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Administrative Leadership Strategies in the SIG Program
Strategy Category:  Influence

Strategy A:  Implementing professional development (PD) as a systemic tool for change

· Connecting PD efforts to a long-term school improvement process

· Discontinuing “one-shot” workshops

· Designing PD at the building level

· Limit train-the-trainer model 

· Discontinuing outside experts  coming in to fix a school or system

· Designing PD to include ongoing coaching and support

· Designing PD with sustainability in mind

· Including IHE faculty and partners in PD 
Strategy B: Communicating a vision of change 

· Communicating a vision for change that is clear and consistent

· Articulating messages that are simple and clear because the audience is large, varied, and will change over time 

· Committing to allies and partners to make changes

· Bridging historic divides between general and special education

· Promulgating and championing change

· Specifying how things will be done differently with different outcomes than past efforts 

Strategy C: Creating local buy-in 

· Publicizing successful student outcomes, school outcomes, and district outcomes

· Creating a culture of “outcome envy”

· Documenting and sharing the successful practices that lead to improved outcomes 

Strategy D: Integrating PD efforts with general education reform 

· Finding opportunities to coordinate with general education

· Developing and sharing PD strategies and protocols with general education

· Combining special education funds with general education funds in order to increase the impact of PD 

· Understanding general education reforms (e.g., NCLB, Safe and Drug Free Schools, Title I, Reading First) and identifying opportunities to work together (especially behavior and reading) 
Strategy E: Using collaborative working partnerships that promote joint learning 
· Facilitating and mobilizing a working relationship with partners around shared needs and outcomes

· Establishing and resuscitating  relationships with a variety of partners, including IHEs, parents, local school administrators, and departments within the SEA

· Planning, problem-solving, and sharing interactively on a regular, periodic basis 

· Convincing individuals and organizations to become partners by explaining mutual benefits and common goals

· Waiting (sometimes for years) for connections or relationships with partners to form

· Joint learning 


Strategy Category:  Authority

Strategy F: Asserting delegated authority 
· Guiding and shaping the goals of the SIG project from the beginning in a public way

· Insuring that different initiatives are integrated and working together

· Articulating who on the SIG project administrative team has authority to do what 

Strategy G: Setting direction 
· Declaring a new direction publicly

· Communicating new processes and expectations to SIG project grantees and partners

· Altering the process of contracting with partners

· Making SIG project funding contingent upon changes in grantees’ or partners’ procedures if not congruent with SIG project approach 

Strategy H: Justifying actions by evoking a higher authority 
· Deflecting resentment or resistance to a person higher up the chain of command

· Deflecting resentment or resistance to a piece of legislation, policy, or regulation

· Using OSEP’s endorsement to secure local support 

Strategy I: Providing support for partners and subgrantees who buy-in 
· Anticipating the need for and providing support to SIG project grantees and partners in the form of resources, technical assistance, and training 


Strategy Category:  Accountability 

Strategy J: Standardizing the evaluation methodology 
· Standardizing evaluation protocols, procedures, and rubrics by clearly stating the outcomes and codifying them in contracts with partners

· Establishing a universal language among the partners and focused them on the same outcomes

· Creating an accountability expectation for professional development 

· Requiring progress reports and annual reports from SIG project grantees and partners

· Providing feedback to SIG project grantees and partners on the data they report and discussing progress made toward project outcomes 

Strategy K: Prioritizing the tasks associated with accountability 
· Recognizing the importance of consistent monitoring, ongoing two-way communication, and organized record-keeping

· Dedicating staff time to the tasks of keeping the initiatives focused and productive 

· Disseminating SIG products to any interested party, inside or outside the state

· Expecting SIG project grantees and partners to conduct self-evaluations and hold themselves accountable after initial training and TA in data collection and analysis 

Strategy L: Using accountability data to justify changes in project 
· Establishing a “business-like” approach to planning and decision-making by requiring that performance data be the basis for many decisions

· Reviewing the program annually with collaborative partners

· Summarizing and reviewing performance data of the overall SIG project 

· Reflecting on data and making decisions based on the data 

· Looking at the “bottom line” as a public practice for deciding what programs to continue, revise, assist, or terminate 


Self-communication style, personality, comfort with conflict, need for agreement
Project and Program-underlying intent, overarching goals, desired long-term outcomes
Current events-state and local party politics, parallel education initiatives, parallel non-education initiatives
State culture-centralized authority, decentralized authority, history of hostility, history of cooperation, incentives for partnering, disincentives for partnering
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