% 

16. Lessons are modeled during collaborative 
period. 

School A 
School B 
School C 

4% 
25% 
8% 

22% 
45% 
32% 

44% 
25% 
32% 

17% 
5% 
8% 

4% 
0% 
8% 

9% 
0% 

12% 

17. During collaboration I often engage in deep 
conversations about teaching and learning 

School A 
School B 
School C 

13% 
10% 
20% 

35% 
40% 
28% 

39% 
20% 
24% 

0% 
30% 
12% 

4% 
0% 
8% 

9% 
0% 
8% 
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Summary 

This chapter presented both qualitative and quantitative data for this study. The 

research was designed as a case study of three high schools within a large urban 

school district.  Three methods were used to collect data and answer the research 

questions.  The data were collected first by the use of interviews of district-level 

administrators, campus-level administrators, and teacher leaders. Second, a document 

analysis of AEIS reports, school improvement plans, contingency plans, and board 

meeting minutes were used. Third, a survey was administered to teachers to examine 

the teacher collaboration at each school.   

Interview data gathered from district-level and campus-level administrators along 

with teacher leaders were used to gather information regarding the school’s 

reconstitution plan. The results indicated that each school chose Option 5: to engage in 

another form of major restructuring that made a fundamental reform effort by choosing 

to form a themed-focused satellite magnet.  Each school used a team approach to 

develop the school’s reconstitution plan while monitoring and revising the plan each 

year.  The school’s improvement strategies included the use of common assessments, 

collaborative planning among core teachers, additional professional development 

opportunities, and college readiness.   

Document analysis was used to examine important documents that pertained to 

the schools’ reconstitution. The AEIS reports from 2006-2010 indicated that school 

staffing patterns changed as a result of each school is being reconstituted.  The board 

meeting minutes provided evidence that the schools were making efforts to retain and 

hire quality teachers. School improvement plans provided evidence of the schools’ low 
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performance in mathematics and provided an avenue for schools to improve instruction.   

Survey data provided a quantitative approach to obtain data from core content 

teachers who participated in the teacher collaborative periods at each school.  Survey 

results indicated that the majority of teachers at each school agreed that collaboration 

had a positive effect on the school’s reconstitution.  The overall outcome of the survey 

revealed that teachers were allowed to work with more experienced teachers and 

discuss data among their peers to guide classroom instruction and work with other 

teachers to focus on improving instruction.   

Chapter 5 provides a detailed analysis of the data, compares the results with 

related studies, discusses the limitations of the results, and makes recommendations for 

future research.   
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  CHAPTER 5 
 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS 
 

 The purpose of this study was to examine three schools that successfully 

achieved an acceptable rating by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) after being 

sanctioned to reconstitute. The methodology used for this study was a mixed method 

approach.  This study was qualitatively driven utilizing a case methodology to study the 

reconstituting strategies of School A, School B, and School C. Quantitative data was 

collected to support the results of a teacher survey.  

 

Summary of the Results 

 This research study answered three questions.  The interviews and document 

analysis of school improvement plans were used to answer the following question: 

1.  Which of the five options outlined in No Child Left Behind did the schools 

choose to pursue when forced to reconstitute by state agencies? 

Based on the responses received from the interview questions and the document 

analysis each school chose to use a major form of restructuring that resulted in the 

formation of each school creating a separate-themed magnet.  This school within-a-

school concept served as a school redesign model that would allow School A to serve 

as a Health Science Satellite Magnet and partner with a local community college.  

School B would serve as a science, technology, and engineering satellite magnet and 

partnering with Texas Instruments™ (www.to.com). School C would form as a law 

satellite magnet, in an alliance with Southwestern Methodist University. Each school 

would be allowed to compete for entering freshman by showcasing their career pathway 

http://www.to.com/
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at a magnet fair held by the district.  Students would then apply and interview to 

participate as part of the magnet program at each school.   

2.  What processes did the schools utilize to develop and implement a 

reconstitution plan? 

The interview results indicated that each of the schools organized into a learning 

community referred to as the superintendent’s learning community under the 

supervision of an executive director. A team was formulated  that consisted of 

administrators, teacher leaders, district-level personnel referred to as the district 

shepherd, and a representative from the state agency that held the title as a 

professional service provider (PSP). The schools utilized snapshot data to write and 

revise their reconstitution plan each year. Throughout the year data were analyzed and 

the progress was reported to the campus leadership team.   

3. Is there congruence across the three schools’ between the schools 

reconstitution plan and the implementation of the reconstitution plan? 

The school improvement plans were used to analyze and answer this research 

question. School improvement plans indicated that mathematics was a common low 

area among the three schools. Schools B and C received low performance in reading, 

and School C received a low performance rating in graduation rate. The results 

indicated that all schools used district assessments, conducted walk-throughs, and 

analyzed data to monitor progress toward targeted areas. They also monitored 

excessive absences and provided additional learning time through the implementation 

of Saturday school. 
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 Each school utilized strategies other than what is described on each school’s 

improvement plan.  However, when the implementation was assessed, interview data 

supported that the plans did serve as a guide for schools’.  

An additional data collection tool was the survey. It was used to examine how 

teachers work together in teacher collaboration periods to improve instruction at their 

school. The teacher collaboration survey was administered to 80 core content teachers 

at the three schools, 23 teachers at School A, 25 teachers at School B, and 32 teachers 

at School C. The results indicated that the majority of teachers believed that 

collaboration positively impacts student achievement. Activities such as examining 

student work and modeling lessons rarely occurred at each campus.    

 

Discussion of Results 

 The data obtained from the schools indicated that, when given the five options to 

reconstitute, 100% of the schools chose Option 5: to engage in another form of major 

restructuring that makes fundamental reforms. Redesigning the school to form a themed 

magnet has not indicated that the option chosen resulted in an acceptable school rating. 

Other school restructuring options that include closing and reopening as a public 

charter, replacing school staff including the principal, and turning school operations over 

to state educational agencies are not widely accepted by schools. Option 5 is the more 

lenient option for schools. This option allows school districts to use traditional reform 

strategies such as increasing instructional time, utilizing academic coaches, increasing 

collaboration among teachers, and providing additional school-based tutoring (Mathis, 

2009). Each of the schools in this study chose forming a themed magnet school as one 
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of their major restructuring efforts. School leaders hoped to enroll a number of students 

from other parts of the school district, and this effort was not successful.  However, the 

theme-based magnet may hold promise for its focus on college readiness and 

community partnership involvement. 

The second research question was, “What processes did the three schools utilize 

to develop and implement a reconstitution plan?” The results indicated that the same 

processes were utilized for each school to develop and implement a reconstitution plan.  

All three schools were placed under the direction of the same executive director for low-

performing schools and were supported with additional resources. Placing each campus 

within the same learning community exhibited a central focus on improving instruction 

among all low-performing schools. This strategy allowed the learning community to 

serve as an additional resource to support the school. Chow (2007) found that trust 

between central office and schools can serve as a resource to improve academic 

achievement and sustain achievement among schools.  

The process of each school is formulating a team of individuals consisting of 

campus administrators, teacher leaders, a district and state representative that wrote, 

revised, and monitored the reconstitution plan each year using campus snapshot data 

obtained from the district was consistent at all schools. Schools provided evidence that 

a school profile was utilized; action areas were identified to include students, teaching 

and learning, school systems, and the community. 

The integration of data into the school-wide practices through the use of common 

assessments, district benchmarks, and semester assessments provided the schools 

with feedback regarding student performance on specific objectives. This practice 
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allowed schools to guide instructional practices and adjust curriculum and instructional 

practices when necessary. 

Although each school did not choose the option to replace or remove staff, data 

indicated that the schools were lead by new campus leaders during the reconstitution 

process. The number of inexperienced teachers at each campus began to increase 

after each low accountability rating. Rice and Malen (2003) found that school 

reconstitution prompted educators to resign, transfer, or leave the profession because it 

undermined educators’ sense of self-worth and professional efficacy.  Therefore, district 

efforts to offset some of the adverse affects of working at a low-performing school by 

providing financial incentives have helped slightly with retaining quality teachers at each 

campus. 

 The third research question was, “Is there congruence across the three schools 

between the schools’ reconstitution plan and the implementation of the plan?” There 

was a direct relationship between the written plan and the implementation of the plan.  

Evidence supported the use of Duke’s (2006) critical elements in improving academic 

achievement, including the following: 

• Using specialized programs to assist students in low performing areas  

• Collaboration among teachers and administrators 

• Using data when making decisions 

• Providing on-going job embedded staff development that supports the 

schools performance goals 

• Aligning the curriculum to performance objectives 

• Setting high expectations for students 
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• Employed school wide common assessments and district performance 

assessments 

• Building leadership capacity among teachers 

• Ensured that targeted supplemental services were available to students 

• Increasing parental involvement  

As the research literature indicated, a large number of identical activities were 

dispersed across all schools (Mintrop, MacLellan, & Quintero, 2001). When comparing 

the reconstitution plan to the implementation, document analysis indicated that very little 

emphasis was placed on formulating the reconstitution plan. Data obtained from the 

reconstitution plans indicated that they were templates provided by state agencies to 

assist in the development of a uniform plan.   

However, interview data revealed that schools implemented several reform 

strategies that were not indicated in the plan. Schools were utilizing data to determine 

the effectiveness of strategies that were used throughout the year and made 

adjustments to meet the needs of students. 

 

Relationship to Current Studies 

The results from previous studies revealed conclusions similar to those derived 

from the study. The Center on Educational Policy found that between 86% and 96% of 

restructuring schools in five states chose the same option (Scott, 2008). Mathis (2009) 

stated that there is no evidence to suggest that any of NCLB’s restructuring options 

delivers an improvement of academic achievement.  Duke, Tucker, Belcher, Crews, 

Harrison-Coleman, and Higgins (2005) studied the restructuring efforts of 15 elementary 
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schools and found that school turnarounds involving several customizable elements that 

were specific to each school were the most effective. 

Education Trust (2005) found several key strategies in high-impact schools with 

low- performing students.  Furthermore suggesting that schools focus on preparing 

students for life beyond high school, utilize assessment data to monitor instruction, set 

high expectations for students, and formulate partnerships with businesses and colleges 

to increase academic achievement. 

Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore and Lash (2007) found that effective use of academic 

learning time focused on grade level or college preparatory courses and teacher 

collaboration that was consistent throughout the building provided the most 

improvement among low performing schools. 

Picucci, Brownson, Kahlert, and Sobel (2002) recommended that low performing 

schools: 

• Set high expectations for all students 

• Ensure all students are provided with a quality education 

• Train and recruit leaders to guide school improvement efforts 

• Provide data that schools and staff can use to make curricular and 

instructional decisions 

• Expand their current ideas of resources and how to use them to affect school 

improvement 

• Create more intimate school settings that focus on improving learning 

• Provide school staff with meaningful professional development closely aligned 

with individual and school wide needs 
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• Treat staff as professionals whose input and expertise are valued 

• Provide extensive in-school academic support 

• Extend the school day to offer academic and non-academic after school 

activities  

 
 

Limitations of Results 
  

 This study focused on schools that had been forced to reconstitute by state 

agencies. Time constraints yielded a small number of interview and survey data from 97 

participants. The majority of the participants were not employed at the schools prior to 

the schools’ reconstitution. Some interview respondents had little or no knowledge of 

the restructuring plans that were in place. Therefore, data obtained are mostly a result 

of the reconstitution efforts that have been in place for the past few years. Results 

obtained from a sample of teachers who had taught at the school longer than five years 

would have shown a more accurate picture of the reconstitution efforts employed at 

each school.   

 
Implications for Practice 

 
This study revealed the strategies and option that each school utilized to 

reconstitute and obtain an academically acceptable rating. An analysis of these findings 

suggest that Option 5, engaging in other forms of major restructuring to make 

fundamental reforms allows schools the autonomy to implement an improvement plan 

that is flexible.  Further research suggested that the principals played a significant role 

in leading their campus to a successful school rating. Principals at each school served 

as motivators to encourage teachers and students throughout the restructuring process.  
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They utilized a host of research-based strategies that included building capacity among 

teachers, extending the learning time of students, providing additional avenues for 

students to gain credit for courses, focusing on college readiness, forming partnerships 

with outside agencies, extending student learning outside the classroom with field trips, 

building strong relationships among teachers, utilizing data to improve instruction, and 

focusing on results.  

The findings from this study further suggests that school restructuring plans 

should serve as living documents that are frequently utilized and discussed among staff 

members. The faculty should play an active role in the planning and implementation 

process of the plans. Administrators should implement systems to monitor the 

implementation of the restructuring plans. Additionally, districts need to pay particular 

attention to the quality of teachers in the schools undergoing reconstitution and offer 

financial incentives to teachers who choose to work in reconstituted schools to ensure 

that teachers are compensated for the human costs that result from teaching in a 

reconstituted school.   

  

Recommendations for Future Research 
 

Further research is needed to study the principal’s role in achieving an 

Academically Acceptable rating by interviewing and surveying teachers, students, and 

parents to find the characteristics of principals that are needed to improve low 

performing schools.  This research study could be expanded to include charter schools, 

involve regional or national comparisons of high schools that are forced by federal or 

state mandates to reconstitute.  These future studies could make substantial additions 
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to the research literature by providing school districts with a variety of examples and 

evidence of successful research strategies that foster school improvement.  

 
 

Conclusion  
 

 The results of this study found that choosing an option to reconstitute should 

offer the school the flexibility to utilize multiple resources to foster improvement.  

Research further found that multiple improvement strategies are required to achieve 

academically acceptable ratings. Other suggestions are that district-level personnel 

serve as a support system guiding and trusting their school leadership.  Schools should 

work as a team to assist with planning, implementing, and communicating the plan to 

the staff.  Together, the entire school should analyze data frequently to determine the 

effectiveness of school practices and ensure equity among individual students. 
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APPENDIX A 

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Principal Interview Questions 
 

1. What approach was taken to restructure the school? 
__  Option 1 – Closing and reopening as a public charter school 
__  Option 2 – Replacing school staff, including the principal “relevant” to the 
      failure 
__  Option 3 – Contracting with an outside entity to operate the school 
__  Option 4 – Turning school operations over to the state educational agency 
__  Option 5 – Engaging in another form of major restructuring that makes  
  fundamental reforms. 
 
 
 
2. Were you required to make staff changes as a result of restructuring? If so, 

what changes were made? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. How many teachers returned after the 2nd year of being designated by the 

state as “acceptable”? 
 

a. Third year? 
 
b. Fourth year? 
 
c. Fifth year? 
 

 
4. Did you utilize any strategies to retain the staff? If so, what were the 

strategies? 

 
 
 
5. What curriculum and instructional changes were developed and implemented 

as part of the school restructuring plan? 
 

a. ELA/Reading 
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b. Mathematics 

 
 
 
c. Science 

 
 
 
d. Social Studies  
 

 
 
6. What process did the school undergo to implement the reconstitution plan? 
 
 
 

a. Who wrote the school’s plan? 
 
 
7. What professional development plans did the school implement? 
 
 
 

a. Describe the schools professional development plans prior to the 
      reconstitution. 
 
 
b. Describe your current professional development plans. 

 
 
8. What strategies did the school develop and implement to increase parental 

involvement. 
 
 
 
9. What would you attribute as the success of your reconstitution plan? 
 
 
10.   What are your current plans for sustaining an academically acceptable    

  rating? 
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APPENDIX B 
 

TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Teacher Interview Questions 
 
 

1. What do you currently teach? 
 
  
2. How long have you been employed at the school? 
 
 
 
3. What was the school rating when you were hired? 
 
 

a. Describe the school’s climate prior to receiving the “unacceptable” rating 
      from the state. 
 
b. What instructional changes did you notice when the school received an  
     “unacceptable” rating from the state? 
 
 
c. What instructional changes did you personally make when the school  
 received an “unacceptable” rating from the state? 
 
 
 
d. How were the students affected by the rating? 
 

 
4. How was the school restructured? 
 
 
5. Did any staff members leave voluntarily or involuntarily as a result of being 

reconstituted? 

 
6. What role did the teachers play in the development of the reconstitution plan? 
 
 

a. What changes were made as a result of being reconstituted? 
 

7. What professional development plans were implemented? 
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8. How did the school increase parental involvement? 
 
 
9. What do you think was the success factor in achieving an academically 

acceptable rating? 

 
10.    What Role did the principal play in improving the achievement at the  

   campus? 

 

11.    What campus initiatives are currently in place that will improve the academic       
   performance of the school? 

 

12. What are the schools current plans to sustain or achieve a higher academic   
rating 
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APPENDIX C 
 

EXECUTIVE LEVEL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Executive Level Interview Questions 
 

1.  What was the purpose/mission of the Superintendents’ Learning 
Community? 

 
 
2. Were there any special requirements of the schools in the learning 

Community? 
 

3. What type of special assistance was given to each school? 
 

4. What role did you play in monitoring the schools? 
 

5. What process did each of the schools undergo to develop and implement 
their school improvement plan? 

 
 
6. Were there any requirements or mandates that were included in each schools 

improvement plan? 
 

 
7. When the schools began to develop their reconstitution plans outlined by No 

Child Left Behind, who chose the options that the school would undertake to 
reconstitute. 

 
 
8. How did the Learning Community monitor the implementation of each schools 

improvement plan within the learning community? 
 

9. What would you recall played a major role in the success of each campus 
achieving an academically acceptable school rating? 

 
Franklin D. Roosevelt 
 
 
Justin F. Kimball 
 
 
L.G. Pinkston 
 
 

10. Was there any special monitoring for these schools this school year to ensure 
they sustain their school rating?
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APPENDIX D 
 

REQUEST AND PERMISSION FOR USE OF SURVEY
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June 21, 2011 
 
 
Metlife Survey of the American Teacher 
1095 Avenue of the Americans 
40th Floor 
New York, NY 10036 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 

RE: The Metlife Survey of the American 
Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success 
 
 

My name is Chamara Massey Fields and I am a doctoral student at the University of 
North Texas.  As part of my graduation requirements I am conducting a research study 
entitled: The Impact of Restructuring Strategies that have Resulted in an Academically 
Acceptable Rating. While reviewing the research literature available, I read the study of 
the MetLife Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success and 
would like your permission to use several of the questions in your survey in my research 
study that will be administered to teachers at the three schools in Dallas, Texas. 
 
I have attached an authorization form for use along with a return envelope. If you have 
any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me at XXX-XXX-XXXX or 
by email: ____________. 
. 
 
 
Thanks for your Consideration, 
 
 
 
Chamara Massey Fields 
University of North Texas, Student 
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