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The Alliance for Quality Education is a New Yorkag community-based organization fighting
for high-quality public education. AQE played a oraleadership role in fighting and securing
fair funding for public schools, which led to thestoric four-year funding increase enacted in
2007. AQE has always advocated for accountabibtgrisure that the increased funding reaches
schools and students that need it the most. AQE imsieumental in the creation of the new
accountability measures, the Contract For Excefiepoacted into law in 2007. AQE continues
to be one of New York State's most vocal advodateaccountability in public education.



Accountability equals quality.
From Pre-k to High School!
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The move to standards-based education reform cr@aset of federal and state standards by
which student performance is defined in an attetmireate more accountability. The intent of
these high-stakes test is to promote accountalaifity learning. Student success on standardized
testing is meant to be a measure of the qualigdoication and student learning, an assumption
that is also not always accurate. Students do rbettestandardized tests when they have had
quality education from the time their academic ebkters are formed, from the age of three
(Perry preschool Study; Abecedarian Study). Studelat well when they have high quality
teachers that can help them overcome potentiabolest they may face (lllinois experience).
Students do well when their teachers, schools,sghdol districts use methods and techniques
that have been proven successful (NYSED). Andylastudents do well when their schools are
adequately funded and their teachers well paid.omprehensive approach to accountability
using all of these components has the best chdradesing New York State’s achievement gap.

When it comes to improving achievement, stateafteose less expensive but shortsighted
methods. Instead of investing in early childhoodadion and specifically pre-Kindergarten so
that most children get or sharpen the skills thegdhto succeed in school, services are offered
later on to children who are in need. This is madeéent in the fact that no state fully funds pre-
Kindergarten (NIEER). While some school-age cleitdwill need services regardless of pre-K
education, the number is significantly reduced whkitddren attend a quality pre-K program.
(High/Scope study; Regents proposal on State AiBdioool Districts). Instead of choosing to
implement best practices that may cost more momélyd short term but give a greater return in
the long term, states and school districts chobseshortsighted savings, such as providing tax
relief, ignoring that they will end up spending msich money on a work force that is not
educated enough to make more than minimum wageda®f investing in high quality teachers
and giving them incentive to teach the studentf wie greatest educational need, states choose
to simply not spend the money. The end result ikmgmented view of accountability, which
may help some students, but not all. Fragmenteduatability means concentrating only on
fiscal or only on programmatic or only on performmanaccountability. Conversely, a
comprehensive view of standards-based accouniabiiitiudes all of the aforementioned
aspects, starting with mandatory pre-K so thatsalidents have solid foundations. A truly
standards-based accountability means setting égidards for all factors that affect learning.

This report summarizes laws and programs that haea implemented in other states, which
could be used to achieve a more comprehensive atamlity system in New York. There are
three interrelated parts to the present report. firleepresents accountability laws and systems
from the states of Maryland, New Jersey, and NewkY®he second part describes the North
Carolina preschool prograiMore at Four,the Abbott Preschooln New Jersey, and the New
York Universal Pre-Kindergarten program. The tipait describes initiatives to hire and retain
high-quality teachers that have been implementdlinois.

Each of these examples has its advantages andrdigades. The report does not attempt to
make a comprehensive recommendation for overhathmdgNYS accountability system. Instead,
it attempts to make some recommendations for cergidn in the quest for improvement. The
report builds on the proposition that adequatehdid, research-supported practices, built on the
solid foundation of universal pre-K, yield good uks that afford all students a chance to
succeed in school and in life after school.



Accountability laws in sample states
Maryland experience

The creation of theBridge to Excellence in Pubic Schools Act of 20@&ich was
accompanied by an unprecedented increase in stinatihg, brought about improved standards
and higher expectations in Maryland. Maryland losehool systems (LSS) are expected to
create a five-year plan and provide annual updatewhich the schools’ priorities, goals,
strategies, and funding and expenditures will lleg out to increase student achievement. The
Maryland investment is already paying off as tesras have improved since implementation.
New Jersey experience:

New Jersey has recently begun the process of ingpleny statewide school reform.
Because of these reforms and as a result of tHersent of the Abbott v. Burke case, NJ created
the Abbott Districts. The Abbot Districts are urbsshool districts receiving as much money as
the successful suburban school districts. A fewse@dter this increase in funding for districts
with the highest needs, as part of statewide daledarm, NJ voted into law the Quality Single
Accountability Continuum (QSAC), which applies b school districts. QSAC requires school
districts to report at least every three yearsrtisebre themselves in a predefined set of
performance indicators regarding Instruction anogPam, the fiscal management of the district,
governance of the district, operations managemdmthnincludes students conduct and safety,
and personnel which includes certified teachers tmathers aides. Education Department
officials then review all of these.

After the increase in funding in Abbott Districegudent performance has improved and the
achievement gap is beginning to close, as indidayetest scores.

New York:

There are three accountability systems in New Ydmklividual schools in accountability
status have to create the Comprehensive Educatam Bistricts with one school or more in
accountability status have to create the Distrighrovement Plan or the Contract for Excellence
if they receive 10% or $15 million increase in fdation aid. Of the three accountability
systems, only the Contract for Excellence requsasool districts to spend money on a specific
set of programs to improve student achievementelyetying funding to educational outcomes.

Pre-K

All of the aforementioned accountability &ss include funding or investment in quality
pre-K programs, something that illustrates a glalmmlerstanding of quality pre-K as an essential
foundation for student achievement and succesblohth Carolina, through th®lore at Four
program, at-risk (of academic failure) four-yeagkreceive free quality pre-K. In New Jersey,
the Abbott rulings mandate the provision of frealgy pre-K to at least 90% of all resident
three- and four-year-olds. New Jersey has alsdhidjleest per pupil spending for pre-K. New
York offers pre-K to about a third of the four-yedds in the State. Reports found that the
quality of pre-K in NYS can be improved, but perbamore importantly, the funding for
implementation of services must increase.

High Quality Teachers

Even before the No Child Left Behind act, the gwyadf teachers was considered to be one of
the most accurate predictors of student achieveniéet NCLB act mandates that teachers hold
a Bachelors degree, meet state certification reqments, and demonstrate knowledge in the core
academic subject areas such English language radtsmathematics. There are higher standards




to be met. Some states, such as lllinois, haverpocated academic knowledge as part of their
quality standards. Research in lllinois Schoolfdpced by the lllinois Education Research
Council, indicates that when teachers are expegaad knowledgeable (they have high ITAC)
students do better.

High quality teachers are particularly important &iudents at risk. Schools with needy
students and little resources do not attract higality teachers, which in turn keeps student
performance below standard which in turn keeps higdlity teachers away. Research illustrates
that there are effective ways to break this viciaygle, such as providing professional
development opportunities to teachers that workhigh needs schools or offering housing
incentives or student loan forgiveness.

Recommendations for a comprehensive accountabilitgystem
Lessons learned from other states’ accountabiéityd
NYSED should:
- Create a new office or department whose only respdity will be to provide
guidance and monitor allocation of resources pegiam, student, and school in
light of the staffing cuts that NYSED suffered atent years.
Create a single comprehensive plan for schoolidistand schools to plan how to
provide learning opportunities to their studentsldFthe Comprehensive
Education Plan into the District Improvement Plarntisat school districts are not
required to submit many different plans for impnment. The District
Improvement Plan is required by law, but has nenbenforced to this day.
Require all school districts to submit an electcorersion of their annual plan to
increase performance of all of their students. Botéhe online system for the
Contract for Excellence districts to all district$e online system that SED has
created includes detailed information on how sclaisgticts will improve student
performance.
Revise Contract for Excellence regulation to allfaw public comment on the
submitted contract.
Extend the Contract for Excellence from one yeaitioer three or five years with
annual updates, so that districts have time to ordy implement different
programs but be able to evaluate them, improve saod progress.
Set clear and understandable performance standards.

Pre-K
A Pre-K mandate, for either at-risk and lower ineofour-year-olds or for all
children in NYS, would expand access of enrollm&dithout a mandate, some
districts have chosen to return UPK funding, ndivaty reach out to families
with children at-risk, and not provide pre-K tagédble children.
Determine a reliable source of funding for pre-Karghrten to ensure that it is
available to all three and four-year-olds. UPK perg provides a good vehicle
for universal half-day pre-K for four-year-olds bhuhas to be adequately funded.
Create accountability mechanisms for pre-K (onfitveg and reporting similar to
the More at Four program).
New York State is in the process of updating itdyelearning standards. This
process should be expedited so that children,qudattly those at-risk, receive the
high quality preschool that will help them achidater academic success.



High Qual

ity Teachers

Create incentives for highly qualified teachersvtwk in high needs schools, such
as housing initiatives, loan forgiveness, sabblsticand scholarship funding.
Many positive examples already exist in differecticol districts in NYS. One of
them is the Master in Literacy that Middletown sohdistrict made available to
its new teachers through a deal with St. Mary’'sl€g@ in Newburgh, NY.
Middletown will pay the tuition for the teachersathwant to enroll in this
program.

Create rigorous induction programs that will notyohelp teachers adjust, but
help them develop their skills in ways that help students in the specific school
learn better. For instance, New York City, in cbiaation with United Federation
of Teachers, has implemented a “lead teacher prdgirathe Bronx, a program
that allows to teachers to share a classroom amadspalf of their time teaching
and showcasing best practices and the other hatirafessional development
activities providing support to other teachers.

Reduce class size and workload for teachers in higlads schools, so that
teachers have the ability to provide more individatéention to students without
risking excessive workload and burnout.

Provide substantial bonuses for newly hired teacbéhard-to-staff schools and
sustain them so that teachers are retained.

Establish and enforce an early timeline for hirtegchers in high needs school
districts.

Create comprehensive tools that teachers can ussdess whether they are
highly qualified and provide all the required infoation and resources to help
them become highly qualified. The NCLB providesimikr tool (HOUSSE:
High Objective Uniform State Standard Education)t i lacks the support
aspect.

Academic qualifications and scores on certificatiests should be considered in
the assessment of teacher candidates during thg process.



Table 1. Accountability Systems in Maryland, Newség, and New York.

Accountability Increased Funding Tracking Specific programs

system Funding? targeted? money? mandated?

MD Bridge to Yes. Yes: Funding i$ Yes, school Yes: -Pre-K & K

Excellence distribute | districts have to | -programs for special needs

(Master Plan) d report all of students

(district level) inversely | their resources, | -students with limited Englis
to local but funding is | -students in risk of failing
wealth unrestricted.

NJ Quality Single | No. No. No, but all No, but school districts have

Accountability

school districts

to report in five key areas

Continuum have to report | which includes curriculum
(District funding and instruction.
Performance resources
Review) (district
level)
NY Contract for | Yes: 10% or | Yes: to schools| Yes: school Yes: school districts have tg
Excellence $15 million with the districts have to | choose from a menu of item|s
(district level) highest report where under which there is specifi¢
educational they will spend | set of allowable programs for
need the increment of| each one.
foundation aid | -full day Pre-K and K.
they receive. -extended time on task
- middle school and high
school restructuring
-class size reduction
-programs for English
language learners
-teacher-principle quality
initiatives
NY District No. No, but school | No. No.
Improvement Plar districts have tq
(district level) consider
redirecting
resources to
programs under
the Contract for
Excellence
menu items
NY No. No. No, but school | No.

Comprehensive
Education Plan (a

t

school level)

have to report
all of their

funding sources

www.marylandpublicschoolsorg

http://www.state.nj.us/education/

www.nysed.gov




Table 2. Measures of performance

Accountability system| Maryland Bridge to | New Jersey Quality New York
Excellence Single Accountability
Continuum
Federal requiremenits| Yes Yes Yes
Additional testing High School New Jersey High Regents
Assessment (English | School Assessment. | exams.
II, Algebra/Data
Analysis, Biology,
Government)
Kindergarten testing Yes, to ensure No. No.

elementary school
readiness.

Use of Technology

Educational
Technology (to
enhance professional
development and
learning opportunities
for students).

Yes, but without clear
standards.

Not statewide,
district
specific.

Multicultural
Approach

Yes, through
Education that is
Multicultural. 2

Yes, but without clear
standards.

Not statewide,
district
specific.

! Federal requirements include: a. Standardize te€nglish, Mathematics, and Science for gr&i8sand

11.

b. Adequate Yearly progress that all students mustemak
c. Highly Qualified Teachers teaching Core Academibj8cts in the top poverty
quintile (high) and bottom poverty quintile (low).
d. Number of suspensions
e. Types of offences that caused the suspension.
2 Education that is Multicultural refers to metha@usl strategies used in schools to address miramiyother
groups’ experiences to maximize learning, i.e.African-American curriculum used in Baltimore city.

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/msde

http://www.state.nj.us/education/

http://www.nysed.gov/




Table 3. Maryland: Bridge to Excellence Master Plan

Accountability | Who Specific What does this Major Performance | Evaluation | Oversight, Consequences
System does this | targets program regulate?| provisions indicators enforcement, | Supports
system transparency
address?
MD Bridge to | All Special needs| Funding is Local school | State and Reviewers | Office of If the State
Excellence students | students, distributed inverse | systems have | federal evaluate comprehensiv| Superintendent
Master Plan: | ensuring | students with | to local wealth. flexibility of standards. each master e planning deems that the Pla]
Five year plan | adequacy| limited Funding must be | spending so plan and and school will not help
with annual and English reported as well. | as to meet recommend| support students improve,
updates. equity. proficiency, Long term goals their to the State| Annual s/he can ask for
students in for each local students’ Superinten | updates specific revisions.
risk of failing. | school system, as | need s as dent State The State
well as strategies | well as state approval of | Superintender] Superintendent
for achieving those| and federal the annual | t approves the| advices the state
goals, timelines for| standards. update of Plans. regarding the state
implementing each master funds (but does no
strategies and plan. withhold).
strategies to State
measure progress. Superintendent
provides
recommendations

and revisions.

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/msde

10



Table 4. New Jersey Quality Single Accountabilipn@nuum: District Performance

Review.
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Table 5. New York State Contract for Excellence
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Table 6. New York State Comprehensive Education.Pla
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Table 7. New York State District Improvement Plan.
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Table 8. Summary of Pre-K programs presented iartep

Pre- K program | Funding Benchmarks* % of enrolmenPre-k coverage
NY Universal | $437,697,665 (for| 6/10 35% of 4 year- | 55%

Pre-K 2007) olds

NJ Abbott $500,000,000 9/10 25% 27%
preschool

NC More at $140,635,709 10/10 15% 30%

Four

*Quality Benchmarks set by the National Institutdcarly Education Research.

WWWw.nieer.org
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Table 9. Quality Benchmarks for Pre-K programs @nésd in report.

Policy

New York

New Jersey Abbott
Preschool

North Carolina More at
Four

Early learning standards
(learning standards mus
be comprehensive)

5 No
t

Yes

Yes

Teacher degree (lead
teacher must have at
least a BA)

No

Yes

Yes

Teacher specialized
training (lead teacher
must have specialized
training in pre-K area)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Teacher-in service
(Teacher must receive g
least 15 hours/year of
in-service professional
development and
training

Yes
it

Yes

Yes

Assistant teacher degre|
(Assistant teacher must
have a CDA or

equivalent, at minimum

eNo

No

Yes

Maximum class size
(max number 20
children per class)
3-year-olds
4-year-olds

Yes

Yes

Yes

Staff-child ratio (lowest
acceptable ratio of staff
to children in classroom
must be 1:10 or better)
3-year-olds
4-year-olds

Yes

Yes

Yes

Screening/referral and
support services
(Screenings and
referrals for vision,
hearing, and health musg
be required; at least on
support service must be
provided to families)

Yes

—

Yes

Yes

Meals (at least on meal
daily)

No

Yes

Yes

Monitoring (site visits
must be used to
demonstrate ongoing
adherence to state

Yes

program standards)

Yes

Yes

WWWw.nieer.org
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A. ACOUNTABILITY LAWS IN MARYLAND, NEW JERSEY, AND IN _NEW
YORK STATE

As described in this section, the Maryland and Nensey Education Departments, to the
extent of their capacity, have exhibited leadershiifh respect to accountability. Maryland was
the first state to implement a more equitable sthowling system with increased accountability
without a court mandate, whereas New Jersey has bee of the first states to undergo
education reform as a result of a court case. ushge from any state’s Department of
Education ensures that school districts or systeene a defined set of standards and goals
towards which they must be working. At the sameetias the example of Maryland illustrates,
tying funding to educational practices not only @ghs best outcomes, but ensures transparency
and accountability. Perhaps more importantlynguges equity. Equity in education translates
into a more educated society, something that besneferyone.

Maryland:

Maryland started comprehensive school reform dfierecommendation by the Commission
on Education, Finance, Equity, and Excelle{eéso known as the Thornton Commission). The
first piece of legislation that stemmed from thenooission’s recommendations was Bedge
to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002 (BTEhg BTE is based on the principles of
adequacy and equity.

The BTE calls for dramatic restructuring of Marydigs school finance system, including
substantial increases in State aid for educatidretphased in over a period of six years. As part
of tracking the funding and ensuring accountabilittye legislation requires that local school
systems (LSS) develop, adopt, and implement ay@esr- Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP),
designed to meet the unique needs of its studegfieming with the 2003-04 school year. (MD
State Department of Education, 2007)Before lookinhthe legislation, it is worth spending some
time on the report that was the foundation of ttteos| system restructuring.

Thornton Commission Report

The basic principles of the report are adequaayityoand excellence. The commission used
these principles to ensure that schools receivguade funding from the State to meet prescribed
state standards; reduce funding inequities amongo$dlistricts; and ensure excellence in school
systems and student performance.

Approaches and Methodologies used in the Thorntemm@ission report: “Money matters”
approach

The Commission hired independent firms to condietstudies used as the basis of its
recommendations. These firms used two approachesthi® studies they conducted: the
“professional judgment” and “successful schools’praaches. Under the “professional
judgment” approach, panels comprised of educaters for each level of education and one
oversight panel) were asked to define a set of rarag, services, and resources for a
hypothetical school, after being given a detailedadiption of the State’s performance standards.
Under the “successful schools” approach, the rebees looked at a set of elementary, middle,
and high schools (59 schools: 33 elementary, 1@i®id6 high schools) that were identified as
meeting the State’s performance standards. Theésstul schools” approach included real data
from each school regarding spending. Both of theggeroaches showed that the amount of
funding that schools and school districts recell@athem to provide certain programs for their
students. The “professional judgment” and “sucagssthools” approaches can be summarized
as “the money matters” approaches.
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The Commission adopted a standards-based view obduatability that is based on
educational outputs, rather than mandated eduetioputs. Under Maryland’s educational
finance system, before the report became law, axtability was based on the implementation of
specific programs, such as class size reductionrameases in teacher salaries. The Commission
suggests that such programmatic accountabilityireapents be eliminated, so that districts have
the flexibility to allocate funding as necessaryreet students’ needs in each jurisdiction. From
this perspective, the state has to:

1. establish performance standards for students, otssh@nd school
systems;

2. ensure that schools and school systems have adeguaing necessary
to meet the State’s performance standards; and,

3. hold schools and school systems accountable foringagrogress
towards, and ultimately meeting, the state’s penfoice standards.

The recommendations of the Commission were:
Cost of funding should be based on actual spendepyesent a middle
ground, and link state performance standards atd atd.
Supplemental spending should be provided for stisdenth special
needs (enrollment of students in special educatiase eligible for free
or reduced price meals, and those with limited Bhgbroficiency).
Funding ought to be targeted in the form of prografor student
populations that need it the most, such as studanp®verty or low-
achievement students.
Cost of education should depend on location: the pail spending
must be in accord with regional cost.
Wealth equalization of categorical funding: schoeith lower wealth
students should receive more funding
Student transportation must be provided
There should be a guaranteed tax base, to makelatreistricts with
low wealth/ tax base continue to fund public sckool
Consolidation: There will be elimination of approrately 50 programs.
Flexibility of spending: There should be flexibflibn how State aid is
spent by school districts.
State/ Local shares: the State should have a grsh#ge in funding
public schools per pupil. In 2007-08 school yehe state appropriated
43.85% for education, whereas local appropriativese at 49.75%.
There should be a phase-in period.
Revenue sources: the State should come up withr&éenue sources.

As a result of the above recommendations, and d@sgbahe standards-based education
reform model, the State established content areh gmade level standards for student
achievement as well as performance standards fwosugtudent learning at high levels. These
standards are designed to have all students: Beipr in reading and mathematics; receive a
high school diploma; be taught by highly qualifieéchers; and attend safe schools, as is also
required by federal law.

The Bridge to Excellence Act (BTE), the accounigibgystem that was created based on the
Thornton Commission and implemented most of itomamendations, states that each school
system is required to develop, adopt, and implenaefive-year comprehensive Master Plan
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linking funding from federal, state, and local stes to strategies designed to improve student
achievement and school performance (2008 MasterAtaual Update).

School systems are required to have a five-yeartéMd3lan on which they must report
annual progress. While local schools systems arengihe flexibility to spend funding in the
way they deem as best to meet the needs of thalemsts, they must illustrate in the Master
Plans that they are spending dollars to improvelesiti achievement. The Master Plans are
elaborate documents that illustrate what each icliswill do to meet federal and state
regulations, theNo Child Left BehindNCLB) and the BTE respectively. Below is a brief
description of what the Master Plan must incléide.

The Master Plan requires school systems to planedecational goals for the long term
and find/allocate resources towards meeting thas¢sg The Master Plan requires inclusion of
ways the school will meet the needs of special sietddents, students with limited English
proficiency, and students at risk of failing in &dth to the general student population. Also, the
master plan addresses certain programmatic elemecitsding but not limited to:

a. services for pre-K students

b. services for kindergarten students

C. services for career technology

d. services for gifted and talented students.

Additionally, the master plan requires inclusionimiplementation strategies for achieving
the identified objectives; strategies to measugm@ss in achieving objectives; time lines for
implementing strategies and achieving objectivasg, aorganizational units or individuals
responsible for implementing strategies and achgwbjectives.

The Master Plans must include two sections: thet€@wrand the Technical section. The two
sections aim at illustrating what schools are impating to achieve their goals. The Content
includes an executive summary, which should incladdudget narrative explaining and
justifying the allocation of resources. The budggtrative must include demographic changes, a
description of the fiscal climate, and a discusbrthe effect of these changes on the school
system and the implementation of the Master PlaadHition, the budget narrative must address
the school system’s priorities for the coming yaad how the funds are distributed to meet those
priorities. These changes must address five comsnenandatory increases, new initiatives,
additional positions, revised strategies and retiek or reduced funding. The budget narrative
must be able to stand on its own without havingréter to the proposal for additional
information.

In addition, the Master Plan must includd=imance section, aData section, and &oal
Progress section. In theFinance section, local school systems must detail the btaty
allocations, which provide an insight to the wohley engage in on a daily basis. The finance
section includes the executive summary, which kegtlort the challenges faced in the prior year,
coming year priorities, and a description of how tlesources are being distributed to support
priorities. The finance section also includes Budgariance tables, which show revenue and
expenditure data for FY 2008 and 2009. The fabta has to show the budgetary plan for the
current year (2009). The second table has to camibar budgetary plan of 2008 to the actual
events for the same year. The two tables musttridites how old funds were retargeted or

® For an example of a Master Plan, please see Appendi or visit

http://www1.pgcps.org/WorkArea/showcontent.aspx?id28058or
http://www.bcps.k12.md.us/School Board/Master Rism.
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redistributed as well as how new funds are spehis provides the school systems with an
opportunity to illustrate their commitment to impheg student achievement and eliminating
gaps by describing and explaining how they use fueds and/or retarget resources.

The Data section of the executive summary includes templathich the Maryland State
Department of Education has prepared for each LB&se templates contain specific
information that the MSDE has about an individuga?

The Goal Progresspart of the Executive summary must address thetiguesare the
programs, practices, and strategies implementedldmal schools systems achieving their
intended effect of improving student performanced aliminating achievement gap$zhools
must address student performance in terms of goadd and subgroups; include professional
development opportunities, identify the changes wWikh be made, timelines, and corresponding
resource allocations. Specifically, for each amtaby the BTE Master Plan (listed below), LSSs
are required to clearly describe the progress mauguding the practices, programs, or
strategies and the corresponding resource allowatio which they attribute the process. Also,
LSSs must describe the challenges they face instefnspecific subgroups; what adjustments
will be made to ensure that students make suffipemgress which will also include the changes
in resource allocations.

The areas that LSSs must report progress on iedNa Child Left Behind requirements
such as proficiency of students in reading/languat® science, and mathematics; the Adequate
Yearly Progress that student groups make; how niéighly Qualified Teachers (HQT) teach
Core Academic Subjects (CAS) specifically in higherty and low-poverty schools; and
number and cause of suspensions which determinetherha school is safe (for an example of a
LSS plan to keep its schools safe see page 69 pergpx 1).

In addition to the math, language, and scienceiqgeoicy level requirement, Maryland has
established growth targets, namely the High ScAeskssments, which include tests in English
Il, Algebra/ Data Analysis, Biology, and GovernmeAiso, LSSs must describe the school
system’s plans for ensuring the progress of stgdehb begin kindergarten either not ready or
approaching readiness as determined by the MaryModel for School Readiness Work
Sampling system. This description must be comptgetk by the corresponding resource
allocations.

One other reporting requirement of the Master Rfam report of cross-cutting themes
regarding Educational Technology and Education ihadulticultural. Educational Technology
refers to how schools systems will use new teclmetoto enhance professional development
and learning opportunities for students throughnentools and other media. Education that Is
Multicultural (ETM) refers to methods that addresisiority and other groups’ experiences so as
to enhance and maximize learning. For instancetirBate City school system continues to
implement Maryland’'s African-American Curriculum darhelps teachers learn instructional
strategies and understand different cultures irpsupof greater student achievement. For
Educational Technology, LSSs must indicate how they using all of the funding sources to
meet NCLB goals, as well as the Maryland technolplgys. For ETM, LSSs must describe the
goals identified in the previous year and the peegmrmade towards meeting them with respect to
curriculum, instruction, staff development, instianal resources, and school climate. This
description must also include resource allocatidastly, LSSs Master Plans must include Local

* A copy of the Data that the MSDE requests andectdlfrom LSSs is found at
http://docushare.msde.state.md.us/docushare/dsvestollection-13177
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Goals and indicators and discuss the progressateeynaking towards goals that have not been
addressed in preceding sections.

The state of Maryland created tBducation Fiscal Accountability and Oversight AER604
which requires that LSSs submit a biannual fisegort in addition to the Master Plans.
This report regards only fiscal accountability. TMEDE stated that, because of the unrestricted
nature of State aid, as well as the increasinggouf the State budget that it was expected to
take each year (increasing from 26% in FY2002 % 33 FY 2005 of the State General Fund, in
FY 2008 it is expected to account for 36% of theegal fund), the State of Maryland needed to
make sure that funds were spent in the way the Bidhded. Thus, it requires that LSSs submit
a biannual fiscal report to the MSDE and the cowgayernment. Prior to this legislation, the
LSSs were not required to report how the Thorntord$ were spent (Maryland Policy Reports,
2004).

An annual report presented by the Maryland Departroé Education on the effect of the
increased state aidEyaluation of the Effect of Increased State Aid tacal School Systems
through the Bridge to Excellence Act, 200M)justrates that the achievement gap is closing.
Specifically the presentation notes that:

Since the passage of BTE and full implementationtred MSA (Maryland Standards
Assessment):

Statewide student proficiency levels improved a&redntary and middle school
levels- all NCLB groups (LEP: Limited English Praéncy, FARMS: free and/or
reduced price meals students, special educatidestst SPED)

Some groups are outpacing others to “close thetgd®0 percent proficiency in
reading and/or math

Preliminary English 2 HSA results—improvement ingthi school students’
proficiency levels

The Maryland experience illustrates that with stroleadership and adequate funding
accountability and transparency has positive redolt students, their families, and society in
general. The enforcement of tBeidge To Excellencandthe Education Fiscal Accountability
and Oversight Actthat created the Master Plans and the biannuallfreports require school
districts to detail how they are spending educatimomey, for which goal, and to with what
outcome, something that translates into meaniragfabuntability.

One of the most important parts of accountabilgyensuring that funding is spent on
programs that work. The Maryland State Superintendeports annually on the progress that
LSSs make, by reviewing each Master Plan to detexmihether the strategies school systems
implement have the intended effect of improved esdinent for all groups and subgroups. In
addition, the State Superintendent has to annuealpprt on the alignment of local school
priorities with their annual budgets as reportedtlie Master Plans and annual updates,
something that is required by tliucation Fiscal Accountability and Oversight A¢t2004
(Analyzing Data, establishing priorities, targetingsources: strategic planning for improved
student achievement, 2007), and biannually repothe fiscal stability of school systems

As the Maryland experience indicates, oversightguidance, and perhaps more importantly
leadership from the Maryland General Assembly atateSDepartment Education, produce
positive results for students in public schoolse T¥aryland General Assembly, through a
competitive process, hired MGT of America, Incperform a three-year evaluation of the effect
of the BTE. MGT of America produced an initial aaa interim report at this point.
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The reports show that the increase in funding aleitlg all the other provisions of the BTE
has produced significantly increased academic gement by all students. Specifically, student
proficiency levels for all NCLB groups have improvat the elementary and middle level.
However, some groups are closing their gaps towactigeving 100% proficiency much faster
than other groups. Also, high school students’ ipraficy levels have improved since 2005
(Evaluation of the Effect of Increased State Aid_tal School Systems through the Bridge to
Excellence Act, 2007).

New Jersey:
Abbott Project

New Jersey moved to a more equitable educationifgndystem and standards-based
education and accountability as a result of theluti®n of the Abbott v. Burke litigation. The
court ordered that the poorest urban districts ivecas much school funding as the most
successful suburban districts so that all childatanding public schools receive “adequate and
efficient education.” Specifically, the series ofbl#ott rulings state that poor urban,
underperforming school districts must expend ashnfunding as the best performing suburban
school districts. The decisions mandate standaadecbeducation and reform for all districts.

The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE)masdated by law, is planning to
evaluate the Abbott districts in collaboration witte Education Law Center (ELC), the group
that advocates on behalf of public school childi@naccess to an equal and adequate education
under state and federal laws that also filed tieslst in the Abbott v. Burke case. The plan of
the evaluation of the Abbott districts will firshuestigate whether districts have adequate
resources to collect quality data. Then, the evalnawill investigate what resources Abbott
districts have in place presently to improve instianal outcomes; whether there has been any
changes in the last eight years and what are teisequences; and, what programs or policies
have positive outcomes.

The NJDOE is planning on working with the Abbotstdicts to establish benchmarks and
progress indicators. Each district should have laundance of data on student achievement
based on standardized tests on three subjectadeg3 through 8 and in grade 11, as well as
tracks the improvement by students who are notpyeficient in state standards (value-added
data). In addition, each district has to set a msg indicator specific to the demographics and
other district-specific circumstances, an indicated to early literacy so that as students advance
in higher grades they have adequate English pesfayi. The third indicator intends to reflect
how the district is focusing or re-adjusting itofassional development spending to meet the
needs of teachers and students. For instancelistréct is lacking in math, the district should be
re-focusing its spending on professional develogn@enhance math instruction and activities.
The fourth indicator should be focused on qualifiedchers. Specifically, each district should
summarize how many of its teachers meet NJ catifin standards (which include matching of
subject taught and certification and look at caliégy majors) and how many are uncertified or
have emergency certification.

It is worth noting that the NJDOE has not yet inmpémted its plans for the Abbott districts,
possibly due to its capacity problems that havenlikeumented by a KPMG report chartered by
the Department itself. Nevertheless, the progréss Abbott districts are making has been
documented by the ELC which follows closely thefpenance of the Abbott districts. Recently,
ELC published reports on four Abbott districts: GBn, Trenton, Newark, and Union City. The
reports track the progress of the districts, whschased on the study of a comprehensive list of
indicators. These indicators include the socio-ecain background of each school district and
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its students, characteristics of each level of atac (preschool and K-12) which include

number of students, curricula used, teacher catitin, parental involvement, suspension and
attendance rates, mean scores on standardized feslisies conditions, fiscal resources, and
many more indicators (look at Appendix for the goehensive list of indicators).

The indicators are organized in the following eletseof effective schooling for each level
of education:

- Student and Family Supports [which are aimed aspang that all students come
to school ready to learn and are equipped to sdaceschool. Additional supports
must be available to meet the unique needs of sta@ad their families.

- Teacher Qualifications and Supports: Teachers rteedbe well-prepared and
supported;

Budget: The district must have enough revenueppart a high-quality education;

- School Facilities Construction: School facilitiesush be healthy, safe, and
educationally adequate; and

- Leadership: School and district leadership shoutd itformed, inclusive, and
effective” (Camden report, 2005, p. 5).

All of these elements must be present and funcignivell to ensure that there are
opportunities for students to learn (look at thgufe below for a visual representation of the
elements of effective schooling). When one lookshatindicators within this framework, one
can assess the school district’s progress.

Figure 1. Elements of effective schooling.
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With respect to student outcomes, the Abbott irtdisaprovide answers to the following
guestions:
“How physically, socially, and emotionally healthrg aur children?”
“Are all students in Kindergarten to Grade 12 learg according to State
standards?”

In addition to the traditional test scores, incldde assessing student outcomes are student
attendance and suspension rates, high and lowrpenig schools, graduation rates estimated via
the cumulative promotion index and via the tradiib and alternative Grade 11 Exam
(HSPA/HSPT & SRA respectively); and, lastly collegi@rance rates.

Regarding school financing, the Abbott indicatodslr@ss the fundamental questidare
our schools adequately fundeds compared to the best performing suburban satiswicts?
This section looks at funding streams from theestiaical property taxes, and federal funding. It
is worth noting that the Abbott indicators do niokkl money to programs. That is, there is no
tracking how much funding goes to each program. dudget section of the reports illustrate the
source and amount of money per student providedeischool district. The ELC was unable to
track the money that goes into programs becaushaftcomings in the way the New Jersey
Department of Education collects financial data.

Quiality Single Accountability Continuum:

Recently, the NJ legislature has passed an acdulitytdaw that applies to all the school
districts including the Abbott districts. The QumalSingle Accountability Continuum (QSAC),
New Jersey’s single accountability system for alblc schools, is a monitoring and evaluation
system. QSAC was voted into law in 2005 and allfevghe evaluation of each school district
SO as to assess whether the district is complyitig iegulations, whether it is effective, and able
to provide a “thorough and efficient education” ([E&tandards). QSAC's intent was to assess
each school district's capacity and effectivenesfivie key areas: instruction, personnel, fiscal
management, operation management, and governaapeci@/ refers to all the resources in a
school district, the ability of the district to ff@m at a satisfactory level in all effectiveness
components, the ability to meet state and fedesidypand standards, the ability of the district to
ensure the provision of a thorough and efficientoadion. Effectiveness refers to the quality of
performance (how well does a district perform icheaequired task) and to the task that was
actually performed. For each key area, NJDOE hasldped a set of quality indicators against
which performance is measured.

QSAC requires every school district has to compdelastrict Performance Review (DPR) at
least once every three years. The DPR works insg#me way as a scorecard. It has the five
sections, one for each of the key areas of schistrid effectiveness, as mentioned above. Each
section includes a set of performance indicatarggéhe NJDOE. The Instruction and Program
section includes 36 indicators in areas of studpetformance which includes NCLB
requirements, curriculum, instruction, mandatedgpams, early childhood programs, and high
school graduation. The Personnel section includ@sintlicators in the areas of licensed
personnel, personnel policies, and professionakldement. The Fiscal Management section
includes 23 indicators in the areas or budget praprfinancial and budgetary control, annual
audit, restricted revenues, and efficiency. The r@jpens Management section includes 26
indicators in the areas of facilities, student amidschool safety and security, student health,
and student support services. The Governance seotiosists of 51 indicators in the areas of
student achievement, board training, disclosure apdration, ethics compliance, policies,
procedures, by-laws, standard school board pragtieenual evaluative process, school
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board/administration collaboration, budget priestiand communications. In each section each
indicator receives a certain point value.
The DPR includes three steps:

1. the districts perform their own assessment,

2. the district superintendent assesses the veratityeodistrict assessment,
and

3. the state Commissioner of Education reviews eashsasnent and places

the district at the appropriate point on the penfance continuum.

If the district satisfies at least 80% of the iradars in each key area, then it is characterized
as “high performing.” If the district does not sdyi at least 80% of the quality performance
indicators in any one or more of the five key araasnust develop an improvement plan to
address the areas of deficiency or limited capadtitthe district satisfies only 59-79% of the
guality performance indicators it must conduct mdépth evaluation of the areas of deficiency
or limited capacity. If the district satisfies lebsn 50% of the performance indicators in one or
more of the five key areas, the commissioner mostiact an in-depth evaluation. If the district
demonstrates that it has capacity in fewer tham key areas, the state takes partial control. If
the district satisfies less than 50% of the peréomoe indicators in all five areas, the state takes
full control.

It is worth noting that, while QSAC is a relativelyseful instrument that could enhance
meaningful accountability, the NJDOE does not hireepersonnel capacity to enforce it fully. A
KPMG audit of the NJDOE found that the departmes¢sdnot have the ability to fulfill its
responsibilities. As the ELC reports, the evaluatad the NJDOE was required by legislation
passed in 2007 after the implementation of the aegountability system for monitoring school
districts (QSAC) and other legislation. Among otfiadings, KPMG reported that the NJDOE
had vacancies in 84 out of 678 budgeted staff jposit(12.8%), that there was lack of training
or technical assistance to staff. There can beenows accountability enforcement if there are
staffing inadequacies such as those listed abovee €annot expect a state’s education
department to adequately provide oversight witlsaiditicient human resources.

In addition, while the fiscal management sectiorihef DPR includes indicators that pertain
to the school district’'s finances and expendituiesloes not include funding allocation per
instructional program or targeted student poputat®pecifically, it includes indicators about the
district's budgeting process and its allocationredources which have to be aligned with the
district’s instructional priorities and student dee However, the documentation required for
these indicators includes only district policiesall meetings agenda and minutes, strategic
plans, curriculum plans, textbook replacement ktarder to receive points, the district must
answer “yes” to each numbered indicator in thigisec This section includes federal reporting
requirements under NCLB, IDEA, and other grantse Btate does not require each district to
break down spending by instructional program ariieicedd populations so as to assess whether
these programs have the intended effect.

The only evaluation of whether increased fundingd austructional programs has been done
by the ELC which evaluated four Abbott districthielreport highlighted the progress made and
the challenges faced by Abbott districts in 2005-06e report illustrated that Abbott districts
made significant progress in Preschool and elemgrgahool levels. Specifically, Abbott
districts expanded their preschool enroliment byranthan 2% as compared to enroliment in
2004-05. Almost all Abbott preschool teachers hd#veir college degree and their early
childhood certification. In addition, preschool sgeoom quality rose by 20% between 2003 and
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2005. Also, the preschool program has had a pesitiyact on children’s language, literacy,
and math skills development, skills that have bgwven to lead to later success in reading and
math. Abbott elementary class size decreased frérst@dents per class in 1994-95 to 19 in
2004-05. The achievement gap between fourth gradesbbott and non-Abbott districts is
closing (NJDOE).

However, Abbott districts continue to face manyltdnges as the report states. On
average, Abbott preschool enrollment is 78%, wkile state standard for Abbott districts is
90%. In middle and high school reform, Abbott reieechave not had as much impact as in
preschool and elementary school level. There ik lihstructional reform in middle and high
school levels. The ELC reports that Grade 8 languadds literacy has stagnated or slightly
worsened between 1999 and 2004. In addition, therestaff positions that were not uniformly
filled in all Abbott districts. These positions, rpat liaisons, teacher tutors, and
attendance/dropout prevention officer, were marttiajethe Abbott rulings.

The ELC makes some recommendations to the DOEderdo maximize the positive
impact the Abbott reforms are making. The firstoremendation they make is a call to the
NJDOE to take corrective action so that the Abladtricts that have not yet reached the 90%
pre-K enrollment standard do so quickly. The secamdmmendation is to maintain policy and
program stability by making sure that the publis aput in the regulations adopted, and by
making sure that the Special Review Assessmentlfamative state test), continues to be an
option for students.

The third recommendation the report makes is afoalincreased accountability. The ELC
report calls for the creation of an Abbott managetr@an, which will provide a “coherent,
detailed strategy to demonstrate how it will usdgesfunds to ensure educational improvement”
(ELC report, 2006, p.8). In this plan, the ELC a$bs clear strategic priorities, budget, and
staffing for leading urban education reform, aneéacl benchmarks to assess DOE’s own
performance. The ELC is asking that DOE perfornsridi remediation which will identify
specific areas that certain Abbott districts laghibd and their solutions; and establish
performance benchmarks to gauge progress.

The Abbott experience is valuable for the follownegsons:

1. Iltillustrates that when districts with high contrations of poverty
are given enough funding, the achievement gap caginbto
decrease.

2. It takes into consideration a number of indicattinat affect
students learning and educational experience.

However, there is a continuing need for more transpcy particularly pertaining to fiscal
matters. There is no way of knowing whether fundimigpend in the classroom and schools
without requiring school districts to report whéney spend it. Moreover, there is an urgent need
to assess and evaluate the programs and strategiework and the reasons why they do not.
While QSAC affords districts with this opportunitihe fact that it relies on a point system
without allowing for any comment or narrative senticasts the process as more punitive rather
than constructive (ELC).

New York State
Comprehensive Education Plan

The Comprehensive Education Plan (CEP) is one oi Nerk State’s accountability
systems. There are two types of CEP: the first tymeeated at a school level, as the second type
is created at a district level and is called Corhpreive District Education Plan.
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Schools in accountability status (Schools In Nekebinprovement 1 & 2, Corrective Action,
Planning for Restructuring, Restructuring, Scho@q®&ring Academic Progress, or School
Under Registration Review) must create a CEP. TlBE @ims at helping schools improve using
systematic and longitudinal data. The CEP inclugesls, strategies, and actions that will be
taken to achieve the goals the school sets to statet and federal standards. In addition, schools
must identify their funding sources in the CEP.

CEPs are created by School Leadership Teams (SLiost schools. SLTs are comprised
by parents, teachers, students, union represesdgatigchool administrators, and other
stakeholders. SLTs should review data from at |desprevious three years and current student
data and scientifically-based research; they ate tbassess the effectiveness of the current
instructional programs, discuss proposed modificetiand/or alternatives, develop goals and
objectives; and create action plans that will tlatesinto observable, effective strategies to
improve student achievement (2008-09 CEP templateUpstate/Long Island schools). The
strategies SLTs determine must lead to high-quaisiruction for all students. These strategies
must be research-based. Also, the CEP must incladenechanism for monitoring
implementation and for assessment of their impactstudent performance so as to adjust
strategies to ensure success.

The CEPs include rich information about their sé¢hdbere are five parts to the CEP. Part 1
includes information on the profile of the school:
enrolment in each grade and special education
number of immigrant students and their native cgunt
the average attendance rate
number of suspensions and length
poverty rate measured by Free and Reduced Lunch
number of English language learners
number of teachers with full certification
number of uncertified teachers
number of teaching assistants

10 number of teaching aides

11.number of teachers with higher degree

12.funding sources

13.school expenditure per student
Schools are given space in the CEP to producenrdton in a narrative format to provide a
more complete school profile.

Part 2 of the CEP requests analysis of the dateiged in the first section and planning for
improvement. Schools are required to complete ¢leians for which they were targeted (Math,
ELA, or graduation rate). For instance, if a schigoln accountability status because of low
scores in English language arts, it is required tha school completes the section of the CEP
that addresses ELA. After doing so, schools mushtifly “promising strategies” that will be
used to increase student performance. Schoolslswesapposed to address other factors that
may affect student achievement such as schoolysafetttendance.

Part 3 includes the action plan that schools eréatimprove student achievement in the
three areas identified above (ELA, Math, graduatete, or other areas the school has identified
in part 2). The school must identify what activstieill be conducted, what resources will be
used, the timeline the activity will need, who Wik responsible for implementing it, and what

CoNorwWNE
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evidence will be gathered to document implementatd the activities. Parts 4 and 5 only
address schools in Corrective Action and restrumgur

In 1998 the New York State Department of Educasterted a pilot program called the
Comprehensive District Education Plan. The goaltlo§ program was to create a single
reporting mechanism for districts that needed impneent and eliminate the multiple plans they
needed to submit so as to increase efficiency #edtweness, as well as demonstrate how state,
federal, and local resources would be used to isteeient need. By the summer of 2000, 150
school districts submitted their Comprehensive fizisEducation Plans. While the pilot program
is finished, many districts continue to use the €DE

The model for comprehensive planning the pilotgpam used posed the following six
guestions:

1. Where do we want to go? (key indicators)

2. Where are we now? (data)

3. What is stopping us from getting there?(root cases)

4. How do we overcome what is stopping us? (strateg)

5. How do we implement our strategies? (action plarnng)

6. How are we doing? (evaluation) (Pilot program gualance document, 2001)

The questions above aim at helping school distictissider how to meet student need and
improve achievement in a global manner. Thesetmumssalso aim at helping school districts
collect the data and information they need to erdfatir comprehensive plan.

The Comprehensive District Education Planning essc has five steps: collecting
background and demographic information, doing atiaindata analysis, finding root causes,
implementing the plan, and assessing and reporéaglts (Guidance document). The district
and primarily the superintendent is responsiblectonprising a planning committee which must
be representative of the school district constityen

This plan was never made mandatory for schooticlist but many continue to use to
plan for meeting student need.

Contract for Excellenceand District Improvement Plan

New York State has recently created an accountgbdiv, the Contract for Excellence,
under which new foundation aid is tied to educatloprograms and performance. The law
ensures that funding goes to schools that are Enfopning and serve student populations with
the highest needs. In addition, the law ensuresthigapublic has the opportunity for adequate
and meaningful participation in education.

The Contract for Excellencavas the result of the Campaign for Fiscal Equiyygar-long
litigation. In the Campaign for Fiscal Equity Iswt, the Court of Appeals—New York’s
highest court—found that the State of New York wamsating the rights of students under the
Education article (Article XI of the State constitun) to a “sound, basic education” and a
“meaningful high school education.” The court rgknin the CFE lawsuit clearly reiterate that
the ultimate responsibility for educating our pabdichool students rests with the state. Local
school districts were created by the state in otddulfill the state’s obligation to educate the
children. TheContract for Excellencgrovides the State Education Department, under the
supervision of the Board of Regents, with oversigil enforcement powers needed to ensure
that the state is indeed fulfilling its constitutad obligations to the schoolchildren. 2008 is the
second year that théontracts for Excellenckegislation is enforced.

The Contact for Excellencaw (chapter 57 of the Education Law, section @1ltequires a
school district with at least one low performinghgol, as determined by state standards, and
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receiving a 10% or $15 million dollar increase ofifidation aid, to target new foundation aid

predominately to the highest need schools. Thabischools with the highest concentration of

students in poverty, students with disabilitiesidents with limited proficiency in English, and

with schools with low achieving students. The ragjohs require that school districts under the

Contract for Excellencéarget 75% of their new foundation aid to the 5@%6 of schools with

the greatest educational need. The law obligaté®ascdistricts under theContract for

Excellenceto choose programs from a menu of items to whicklitect their funding. These

menu items are:

Class Size Reduction

Increased Time on Task

Improving Teacher/Principal Quality

Restructuring Middle School/High School

Full Day Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten

Programs for Students with Limited English Proficig

Experimental Programs (only 15% of the new money ¢ used for
experlmental programs).

The aforementioned programs are supported by r@séaat illuminates paths to educational
success for all students. For each program, tiseadist of available options from which school
districts can choose, depending on their needs.ekoh menu item (above) there is a list of
program areas from which district are allowed toage. These are:

1. Class size reduction:
Create or construct more classrooms.
Assign more than one teacher in a classroom to ceedu
student/teacher ratio.
Commissioner appoints a panel to recommend apprtepri
standards for New York City.
New York City is required to develop and plan andike
continuous progress to reduce class size.
New York City shall not exceed the targets by thée ef the 2010-
11 school year.
2. Increased Time on Task:
Lengthened school day.
Lengthened school year.
Dedicated instructional time.
Individualized tutoring.
After-school programs.
3. Teacher and Principle Quality Initiatives:

- Recruit and retain highly qualified teachers andgpals.
Professional mentoring programs for beginning teeshand
principals.

Incentive programs for highly qualified and highrfpeming
teachers to transfer to low performing schools.
Instructional coaches for teachers.
School leadership coaches for principals.
4, Mlddle school and High school restructuring:

NogswhE

29



Implement instructional program changes.
Make structural changes to schools.
The above programs must include:
Instructional program changes, and
Challenging academic content and learning oppdrasi

5. FuII day kindergarten or pre-Kindergarten:
Pre-Kindergarten: full day instructional program four-year-old
children.
Kindergarten: full day instructional program fovd-year-old
children.
Both may include extended hours at school or conityrased
organizations.

6. Programs for English language learners:
Expansion or replication of effective model progsafar students
with limited English proficiency.

The law also requires districts to set performatasgets for the target populations. The
district must make public, as part of its Contrathie measure of expected improved
performance.

The Contract for Excellencéaw requires school districts under the Contracfdllow a
public participation process so as to include pateand community input. The public
participation process requires the district to digwets Contract in consultation with parents,
teachers, and persons in parental control. Alsodistrict is required to give public notice to the
community that a public hearing will be held regagdthe Contract explaining the comment
procedure and Contract content. Community memhberslao given 30 days for written public
comment. The public participation regulations regchool districts to translate their public
notices in languages that prevalent in the communiibhe public comment transcript and
assessment has to be submitted to the Commisstdrieducation for review along with the
Contract.

The Contract for Excellencelaw combines three forms of accountability: finahci
programmatic, and performance. The legislation wéoduced with the intent of ensuring
transparency and accountability, and adequate figndin an attempt to tie funding to the best
educational practices, the regulations requirefoflewing breakdown of funding, as well as a
detailed description of the programs each distridtinvest, as the SE[Xontract for Excellence
website states:

(a) on a school level,

(b) by program area, including details concerningppsed program additions and/or

enhancements;

(c) by student achievement performance targets; and

(d) by affected student population groupings, idoilg but not limited to:

(i) students with limited English proficiency antudents who are English
language learners;

(ii) students in poverty;

(ii) students with disabilities; and

(iv) students with low academic achievement; (exted on July 14, 2008)

In addition to determining the allowable progranas address educational need, school
districts under th&ontract for Excellencare allowed to take a percent of the State alldcate
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funding for “maintenance of effort.” Maintenance effort deduction of funding refers to a
deduction of the second year funding to support@rehhance the programs implemented in the
first year a school district was under f@entract for ExcellenceAlso, districts are allowed to
take certain flexibility deductions. There is grehfferentiation in the amount of deductions
districts are allowed, varying from $617,385 forugo Colonie to $10,157,365 for Syracuse,
which was the result of districts’ representativeslvocacy rather than the result of an
educational policy.

The Office of School Operations and Management i8esvof NYSED has developed an
online system through which all Contracts for Elaate will be submitted starting with the
2008-09 contracts (submitted in the summer of 2898 continue to date). The online system
provides a template for school districts so thatiipancies in the level of detail offered in each
school district’'s Contract is now eliminated. Thdime system is elaborate and detailed which
ensures enhanced accountability and transparency.

The enhanced accountability system included in20@7 legislation requires districts that
have been identified as requiring academic progmsshave one or more schools in
accountability status (under registration reviewneed of improvement, in corrective action, or
restructuring status), have to create and submthéoCommissioner of Educationastrict
Improvement PlafDIP). The DIP must include redirection of resowsrte the menu items of the
Contract for Excellencelf districts do not choose redirecting resourteesny of those menu
items, they must include in their DIP an explanatid that decision. Districts are also required
to hold a public hearing during which they mustgbtestimony and include a transcript of the
testimony in the DIP when they submit it to the Qwissioner for review before approval.
Currently, regulations regarding the DIP have restrbdeveloped.

The legislation defines certain consequences fooddistricts that fail to make progress for
four consecutive years. One of the actions thah setool districts are required to take under
this legislation is the collaboration with a “disguished educator” the Commissioner appoints.
Distinguished educators are people in the educatommunity such as principals,
superintendents, and teachers, either current egegdoor retirees, who have demonstrated
exemplary performance in their respective positiofise legislation requires the Department
(SED) to recognize these educators and ask for tiep in districts that require academic
improvement. School districts at which these edusatire appointed are required by the
legislation to fully cooperate and support the edoic

The 2007 legislation also requires the creatioa tdrowth model” as part of the enhanced
accountability system. Growth models generally méfeaccountability models that assess the
progress of a cohort of individual students overetiwith the intent of measuring the progress
these students have made (e.g. performance inrdtle gompared to performance in 3rd grade).
USDE is permitting all states to submit growth med&ED presentation, 2007).

The current accountability system measures how ns&ugents achieve proficiency on the
performance tests. This system takes a snapshbuaddént performance at the time students take
tests. The proposed growth model will not only nueagperformance of a cohort over time, but
it also gives credit for students who are on-traxkbecome proficient within four years. This
model allows schools to claim those students wileooartrack to become proficient as already
having reached that level at the state assessnmat Schools that demonstrate that their
students are or are on-track to be proficient byifgamade significant progress take credit. The
way the model calculates whether a student is acktto become proficient by 8th grade is
based on the growth the student made between 8rdtargrade.
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Lessons learned from the Maryland, New Jersey, anew York experience

The Maryland experience shows that strong leadei@id good planning yield good results,
evidenced by the successful closing of the achiewemap (MSDE, 2007). While the Bridge to
Excellence does not require districts to implemanatctices and programs as the Contract for
Excellence does, it is more comprehensive and mghaniin the sense that it applies to the
entire budget that school systems must submit. Master Plan is a long term plan that forces
school systems to plan ahead, consider their negdistake action that illustrates purpose and
destination of funding. The Contract is an anndahpghat does not necessarily allow school
districts to plan ahead and resolve longer-ternbleros.

In addition, both Maryland’'s and New Jersey’s actahility systems (NJQSAC & BTE
respectively) require a rigorous collection of dataaddition to the NCLB, contrary to New
York’s accountability laws. Despite the shortconsirgf the NJDOE in its ability to implement
QSAC, provide stronger leadership and oversighdutjn the evaluation of the Abbott program
and the creation of a student database as the Ahbimigs mandate, the mere existence of the
law and the state’s attempt to equalize fundingemglire equity is a step in the right direction.

The Maryland experience indicates that it is pdssiblbeit tedious, to track funding and
hold districts accountable for their students’ parfance.

Tracking the Money

- New Jersey’s QSAC has some positive aspects tauitthe NJDOE does not
have the capacity to implement it. Thus, NYSED wiobénefit from creating a
new office or department whose only responsibiiiyf be to provide guidance
and monitor allocation of resources per programdestt, and school in light of
the staffing cuts that NYSED suffered in recentrgea
Create an extensive guidance document similar @oMhaster Plan (Maryland)
which obligates districts to, not only show whehneyt are spending funding, but
also how. TheContract for Excellencalready has this function, but there is no
clear guidance regarding what districts shouldnotiding.
Create an online tool for districts to submit th&ilocations, so that replication
and redundancy are avoided. Also, information wilt be missing from and for
any district.
New York can follow the Regents’ proposal and aehie Financial Condition
Indicator System. The Regents describe this sysienan online database in
which school districts will be entering informatieegarding their revenues and
expenditures, as well as their regional cost. i§ ipublic, this system will allow
the state and taxpayers to see how resources an¢ @pd what children get in
return. Thus, fiscal accountability will be increds
Extend theContract for ExcellenceBom one year to either three or five years so
that districts have time to not only implement eli#fint programs, but be able to
evaluate them, improve, and show progress.
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B. PRE-K
There are many examples of successful implementatigpre-Kindergarten in the United
States. Currently there are 38 states that funeKpr@ergarten. Of those 38 states, 27 state
programs have an income requirement. Two stateeflique-Kindergarten programs will be
described in this section: the North Carolina Matd-our program, and the New Jersey Abbott
preschool project. The North Carolina More at Fprg-K program is one of two public pre-K
programs that received the highest quality gradehleyNational Institute of Early Education
Research. The New Jersey Abbott preschool projastthe highest per pupil spending in the
nation. The North Carolina More At Four (MAF) prenAdergarten program and the Abbott
preschool program illustrate ways that high qualire-Kindergarten can be successfully
implemented.
The NC and NJ experience illustrate that there fawe components to successful

implementation of pre-Kindergarten:

1. high-quality standards

2. adequate funding level,

3. tracking funding to ensure that money supports esgfal evidence-based

practices,

4. mandatory implementation and attendance, and

5. leadership from state Education departments .
General research on pre-K

There is extensive research on the value of preltgarten for both student
performance and savings in funding of special sewviin later academic years. There is a
movement across the nation to offer pre-Kindesyato all children, particularly to those who
are at risk. State spending rose to $4,018 in 206 $3,642 in 2005 (NIEER, 2007).
According to NIEER (2007) access to preschool i0s2007. About 22% of the nations’ four-
year-olds now attend preschool. According to thesaeport, the quality of pre-Kindergarten
continues to improve.

The High/Scope foundation published a study in526Bowing the lifetime effects of
preschool. The Perry Preschool study followed candvho attended quality preschool through
age forty. The study compared a group of childrea preschool program to a group of children
with similar demographics and conditions that weog participating in a preschool program.
The study found that:

5
QUALITY STANDARDS POLICY STATE PRE-K REQUIREMENT

Early learning standards ...........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiniiiccnieee National Education Goals Panel content areas covered by state learning
standards for preschool-age children must be comprehensive

BICT= U] 1= o [ To =T SR Lead teacher must have a BA, at minimum
Teacher specialized training .........c.cccooeeriieienieeee e Lead teacher must have specialized training in a pre-K area
Assistant teacher degree ... Assistant teacher must have a CDA or equivalent, at minimum
TEACNET IN-SEIVICE ...eiiivveeeciiiee e st ste e e s e s e e e ae e ena e e e neaeeennes Teacher must receive at least 15 hours/year of in-service
professional development and training

MaximuM ClaSS SIZE ......c.eeeiiiiiiiie e Maximum number of children per classroom must be 20 or lower
3-year-olds

4-year-olds

Staff-Child Fatio .......eeeeiiie e Lowest acceptable ratio of staff to children in classroom
3-year-olds (e.g., maximum number of students per teacher) must be 1:10 or better

4-year-olds

Screening/referral and support Services ..........c.cco..... Screenings and referrals for vision, hearing, and health must be required;
at least one additional support service must be provided to families

=T PP U UPPR PPN At least one meal must be required daily
MORNILONING ..eeeivieeiiieee e Site visits must be used to demonstrate ongoing adherence to state program standards
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Sixty seven percent of the program group childremeanready for school
by age five, whereas only 28% of the no-progranostiwvere ready by
the age five.
Sixty percent of the program group made more ti28 @0 at age 40;
whereas only 40% of the no-program made as much.
Seventy seven percent of the program group gradubhigh school,
whereas only 60% of the no-program graduated.
Sixty one percent of the program group made bdsdesit achievement at
age 14, whereas only 38% percent of the no-progghowed the same
levels of student achievement.
Sixty one percent of the program group did theimbwork at age 15,
whereas, only 38% of the no-program did their hooréw
Sixty seven percent of the program group had arab@Qve 90 at age 5
compared to only 28% of the no-program group.
Fifty five percent of the no-preschool program dkeh had five or more
arrests by age forty, compared to 36% of the ahildattending the
preschool program.

The aforementioned results were replicated mangdim

In addition to the above benefitB8re-K Now,a program of the Pew Charitable Trust and
other funders dedicated to the advancement of tgquptie-K for all children by conducting
research which offers evidence of the benefitsrefid notes that there are benefits for both
children and society in general when high qualitgsghool is available to all children.
Specifically, children who attend preschool are endeely to be successful students:

- Children who attend preschool do better on stanzieddtests as a Yale
study on Michigan fourth graders found than thedens who did not
attend.

Children who attend preschool are less likely toeed a grade. A Yale
study compared Maryland fifth graders who attengeetK found that

they were 44% less likely to repeat a grade whenpawed to their peers
who did not attend pre-K.

Children who attend preschool are less likely topdbeced in special
education. A Chicago longitudinal study found thaiidren who went to

preschool were 41% less likely to require spedialcation services when
compared to their peers who did not attend.

Children who attend pre-K become responsible adults

Chicago Children who attend pre-K were 70% lesslyikko be arrested for
a violent crime by age 18 than their peers whondidattend.

A study in North Carolina found that children whitead pre-K are less
likely to become teen parents than their peers svtimot attend.

Children who attend pre-K are more likely to repgetting along very
well with their families than their peers who diotattend.

Furthermore, children who attended preschool atdH®tart centers, a federally-funded,
high-quality preschool program similar to those thre aforementioned studies, had more
advanced skills in areas such as following dirextjgroblem-solving, and joining in activities.
This allows teachers to spend less time managiagcliiissroom and more time working with
children directly.
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Clive Belfield (2004), an education economist frahe Teachers College at Columbia
University, reported that public pre-K-for-all i®sthan “unaffordable luxury.” He reviewed a
number of studies from around the nation analyday relevant outcomes, and concluded that
“making quality pre-Kindergarten universally avail to the state’s four-year-olds would result
in later savings in remedial costs and other scbenlices that would pay back 41% to 62% of
the pre-K investment” (\Wining Beginning NY).

In general, high quality, public, universal pre-dargarten has an impact on education and
on children’s well being, as well as a positivesetfsocially and emotionally. The graph below is
an adaptation from a comprehensive report donerbyK now

Education Impacts:

-lower special education Increased
| -lower grade retention ) :
-increased high school Earnings & Tax
completion
-increased test scores
Decreased reliance on
> . .
l T social services/welfare
Social & emotional impacts
Hiah-quality pre-K o -fewer behavioral problems
gn-q yp > -more self control ] Dgcreased .
Improved peerelationships |_y| criminal activity
-juvenile
l T -adult
Child well being Improved  |-»| Cetter health
-less child abuse outcomes
' || health
» neglect, and behaviors
maltreatment Less reliance
' on health
service
More skilled
—» —»
work force Increased
productivity
-higher
employment
-higher
earnings

According to the same study, if a high quality peog was made available to all three- and
four-year-olds in 2008, which would cover about lion children nationwide, it would cost
about $43 billion. By year 2050, the program woecbdt $95 billion, but annual benefits would
total $ 779 billion. All state governments wouldpexience a positive return on their pre-K
investment within 29 years, with some states egpeing them in as few as ten. By 2050, the
benefit-cost ration for state governments wouldésveen 1.4:1 to 2.7:1 (Lynch, 2007, reported
in Benefit-Cost Analyses of pre-K programsPre-K now.

The More At Four program
The More At Four (MAF) program was establishedNiarth Carolina in 2001. Since
then, the MAF program has been offered to at-rk-fyear-old children. This program can be
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offered by public schools, Head Sfartand private child care facilities. The MAF pragr is
designed to help children be more successful vitheyenter school, by providing a classroom-
based educational program during the year pridtindergarten. Children are eligible for the
program if their family income is at 75% the statedian income, or up to 300% of the federal
poverty level, or if other risk factors exist suel limited English proficiency, identified
disability, chronic health condition, and developtad/educational need. The program first
targets “unserved” children, children who are nbeady in a preschool program, and then
“underserved” children, children who are in a phess program but not receiving subsidies
and/or in lower quality settings (Peisner-Feinb&@§chaaf, 2008).

The North Carolina MAF program is one of only twtate programs whose pre-
Kindergarten standards met all ten quality bencksaet by the National Institute for Early
Education Research (NIEER). The ten quality benchsiaclude:
comprehensive early learning standards
a preschool teacher with a Bachelors degree
teacher specialization in pre-K
an assistant teacher who has a Child Developmesucdiate or equivalent
the teacher in-service is has 150 clock hours/asyer 15 credit hours/5 years
maximum class size is 20 or lower
the staff —child ratio is 1:10 or better
there are screening/referral and support services
at least one meal a day is offered

10 there is monitoring of sites.

Peisner-Feinberg and Schaaf (2008) found that tA€& Brogram allowed high-risk children
to make similar or greater skill gains than thesegs. These children entered the program with
lower skill levels than their peers and were ablshow substantial developmental growth. This
allows high-risk children to continue to make pregg in kindergarten and later levels of
schooling.

Currently, the MAF preschool program covers 15%abffour-year olds in the NC
(NIEER Yearbook, 2007)The MAF program has recently expanded the stobéfers, making
more available through a lottery system. Accordiogthe NIEER (2007) North Carolina
increased per-child spending, something that mhlgs quality standards more sustainable. By
the year 2007-08, the MAF program expected a 103d@0expansion.

The MAF program is offered in all counties throughdorth Carolina. The program is
based on a six- to six-and-one-half-hour day ferldngth of the academic year. Extended-year,
transportation and/or wrap-around (hours additidodghe educational day) services are paid by
local contributions in the form of tuitions.

CoNoO~WNE

® Head Start agencies are facilities created by thadHStart Act enacted by Congress. Under the Aotld are
appropriated for the promotion of school readingfsw-income children by enhancing their sociatl amognitive
development. The Act also directs programs to offfiglividualized health, educational, nutritionahdasocial
services to low-income children and their famili¢d.S. Department of Health and Human Services,

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ohs/leqgislationérdtm).
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Funding for the MAF program comes from the stateal governments, and federal grants.
The state of North Carolina covers about half ef¢bst of high-quality pre-Kindergarten, which
is estimated at $4,450 per child. Counties or megjign which the MAF program is offered) are
required to access other funding to cover the reimgicost of high-quality pre-K. Public
schools, Head Start agencies, private child-casiditias can apply to the program. 95% of state
funding goes into classroom operations accordinghto MAF report to the joint legislative
education oversight committee given on Februar0D8. Five percent of the aforementioned
allocation is a one-time allocation to districtsregions that choose to implement the program.
The remaining 5% of funds is directed towards qtheithe professional development of pre-K
teachers, to administrative costs, to T.E.A.C.Hhosarships (scholarships devoted to providing
educational opportunities to directors, teachedsfamily child care providers in early care and
education programs), and external evaluations aasidtenance of the MAF database.

Table below shows the amount of money the statedspen the MAF program.

Table I. More at Four Budget for SFY 2007-08, as of December 16, 2007

Budget Category Budgeted Amount % of Total
Classroom Start-Up (one-time 6,501,329 4.6 %
allocation)
Classroom Operations 127,062935 90.3 %
Subtotal Classroom Funds — 133,564,264 94.9%
T.E.A.C.H.® Scholarships 1,938,000 1.5%
Professional Development 1,294,743 .9%
External Evaluation and 916,665 .6%
Database
Administrative Costs 2,922,037 2.1%
Transferred to Subsidy?2 -- --
Total Budget 140,635,709 100 %

As mentioned above, the districts that implemerd MAF program use funds from
additional sources to support the program fully.aBn$tart is a public-private initiative that
makes a variety of services (such as helping pafamd and pay for quality child care, health
and family support services) available to childueraler six years and their families. Pre-school
disabilities is the federal funding stream madeilalle by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA). Head Start is also a fedgrdlinded program serving children of low-
income families. Title | preschools are federalijnded and serve primarily four-year-olds.
Eligibility of attendance and admittance to Titlpreschools is based residency in the area where
the program is offered. Selection is based on anadeeed of the child, determined by a locally
designed selection process that utilizes multipigerta, such as parent interviews, teacher
observation, and developmentally appropriate measurhese sources are shown in the table
below.
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Table 2. shows the amount of money invested in tiAF program by other sources.

Type of Funds Projected Amount % of Total

Smart Start4 $14,906,727 27%

Pre-School $3,448,279 6%
Disabilities

Subsidy $2,792,568 5%

Head Start $10,286,241 19%

Title | $8,217,630 15%

City/County $8,416,931 15%
Appropriations

Other $7,403,682 13%

Total $ 55,472,058 100 %

Each county makes a contract with the state fovighog the program. Then, each county
can subcontract with pre-approved providers suchuddic schools or private preschools that
have high attendance from students that are igtbeps the program aims to serve. The North
Carolina Office of School Readiness has publishatktailed Fiscal and Contract manual, in
which they describe the process and requiremergsttihg and maintaining a MAF program.

The program has a reporting system called MAFKMAFKIids is an online database that
captures information to assist program evaluatidme online database was developed by the
Frank Porter Graham Child Development InstitutehatUniversity of North Carolina in Chapel
Hill. MAFKids is linked to MAFPIlan (the online Merat Four plan) and collects information
about MAF students. Theonthly attendance repoytwhich is required to determine monthly
payment to the contractor or subcontractor) andstimamary of attendance reporthat are
submitted withrequest for paymentare generated by MAFKids. It is through this online
database that student eligibility is validated. Timanual clearly delineates deadlines for
submission of reports. The manual also clearlyestéte conditions under which a refund to the
state must be made.

The MAF State program, the local contractors, aitd administrators are required to
monitor compliance with the MAF program and fisaall contract guidelines and requirements.
The MAF State Program developed monitoring toolsctvitontractors and subcontractors are
encouraged to use for monitoring of the progranesghtools provide:

a. checklists for those components of the program thast be reviewed for
compliance annually at site and classroom levele(Miore at Four Site
Monitoring Tool),

b. checklists for the fiscal and programmatic compasef the program that
must be reviewed annually for compliance at thallcontractor level,

c. contractor and site tools organized by specificgpamn or fiscal guideline,
including lists of specific documentation necessary

The Fiscal and Contract Manual also states theorespilities of the site administrator, the
local contractor, and the state.

The MAF program has targeted at-risk children viite provision of high quality pre-K to
ensure future success in school.
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The Abbott Preschool

The Abbott preschool program is also among the dsgghanking preschool programs
according to the NIEER (2008). The Abbott prest¢hpmogram was created in 1998 after it was
mandated by the NJ Supreme Court decision in Abbddurke. The court decision required the
provision of preschool to eligible three- and fg@ar-olds in the districts with the highest
concentration of poverty. All three- and four-yedds residing in an Abbott district are eligible
for Abbott preschool. The court rulings mandatéeast 90% of eligible three- and four-year-
olds be enrolled in the Abbott preschool. Accordioghe NIEER report for 2007, the program
is offered in 31 districts where at least 40% ofdrken qualify for free or reduced-price lunch.
The Abbott preschool program met nine out of thretligh quality benchmarks set by NIEER
(the benchmark the program has not met is thetassi®acher CDA or equivalent degree).

The Abbott Preschool has been consistently progidilgh-quality services that produce
high standard outcomes. A longitudinal study comellidy NIEER researchers, found that the
program has substantial effects on vocabulary, naatti literacy skills and that those key effects
persist at least to end of kindergarten (FredegJ®Barnett, Lamy, & Figueras, 2007). The
Council of Chief State School Officers Whelan’s &®0D) report corroborates the Frede et al.
(2007) findings. According to the Whelan repobiefore entering kindergarten, children who
attended the program performed statistically sigaifitly better on language and math measures than
those who did not. At the end of kindergarten thierences were still observed. Children who radtd
preschool for two years perform nearly double tbichildren who do not attend preschool on measures
of language and 70% better on math measures.”

In addition to the good results that the Abbottsph®ol has with children’s outcomes,
Whitebook, Ryan, Kipnis, and Sakai (2008) foundt ttee program directors (who worked at
facilities offering the program) they interviewedade overwhelmingly positive assessments,
citing the increased quality in their centers antpriessive gains in the learning and school
readiness of the children they served.

If one would like to know what makes the Abbottgmieool program as successful as it has
been, one must look at the level of funding pedstd it receives. The New Jersey Abbott
Preschool program receives the highest amount rdiig per student in the nation (NIEER,
Yearbook 200y at $10,494 per student. Reports published by Hu¢hNJDOE and the ELC
illustrate that the increased funding of preschawlables high needs students acquire the skills
needed for later success in school.

The Abbott preschool program receives funding ftam state sources, thgarly Childhood
Program Aid(ECPA), which also goes to non-Abbott districtsgd ahePreschool Expansion Aid
(PSEA) (ELC report).The ECPA is allocated to allbékt districts- in addition to 102 districts
that serve low-income students. The PSEA begar0d8 2and provided Abbott districts with
additional funding to meet full enrollment. The tetaof New Jersey directly funds school
districts, which serve students directly or corttratth private providers. Abbott preschools
receive additional funding from the Department afnivin Services to cover the cost of four
hours of wrap-around services of the ten-hour dal/the remaining 65 days to reach 245 days
of operation per year, in addition to the six-heducational day, 180 days a year, as the Abbott
rulings mandate. Wrap-around services are activiofered in Abbott preschool programs
before or after the mandated six-hour educatioaglathd through the summer.

The Abbott court decisions mandate that at lea% 8Deligible three- and four-year-olds are
offered preschool services. According to the Abbaling, all three- and four- year olds residing
in an Abbott district are eligible for preschooth®ol districts need to identify unserved families
and obstacles to enrollment to reach the goal &b @droliment, make intensive outreach and
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recruitment efforts. The ELC reports that some heff butreach and recruitment methods that
districts use are door-to-door visits, distributioh informational brochures in English and
Spanish where needed, placing public service arsauents in local print and mass media, and
public transportation, as well as hanging bannarthe preschool buildings. Some districts, such
as Trenton city school district, have been sucaésath these outreach and recruitment methods
covering, in the case of Trenton, up to 98% of titmee- and four- year old children in the
district.

Belfield & Schwartz (2007) reported that about 76f4he three- and four-year old children
residing in Abbott districts are currently enrolled preschool. Specifically, the ELC (2005)
reports enrollment rates for three other Abbott distri¢isjon City, Camden City, and Newark
City. In 2003-04, Union city met its requirement fat least 90% enrollment of all three- and
four-years- olds in 2005, serving 1,631 children2003-04, Camden city covered 2,042 or 72 %
of all the three- and four-year-olds in the cityan@en’s projected coverage for 2004-05 was
estimated at 73%. The In 2003-04, Newark preschserged about 6,000 children or 72% of the
children that live in the city. The projected coavge for 2005 for Newark was at 76%.

New Jersey has 20% of the state’s total populadiothree and four-year-olds enrolled in
pre-Kindergarten. The Abbott preschool program cowabout 18% of the States four-year-olds
and about 15% of the State’s three-year-olds. Wihiéienumber of coverage seems small, the
significance of providing quality pre-Kindergartendistricts where there is high concentration
of poverty (at least 40%) offers a chance for stisoocess to children who are most at risk of
failure. The Abbott program consists of a ten hday- with a six-hour educational day plus four
hours of wrap-around services- 180 days a year.

As mentioned in the previous section, the statdNeiv Jersey does not have a way of
tracking how much money goes in to each progranerothan the per student spending.
However, the Abbott preschool experience is anlexeexample that illustrates the significant
impact preschool has for unserved and undersenvetkrsts. According to Zalkind, Rice, and
Nash quality is particularly important to childrémom low-income families who are harmed
more from poor quality care. Conversely, the sahiien benefit the most from high quality
care when compared to middle or upper-income fasnili

Even though the Abbott preschool program has prowenvalue, challenges with its
implementation continue to exist. The offer of ptesol for all three and four-year-olds that
need it in the Abbott districts was mandated bydbert decision in 1998. Several districts have
not reached the 90% coverage of the eligible ahidresiding in Abbott districts (Whelan,
2008). Yet, Zalkind et al. report that among thenoeents participants (in their study) made was
that “programs would have never been implementeth&wr district had it not been for the
money and the mandate.”

New York State Universal Pre-K

New York State offers pre-Kindergarten to about 36f4he state’s four-year-olds. Even
though NYS was one of the first states to estalgiishiKindergarten programs, it now ranks
ninth in the nation for providing access to fouese 2% regarding enrollment access of three-
year-olds, and 20in spending per student (NIEERearbook2008). NIEER concludes that
NYS does not spend enough per student to provigerage to all four-year-olds in the state.
The same report illustrates that NY meets only aixthe ten benchmarks (listed earlier)
regarding quality of preschool. New Jersey rankst fn spending, 13in access given to four-
year-olds and third in access given to three-yéds;@nd is one of eight states that met nine out

" Data from the New Jersey Department of Educatierewot readily available for more recent years.
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of ten quality benchmarks. North Carolina rank$' 18 state spending on preschool *'2i
access given to four-year-olds, does not providesg to three-year-olds, and is one of two
states that meet all 10 quality benchmarks (therositate is Alabama).While NYS provides
access to pre-Kindergarten to more four-year dids the MAF and Abbott preschool project,
the quality of services offered ranks much loweamntlhhose programs, according to the NIEER
report (Yearbook, 200 In addition, while NJ ranks lower in overall @age of pre-K age
children, namely four-year-olds, it covers abou®o/8f four-year olds in the Abbott districts,
children who are more likely to be at-risk of fadiin school.

As of the 2007- 2008 school year NYS has one catesteld pre-K program, the Universal
Pre-Kindergarten Program (UPK). UPK aims at ermgllall four-year-olds of the state. The
program that was phased out, Targeted Pre-Kindergaserved low-income four-year-olds in
14% of the state’s school districts. Currently,pa#-K funding is referred to as UPK.

North Carolina , New Jersey, and New York do nohdade enrolment of four-year-olds in a
pre-Kindergarten program. However, both North Gasoland New Jersey vigorously target at
risk preschool-age children, something that isdarie in New York. At this point the State of
New York is moving towards ensuring that all foway-olds have a universal opportunity to
access pre-Kindergarten (Commissioner’s regulatid®87). However, since school districts are
not required to offer pre-K, many of them end upumang unused money to SED because of a
lack of additional resources to cover for the fidkt of pre-K, according to a source at SED, a
fact that indicates that the UPK program is a tyjghlity program inadequately funded.

While there are improvements to be made, the pnogreeets more than half of the quality
benchmarks. Specifically, New York is lacking in etiag the quality benchmarks NIEER has
set. New York doenot:

- have comprehensive early learning standards
require all pre-K teachers to have at least a Backedegree-only teachers in
public schools are required to have a BA and MA.
Require all assistant teachers have a Child Devetop Associate. Assistant
teachers in NYS are required to have a high schgbma or equivalent and
pass the Assessment of Teaching Assistant Skifi Te
Require preschool facilities to offer at least ameal per day. Instead, if a
preschool facility operates for less than threerbiquer day, it is required to
provide a meal and/or a snack.

It is worth noting that the Targeted Pre-Kindergarprogram that was phased out met eight
out of ten quality benchmarks. The TPK program meglall teachers to have a BA and also
offered at least one meal to children.

As mentioned above, there is no mandate in New Yarlenrolling all four-year-olds in a
pre-Kindergarten program. Districts that offer prehave the option to operate a half- or full-
day pre-Kindergarten program. State funding is pled to offer half-day pre-K programs. Half-
day in NY is considered a two and one half hour; dayereas, a full-day program consists of
five hours. All facilities that receive UPK grantrfding must operate for five days a week, 180
days of the school year. The school year start3ubyn1 and ends June 30, which allows pre-K
facilities to operate outside traditional schoolipé (September to May) and count summer
programs in the 180 day operation. The law alsaiireg districts to use at least 10% of their
UPK grant funding to contract with one or more iblig agencies for the provision of
instructional program for a specified number of afled children. That is, districts must
subcontract with private childcare centers, HeadtSor other community agencies.
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Recommendations for improvement of NYS Pre-K

There is an abundance of evidence, as shown iddaberiptions of the aforementioned State
pre-Kindergarten programs and research, that pneldfgarten has many benefits to students,
states, and society in general. There are vallas$®ns learned from the NC and NJ experience:

A Pre-K mandate, for either at-risk and lower ineofour-year-olds or for all
children in NYS, would expand access of enrolim&ithout a mandate some districts
have chosen to return UPK funding or not activelgah out to families with children at-
risk and not provide pre-K to eligible children.

Determine a reliable source of funding for pre-Karghrten to ensure that it is
available to all four- and three- year olds. UPKgmam provides a good vehicle for
universal half-day pre-K for four-year-olds buhds to bedequatelyfunded.

As the Abbott experience illustrates, mandate plusling equals implementation (mandate
+ funding = implementation), districts will not effservices to children.

Incorporate a mechanism for tracking funding.

New York State is in the process of updating itdyekarning standards. This
process should be expedited so that children,qudaitly those at-risk, receive the high
quality preschool that will help them achieve leaeademic success.
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C. HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS

A good accountability system must incorporate added for high quality teachers. Rice
(2008) argues one of the reasons that the NCLRidleel standards that define “highly qualified”
teachers is because teachers are the most impéatdat in student success. However, having
gualifications such as certification and experiedoes not guarantee teacher quality. Rice and
other researchers define quality of teachers agsdaher’s ability to realize desired outcomes-
that is, effectively educate his or her studeniit¢, 2008, p.154). However, teacher quality is
difficult to measure. This difficulty is the reastimat the NCLB includes measurable standards.
However, the NCBL standards have been shown todak\predictors of student achievement
(Rice, 2008). Teacher qualifications such as degoegtification, or experience are often
considered proxies for teacher quality, but thagsdnot necessarily reflect how well a teacher
can affect students’ learning in any given schaninment. Research has shown that students
who have access to high quality teachers have higbleievement results over time (Boyd,
Lankford, Loeb, Rockoff, Wyckoff, 2008). There isvidence that schools with high
concentrations of minority students and studentgawerty benefit the most from high quality
teachers as compared to schools with low poverlylan minority (Peske & Haycock, 2006). It
is therefore important to consider the quality @adhers when looking at accountability. The
highly qualified teacher definition th&lo Child Left Behind AGfNCLB) offers, conceptualizes
guality at a very low level. The standards, as shbelow, are minimal.

TheNo Child Left Behind adefines highly qualified teachers as teachers who:

* have a bachelor’s or higher degree;

* meet State certification requirements; and

» demonstrate knowledge of the core acadentiests they teach in one of the
ways required by the NCLB.

While most states have adopted the above definititrers have expanded it to include other
attributes that affect student performance, somgtthat incorporates the vast body of research
on teacher quality. The National Council on TeadRaality (NCTQ) has published a report in
which it grades 20 randomly selected states. wasth noting that lIllinois received an “A,”
whereas New York receive a “D.” Tracy & Walsh (2004 the NCTQ, graded the states using a
set of principles created to measure teacher’'sestibpatter knowledge. These principles were
based on their interpretation of the NCLB whichemded to raise student achievement. As a
result of this aspiration, Tracy and Walsh (200dferthat standards for highly qualified teacher
were included in the NCLB.

Tracy and Walsh suggest five principles.

1. The first principle is rigor. Rigor concerns tharsiards that each state employs to
assess a teacher’s subject matter knowledge.

2.  The second principle concerns whether a statsthaslards that help them identify
teachers who are weak in subject matter knowleddenaed support.

3. Whether states use standards that reflect an uaddmsg of the law’s intent
(NCLB) and demonstrate a commitment on the parthef state to address the
problem in a timely manner, is the third principle.

4.  Principle concerns the clarity of a state’s staddaa characteristic of the standards
that ought to allow both the general public and teachers to know what is
expected of teachers.

43



5. The final principle concerns accessibility of stards for teachers and the general
public.

Tracey and Walsh conclude that only a few statee ihaplemented standards that meet the
five principles and the intent of No Child Left Betl. Instead, they found that most states do not
have effective ways of ensuring that teachers hagesubject-matter knowledge they need for
effective teaching and positive outcomes. While ihaciples articulated by Tracey and Walsh
are a sound basis for teacher quality, there has kesearch that combines more variables that
measure quality more accurately.

The lllinois Education Research Council (IERC) tegathe Teacher Quality Index (TQI), a
measure for the teacher quality at the school lexreth measures teacher quality accurately
(DeAngelis, Presley & White, 2005). The TQI inchsdndicators such as:

Teacher’s average ACT (a test comparable to the) 88mposite score,
Teacher’s average ACT English score,

Percent of teachers failing the basic skills testheir first attempt,
Percent of teachers with emergency or provisioredentials,

Teachers’ average undergraduate college competiéimking (Barron’s
ranking),

Percent of teachers with three or fewer yearsaaftiag experlence

The purpose of the TQI is to have a way to measeaeher quality, “as indicated by
measurable characteristics of teachers” (p.21gach school. The TQI has negative attributes,
which are inexperience, failure of the Basic Skillest, and the percentage of teachers with
emergency certification, and positive attributediicn are the ACT composite and English
scores, and the Barron’s ranking. DeAngelis ef24105-1) found that the most TQI variation is
within a district rather than across districts, retl@ough some regions had much lower TQIs than
others. According to DeAngelis et al., the variatio schools’ TQI indicates that schools are
seen as attractive or not-attractive workplaces; dtudy finds that concentration of low-income
and minority students is a factor for recruitinglaetaining high quality teachers. DeAngelis et
al. suggest that policies aimed at improving oVer@ll must “be targeted to attract the highest
quality teachers in a district or region with treediest schools” (p.21).

Presley, White, and Gong (2005-2), in a study feitg up the introduction of the TQlI,
found that the performance of schools with higr@raentrations of poverty depend more on the
attributes measured by the TQI than the performafhcechools with less poverty. The authors
found that the percent of students meeting staredsrds increases from 13.7% to 32.5% as the
TQI increases in high schools with at least 50%stoidents in poverty. That is, as the TQI
increases (teachers had more of the positive atésbof the TQI, fewer of the negative) in
schools with at least 50% of students in povertydent performance increases. The same
happened in schools with high concentration of mies: as the TQI increases, student
performance increases as well. The authors alsadfthat as the TQI increases in schools with
both high minority and high poverty students, shideerformance increases as well. In fact, the
authors found a stronger relationship between t# @and performance in the most low
performing schools.

Presley et al. (2005-2) suggest a few strategiesHanging the fact that the neediest schools
do not have as many highly qualified teachers asas with less need. They suggest that the
state and the community ensure that schools aee slefan, and fully equipped for 2tentury
education. One of the ways that this can be done &sure that districts with schools in need
have the same level of funding as school in distribat are more affluent. They recommend a
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change in teacher training; teacher training shboeldnore rigorous, with higher expectations for
academic achievement for all students, and coetguertise for middle and high schools.

To ensure that teachers scoring higher on the T€®hized in schools where they are needed
the most, Presley et al. (2005-2) suggest that@ddahistricts and schools consider teachers’ own
academic achievement as one of the criteria forurteeent. They also suggest that school
districts and teachers’ unions examine hiring raled budget allocations that may be an obstacle
in bringing teachers with higher TQI to needy sdbodhe authors suggest that one of the
inducements that may be offered to such teachdirsaiscial compensation.

White, Presley, and DeAngelis (2008) revised thd Tbetter analyze teacher quality and
its impact on student performance. White et alO@0Qefer to the revised TQI as the Index of
Teacher Academic Capital (ITAC). The ITAC is conged of the five teacher components
related to teachers’ own academic qualificatioeaghers ACT composite score, ACT English
score, percent of failure on the Basic Skills Tésachers’ college competitiveness rankings,
proportion of teachers with emergency or provisiooartification) and teacher experience
(which they made a separate variable in ITAC). Tesv report showed that ITAC in lllinois’
most low performing schools improved over the pr2®01-2006, even though there is still a
significant ITAC gap between the state’s highestegoty/highest minority schools and the other
schools.

The report found that the improvements in ChicaddAC are largely the result of hiring
inexperienced teachers with stronger academic agkg. Chicago hired new teachers with
higher ACT scores (tests used in Midwestern statgsvalent to the SAT test used in the
Northeast) and from somewhat competitive undergatadinstitutions, the primary force behind
the district’'s overall improvement. For about a atée, the city of Chicago hired teachers with
three or fewer years of experience (this is théend&fn of inexperienced that the authors use for
the ITAC), who had high ACT scores, and who gragddtom higher ranked colleges teachers’
colleges. Also, Chicago has experienced a surggplications, going from 2.5 candidates for
each available position to 10 for each openingth®&sauthors note, as schools had a bigger pull
of applicants from which to choose, more stronglgldied teachers are hired. Lastly, the report
found a positive link between teachers’ academickgaound and student achievement. On
average, schools that show gains in their teact@deanic capital also shows gains in student
achievement.

Gong and Presley (2006) studied access of studéi@hicago public high schools (CPS) to
high quality teachers and their readiness for gelleThey found that Black and Latino
middle/high-income students in CPS have less adbesssimilar Asian and white students in
CPS to higher TQI high schools. Lower income stislei CPS have even less access to TQI
high-schools than low-income students nationwidddifionally, the TQI of a high-school is
closely related to students’ college readinessamiigss of school poverty and minority
characteristics. However, TQI matters more for stheerving mostly high need students. It is,
therefore, reasonable to say that schools withdnidQIl help students be better prepared for
college than schools with lower TQI (Presley, 2006)

The lllinois Education Research Council (IERC) @ the only organization studying teacher
quality. The impact of quality teachers on studacttievement, particularly for students in low
performing schools, is recognized by the Americaddfation of Teachers (AFT). AFT notes
that it is a challenge to recruit and retain higlaldy teachers in schools that serve low income
or high minority populations, in schools that anegeographically isolated or densely populated
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areas, or are perceived to be unsafe or with diseiproblems. These characteristics make the
school appear as an unattractive workplace.

Specifically, an AFT report (2007) notes that thare many reasons unrelated to pay that
drives teachers away from schools. These factets ar

Student discipline problems and personal safetgeos;

Lack of on-site support and intervention for studeexperiencing learning
difficulties;

Unhealthy physical plant;

Lack of faculty influence on decisions that affsttident learning;

Inadequate ongoing, job —embedded professional loj@went and other
supports;

Lack of student academic success;

Inadequate time for planning, preparation, anduesion; and

Excessive classroom intrusions from people Witkgting the ChallengeAFT,
2007)

AFT notes that staffing turnover at hard-to-staffi@ols is significantly higher than at other
less challenging sites. In fact, teacher attriimabout 45% for teachers in their first five years
(Meeting the ChallengeAFT, 2007). There are many studies showing téether effectiveness
improves with experience. A NCTAF report statest thwith the high rate of new teacher
turnover, our education system is losing half df tahchers before they reach their peak
effectiveness” (National Commission on Teaching Anterica’s Future, 2007 he high cost of
teacher turnoverp.4).

In addition to the quality loss that urban dissieixperience with teacher attrition, they also
face high financial cost. The annual cost of alieadeaving in urban districts such as Chicago
comes up to $17,872 per departing teacher (NCTAB/R In fact, the annual cost of teacher
attrition nationwide comes up to $5 billion. In N&ferk City the annual cost of teacher turnover
is $115,221,250. Hence the problem is both econamiceducational (NCTAF, 2007).

AFT proposes solutions to the problem of recruitangd retaining high quality teachers.
These are grouped in three categories. The fitsigoay refers to strategies that establish and
maintain safe and orderly schools. The strategi¢isis category are:

a. developing school safety plans, enacting and emfgrdistrict-wide
discipline codes so that order is maintained irostbuildings.

b. Implementing effective classroom management prastic

c. Implementing programs that modify student misbebravi

The second category AFT proposes concerns profedsidevelopment. This category
includes strategies such as induction programshékmt new teachers realize whether teaching
suits them (National Commission on Teaching and wea&s Future, 2007) and provides
supports and resources; time for collaboration wither teachers; and effective learning
opportunities.

The third category AFT proposes regards recruitraedthiring practices. Incentives such as
loan forgiveness programs or scholarships suchasetNYC and Chicago Public Schools offer
can draw high quality teachers in high needs sclastticts. NYC and Chicago also have
housing and home-ownership programs that help eaehers live within city limits, often in
close proximity of their schools. AFT notes thatist not sufficient to merely have these
incentives, districts have to market them to teehe
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Regarding hiring practices Levin and Quinn (2008)m The New Teacher Project, a non
profit organization dedicated to increasing the bhanof high quality teachers in public schools
and to maximize student achievement, note thatydeh the hiring process causes districts and
schools that need high quality teachers, to losentko others that have more effective hiring
processes. A remedy to this problem is offeredPbgke and Haycock (2006). They propose the
creation of a “draft” system in which high needsi@als are first in line for the best teachers
within a district. They also propose balancing thallenges that teachers in high needs schools
faceby reducing their workload and giving prindgpaore authority in the hiring process.

Both AFT and Levin and Quinn (2003) underscore kiiahg process must be reexamined so
that districts do not lose the opportunity to hibe stronger candidates. AFT proposes new
notification and assignment policies, interviewrteaelection criteria, and candidate screening
tools. AFT also notes that the state and districistindo their respective parts, particularly
regarding funding for salaries and school supplies.

A NCTAF (2007) report on reducing the achievemeap ghrough district and union
collaboration, notes that one of the ways thats&idt and the union collaborated to retain high
quality teachers in high needs schools was throliglereation of a mentoring program.

Peske and Haycock (2007) also propose more long séategies that will help recruit and
retain high quality teachers. These are:

1. Implement district budget policies that set budgatsthe school level in
proportion to student need.

2. Create a single measure of quality of teacherdaina the ITAC of the IERC.

3. Develop a more direct measure of teacher qualibe that captures teacher
effectiveness at growing students’ knowledge (dreg goes beyond standardize
testing)

4. Make data collection and distribution quick and Ipzhp available.

Rice (2008) suggests that highly qualified teachersome high quality teachers when they
are trained to teach diverse populations in diffesettings. This empowers teachers to be more
effective and not avoid urban, high poverty, higmanity schools. Hence, there is an urgent
need for teachers’ colleges to offer real, on sa@ing for new graduates. Also, mentor teacher
programs or other induction programs are seen ghlyhidesirable for new teachers in
demanding settings.

Recommendations for Attracting and Retaining High Quality Teachers

New York State must create a plan to deal with lemols that arise from the difference in
teacher quality employed. As mentioned earlierhhgeds and at-risk students need the most
preparation to succeed. As Carroll, Fulton, Abards@, and Yoon (2004) ififty years after
Brown v. Board of Education: A two-tiered educat®ystemthe large cities in upstate New
York and in New York City face challenges with teacturnover and with lack of resources to
prepare their students for testing. The teacherhenbig five (Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse,
Yonkers, and NYC) report that teachers leave higkschools because of a lack in leadership in
those schools, lack of supplies and material, lshod facilities, and poor compensation. The
problem is most pressing in urban areas or aredshagh concentration of poverty and at-risk
students. Not resolving the lack of high-qualityadkers in high needs schools will only
perpetuate the existence of a two-tiered systeme “for the more affluent, who enjoy the
privileges of a relatively sound educational enwiment, and the other for the least privileged
who suffer conditions that foreclose their chanaiegarning” (Carroll et al., 2004, p. 23).
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Create incentives for highly qualified teachersvtwrk in high needs schools, such
as housing initiatives, loan forgiveness, sabbkticand scholarship funding
available to new high quality teachers. Many pusitexamples already exist in
different school districts in NYS. One of them etMaster in Literacy that
Middletown school district made available to itsweachers through a deal with
St. Mary’s College in Newburgh, NY. Middletown willay the tuition for the
teachers that want to enroll in this program.

Create rigorous induction programs that will natyohelp teachers adjust, but
help then develop their skills in ways that help gtudents in the specific school
learn better. For instance, NYC in collaborationthWiJFT has implemented a
“lead teacher program” in the Bronx.

Reduce class size and work load for teachers ih higeds schools, so that
teachers have the ability to provide more individatéention to students without
risking excessive workload and burnout.

Provide substantial bonuses for newly hired teacbéhard-to-staff schools and
sustain them so that teachers are retained.

Establish and enforce an early timeline for hirtegchers in high need school
districts.

Create comprehensive tool that teachers can ussstss whether they are highly
gualified and provide all the required informatiand resources to help them
become highly qualified. The NCLB provides a simitaol (HOUSSE: high
objective uniform state standard education), blatdks the support aspect.
Academic qualifications and scores of the certifaatests should be considered
in the assessment of teacher candidates durintgring process.

Revise teachers’ college curricula so that thepare teachers for the diversity of
urban schools and students.
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CONCLUSION
This report described programs and laws from stateund the country that are pioneers in
implementing a more comprehensive system of acebiity instead of implementing a more
fragmented version of accountability.
The report presented:

- the MarylandBridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 26028 described
the Master Plans through which accountability fosred,

- the New JerseyQuality Single Accountability Continuuend described the
District Performance Review, as well as the Ablpotject which ensures that
poor urban school districts receive as much fundasg wealthiest school
districts use to succeed,

- the New YorkComprehensive Education Plan, Contract for Excedemnd
District Improvement Plan,

- Pre-K programs from North Carolina and New Jeraey,

- a different measure of teacher quality created iemglemented in the state of
lllinois.

These are components of a more comprehensive apptoaccountability at which New York
ought to take a careful look. The programs and ldescribed in this report are in agreement
with the Board of Regents 2007-08 proposal on S#ateto school districts. The Regents
proposal is based on four principles:

1. Adequacy - Effective distribution across all districts wéhsure adequate resources for
acceptable student achievement.

2. Fairness- The funding system must be fair for students &xgayers. State resources
should be allocated on the basis of fiscal capacidgt and student needs. The emphasis
is placed on providing a set of inputs to educatdents.

3. Accountability - The education system will measure outcomes aedhose measures to
ensure that financial resources are used effegtivAls part of the Regents goal that
education resources will be used or maintainetténpublic interest, the Regents employ
a two-prong strategy. The Department will give agee flexibility to districts with
acceptable student achievement and will work closath districts not yet meeting State
standards to ensure the most efficient and effectse of resources.

4. Balance- The State should balance stability in funding #argeting aid to close student
achievement gaps. It should drive aid based orectimeeds, and use hold-harmless
provisions that provide stability (Board of Regemi®posal on State Aid to school
districts).

The Regents take a strong stand on how schoolhaidid be distributed and what should the
state and tax payers expect in return. There igbamdance of evidence on how much impact
increased school funding has, something that thgeRs’ report cite. A few examples are
included in this report, namely the Maryland andv\#ersey experiences, the North Carolina
pre-K experience, as well as the lllinois investtriarhigh quality teachers.

After the settlement of the Campaign for Fiscal iBglawsuit, New York provided a record
increase in fiscal year 2008 of $1.2 billion to sthool districts in the state (not just for NYC
which the court order mandated). Along with ther@ase in foundation aid, the NYS legislature
voted on reforms such as ti@ontract for Excellencand the restructuring of the foundation
formula. While there has not yet been an evaluatiothe impact of th€ontract for Excellence
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on student performancghe NY State Education Department is anticipatihgt tsuch an
evaluation “will reveal that targeted expenditufesused on research based programs serving
low achieving subgroups will show positive gaing &udents” (NYSED presentation to the
School Boards Association, 10/17/2008).

In addition, and as a large body of research hag/ishproviding universal pre-K for three-
and four-year-olds will be a significant step todsaclosing the achievement gap. The Board of
Regents has consistently and continually recognizisdfact. So has NYS to an extent. In 1997,
the legislature and the Governor recognized thecefthat pre-K has on student success and
moved toward providing universal pre-K. Howevere ttunding for pre-K comes from three
different grants, which complicates more an alreeoiyplicated process. In 2006, the Regents
adopted a policy on early childhood education whiedommends:

A statutory authorization for voluntary, statewideiversal pre-Kindergarten for

three- and four-year olds.

Combining the three (or two, since TPK was elimaglain 2007) different grants for

pre-K (UPK, TPK, and supplemental pre-K) to provatzess to all three and four-

year-olds. The Regents recognized that offeringetad pre-K for the at-risk students

does little to close the achievement gap sincésktstudents come from many socio-

economic groups (Garcia, 2005, cited in Regentpgsal 2007-2008).

Securing a consistent funding stream for univepseiK through a foundation State

Aid approach similar to the Regents proposal fodfog K-12.
The Regents and NYS, recognizing the importanger@fiding universal pre-K, proposed that
the amount of funding going to pre-Kindergartenit@eased. However, the funding provided
seems not to suffice for successful coverage othldren in a given district, which puts a
burden on districts to cover the remaining cost. &sesult, some school districts do not
implement a pre-K program, which eliminates thearpymity of closing the achievement gap by
providing solid foundations through a quality prgakogram.

The solution to this problem seems to be obvioligitadifficult and costly in the short term.
The NYS legislature has to provide adequate fundorgthe quality pre-K and mandate the
provision of universal pre-Kindergarten for all éer and four-year-olds, as is the case in the
Abbott districts in New Jersey. This is the sukgay to close a painfully large achievement gap
in a way that in the end will cost the state Iémsmtwhat it is currently paying.

Having a comprehensive accountability system mehat in addition to building a solid
foundation through universal-pre-K, we need to kriimw schools and school districts spend the
funding they receive through a public and open @secTheContract for Excellencesquires the
connection of funding, educational outcomes, amflop@ance. As conventional wisdom says,
regulations and laws are only as good as theirreafoent. The Alliance for Quality Education
has reported that the State Education Departmennhbiafully enforced the public participation
requirements of th€ontract for Excellenceluring the second year of implementation, thereby
decreasing transparency and accountability (Caotstfac Excellence year 2: Will accountability
be enforced).

This report proposes that a system is put in psacehat districts report all of their funding
resources, where they plan to spend it, for whigél,ghrough what strategy, for which group of
students, and to what effect. Also, districts stidug expected to report how they will monitor
and evaluate their actions. New York already haystem on which it can build. The online
reporting system for the Contract for Excellencdudes a wide range of information including
funding sources and allocations by school and mrmogrThe same system can be used for all
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other district and school reporting so that thereaiuniform and coherent set of information
available to SED and to New Yorkers, provided tihas a public system. Yet, NYSED must
provide more oversight and enforcement of the latwthe same time, NYSED should provide
leadership and guidance for all school districtd achools. This means that NYSED must first
address and resolve its capacity problems. The Mgaey Department of Education example is
clear that capacity issues can stand in the wagntdrcing both good legislation and programs
and prevent positive results from happening.

Lastly, a comprehensive accountability system oateave out one of the most important
predictor of student success, the teachers. NYSidhasisure that its teachers get the highest
guality education so that they have the academiwlatdge they need to teach students in the
twenty first century. The lllinois experience ilttetes clearly that if teachers have enough
knowledge their students do better. These knowlktolgeteachers are particularly important for
high needs students. Research has shown that wghanghality teachers teach high needs
students, they help them catch up to the resteo$thdent population.

It is essential that if the state is serious abmosing the achievement gap, it has to put
together a system that not only offers a solid f&ation for all students, but equips schools with
adequate funding, guidance on how to spend it,ants them with high quality teachers that
will ensure school success.
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Master Plan 2006-2008
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Master Plan Priorities: BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2Q08 accordance with State guidelines,
provides the core of the school system’s plansniproving the academic achievement of all
students. Th&lementary and Secondary Education Act (ESgo)s, which reflect thBlo
Child Left Behind Act (NCLBg#re the organizing elements on which B@PSS Master Plan
2006-2008s based.
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Career and Technology Education
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Gifted and Talented Education
CrosS-CUtting TREIMES ....coiiiiiiii ittt e e e ee s e e eeeeaeas Section 10
Educational Technology
Education That Is Multicultural
Fine and Performing Arts
GlOSSAIY Of TEIMMS. ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e ennneeeeees Section 11
Foreword
With the submission of thBaltimore City Public School System (BCPSS) Md2tan 2006-
2008 the BCPSS explains in detail its two-year striatetpn to accelerate student achievement
and improve management efficiency in support ofigumstruction. The BCPSS has
accomplished the following in its development af§ BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
Adhered fully to the document titlévo-Year Master Plan Guidance for the
BCPSSwhich was developed by the Maryland State Depamtrof Education
(MSDE).
Based the two-year master plan on a solid struatfiieorough data analysis,
particularly in regard to the achievement of studdry subgroups and grade
bands, teacher qualifications, and school safety.
Established systemic priorities that serve asdo@dation of the sustainable
systemwide reform needed to accelerate studend\aamient.
Developed objectives that are specific, measuraitainable, resultsoriented,
and time-bound to assist in accomplishing the madés’s six
goals.
Demonstrated the school system’s thoughtful plarekigment and clear
accountability by incorporating corresponding l@jimeasures to determine
the effectiveness of master plan strategies.
Integrated into the master plan state-mandate@ciive actions in the areas
of instruction, leadership, school safety, highadlgraduation and student
support, and support to schools in school improvers&atus.
Integrated other state-required, court-ordered,lacal plans into one
document so that there is unity and context tplaih development and
implementation efforts.
Defined its plan and procedures for monitoring amdluating implementation
master plan strategies through SchoolStat and MBtdeStat.
Certain statutory and regulatory requirements fedfexted the development and content of the
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2Q08cluding theNo Child Left BehindBridge to Excellenceand
City-State Partnershifegislation, as well as Code of Maryland Regulaignverning a school
system in corrective action. Additionally, the BCF&idge to Excellenc®lanning Team
addressed the findings of the Review Panel, whiehMSDE assembled to review tBEPSS
Master Planin March 2006.
Full and consistent implementation of BREPSS Master Plan 2006-2008I occur with the
assistance and support of all school system staffiother stakeholders, including the Office of
the Mayor and other city agencies, as well as t&DH Intensive Management and Capacity
Improvement Team, which provided able assistandesapport during the plan development
process. Th8CPSS Master Plan 2006-20pBmises to serve as the guiding document for
accelerating student achievement for the next teary,
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008 Foreword- 1
Executive Summary
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008 Executive Summ ary - 1
Baltimore City Public School System
Master Plan 2006-2008
Executive Summary
Foundation of theBCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
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TheBaltimore City Public School System (BCPSS) Ma3ken 2006-2008s guided by a vision
that describes where the full and consistent implaation of Master Plan priorities and
strategies will lead the school system and itsesttg] in partnership with its many interested and
supportive stakeholders. This vision is clear, @ddse, and inspiring.
VISION and Mission of the Baltimore City Public Sdol System
» Accelerating the academic achievement of all stutigrin partnership
with the entire community, to ensure that studemave the attitudes,
skills, and proficiencies needed to succeed in eg# and in the 21st
century global workforce.
» To accelerate student progress through effectivepiementation of the
Master Plan, focusing on quality instruction, managg systems
efficiently, and sustaining a culture of excellence
Organization of the BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
TheBCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008 provides a framewfarkmeeting the federal lawjo
Child Left Behind Act (NCLBand Maryland’Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act
(BTE).It is the expectation of the Board of School Conwieisers and the Interim Chief
Executive Officer, Dr. Charlene C. Boston, that B@PSS reflect a culture of excellence in
order to accelerate student achievement. To thhttha Board of School Commissioners is
committed to supporting fully the following efforts

Continuing elementary and secondary reform efforts.

Ensuring that the middle level grades are a spdagbto high school success.

Creating a culture in the BCPSS that supports éwveldpment of the whole child.

Improving teaching and learning for all special eation students.

Developing a culture conducive to full communitygagement, contribution, and
communication that fosters effective communicatiand a clearer understanding of
all stakeholders.

Supporting and developing school-based leaderstdpeasuring the quality of
senior-level personnel.
The BCPSS has designediaster Plan 2006-200& ensure that its priorities and strategies
are clearly focused, supportable, attainable, efidative of high expectations for students and
staff, thereby accelerating student progress amglng student achievement gaps. The resources
that support the strategies and priorities areughedl in this plan. In some cases, staff members or
Executive Summary
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
Executive Summary - 2
other resources have been reallocated to furthmgrastithe critical priorities of the plan. The
strategy plans that follow the Executive Summarjnéate specific timelines for
implementation as well as coordinated staff resitditges that will be measured against the
evaluation component of each strategy. Essent@attomplishment of the objectives and
priorities of theMaster Plan 2006-2008 communication with internal and external
stakeholders. How that will be accomplished isddexl throughout the strategy plans contained
in the entire document.
ThisBCPSS Master Plan 2006-2068scribes the progress and challenges to date ajod m
priorities for implementation, including the follawg:

Procurement or alignment of curriculum and develeptor purchase of student
assessments matched to the voluntary state cumic(WSC).

Reallocation and expansion of program materialsiatgslventions for reading,
mathematics, English I, government, biology, alylra/data analysis courses.

Integration of responsibilities for teaching alidénts under the leadership of the
Chief Academic Officer, rather than separate reépgtructures and programs for
special education students and general educatidersts.

Enhancement of the programs for the middle levatigs with more opportunities for
students in the fine arts and physical educatidth targeted improvement schools to
receive additional professional development, studgarventions, and wrap-around
services for students and families through the Canity Schools program.

Creation of the School Improvement Office to previdtense support for those
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schools in school restructuring.

Provision of professional development for all pipads, area academic officers, and
classroom teachers (general education teachexsabpducation teachers, and
English for students of other languages teacheggrding the VSC, effective
teaching practices, and use of assessments tafydetinident needs and program
changed/interventions needed.

Development of programs to increase and retainhigialified teachers as well as
supports to further enhance their learning.

Expansion, enhancement, and integration of progthatsaddress specific students
through Career and Technology Education, Early hiegr and Gifted and Talented
Education.

Revisions to and further development of the progréimat support the cross-cutting
themes of Educational Technology, Educational Taddulticultural, and the Fine
Arts.

Creation of systemwide school safety plans andnarag, school-specific plans to
match identified needs of particular schools, amskemanagement for students
whose behaviors are not conducive to student aetient.

Expansion of programs to support higher attendandegraduation rates and reduce
student dropout rates, supported by partnershigisfaiindations and organizations
that extend the work of the BCPSS in these areas.

Revision of courses and expansion of interventimgmams/recovery courses for
students who are required to take and pass thesblybol assessments in order to
graduate.

Executive Summary
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
Executive Summary - 3

Development of individual learning plans for stutdeto provide specific supports
that will lead to further success in school.

Implementation of phase two of the facilities simns planning process and development
of the long-range vision for facilities that matethucational programs in the
BCPSS.

and effective communications among drivers, thesppartation office, schools, and
parents.

Dissemination and articulation of the focus on studvellness and the provision of
healthful food products and improved service lewelschool cafeterias.

Increase in the level of accountability in the B&GRBrough use of the SchoolStat
program, which has expanded to include Master Ré&n® increase responsibility of
system leaders for the prioritiesNbaster Plan 2006-2008

Enhancement of the student information system apédts of technology
management that will ensure articulation of varistuglent data systems to provide
student information more quickly, as needed astti®ol or system levels.

Improvement in the communications to internal axigmal stakeholder groups, and
expansion of engagement with parents, communitginess groups, and foundations.

Implementation of the fixed assets tracking an@mary system.

The BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008 includes six go@éeals 1 through 5 are the same goals as
in the Elementary and Secondary Education (ESEA) @oal 6 is a local school system goal.
The six goals are as follows:

Goal 1— By 2013-2014, all students will reach high staddaat a minimum
attaining proficiency or better in reading/languagts and mathematics.

Goal 2— All limited English proficient students will beo@ proficient in English
and reach high academic standards, at a minimwimiatg proficiency or better in
reading/language arts and mathematics.

Goal 3— By 2005-2006, all core academic subject clasSés) will be taught by
highly qualified teachers.

Goal 4— All students will be educated in learning envimmemts that are safe, drugfree,
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and conducive to learning.
Goal 5— All students will graduate from high school.
Goal 6— Effective management of systems will support shichichievement.
Strategies in Goals 1 through 5 include specifjgpsuts to enhance student performance and
achievement in grades pre-Kindergarten throughusveboal 6 focuses on how various
departments in the school system support studstati§, and the community in this same
singular purpose—student performance and achievei@gnopses of the progress, challenges,
and resources to attain these goals are providgetifollowing sections. Details that support the
five ESEA goals include specific student group pesg and challenges. Strategies, evaluations,
Executive Summary
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
Executive Summary - 4
timelines, and resource components to accelenadest performance are found in all sections of
the BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008der each goal. Goal 6 is designed to improve gemant
systems as part of the overall effort to accelesatdent achievement.
Progress, Challenges, and Master Plan Priorities
Goal 1 — By 2013-2014, all students will reach higstandards, at a minimum attaining
proficiency or better in reading/language arts andmathematics
Progress and Challenges: Summary of Student Perfamoe from 2003-2006 on the Maryland
School Assessments
O Students in grade 3 have increased their readmgsdérom 39.1 percent
proficient or advanced in 2003 to 65.1 percentiprefit or advanced in 2006
and increased their mathematics scores from 4xc®peproficient or
advanced in 2003 to 60.4 percent proficient or aded in 2006.
O Students in grade 4 have increased their readingsdrom 60.5 percent
proficient or advanced in 2004 to 65.4 percentipiefit or advanced in 2006
and increased their mathematics scores on the BtadyBchool Assessment
from 47.6 percent proficient or advanced in 2008207 percent proficient or
advanced in 2006.
O Students in grade 5 have increased their readmgsdérom 44.4 percent
proficient or advanced in 2003 to 58.7 percentipifit or advanced in 2006
and increased their mathematics scores on the Btady&chool Assessment
from 31.3 percent proficient in 2003 to 53.7 petgaoficient or advanced in
2006.
O Students in grade 6 have increased their readimgsdrom 43.5 percent to
45.5 percent proficient and their mathematics scéwam 19.8 percent
proficient or advanced in 2004 to 31.4 percentipierfit or advanced in 2006.
O Students in grades 7 and 8 have increased thelingeacores from 42.5
percent to 46.4 percent and their mathematics sdooen 17.9 percent
proficient or advanced in 2004 to 24.8 percentipierfit or advanced in 2006.
O Students in grade 8 have increased their readimgsdrom 32.8 percent
proficient or advanced in 2003 to 39.4 percentipi@rft or advanced in 2006.
O Students in grade 8 have increased their mathesrstares from 11.5 percent
proficient or advanced in 2003 to 21.6 percentipierft or advanced in 2006.
Summary of Student Performance on the High Schoas&ssments
O Students taking the Algebra/Data Analysis High Sttssessment (HSA)
increased their passing rate from 22.5 percentuadents in 2003 to 36.8
percent in 2006.
O Students taking the Biology HSA increased theispagrate from 26.7
percent in 2003 to 47.9 percent in 2006.
O Students taking the Government HSA increased frassing rate from 42.0
percent in 2003 to 53.9 percent in 2006.
Executive Summary
BCPSS Master Plan 2006-2008
Executive Summary - 5
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O Students taking the English Il HSA increased tpaissing rate from 34.6

percent in 2005 to 37.3 percent in 2006 (only twarg of data are available).

Summary of Other Academic Indicators of Student Aehement

O The high school graduation rate has increased §érh8 percent in 2003 to

60.63 percent in 2006.

O The percentage of students completing Universitst@y of Maryland (USM)

requirements has increased from 40.3 percent i@ &)65.6 percent in 2005

(2006 data not yet available).

O The percentage of students completing both the @8tiCareer Technology

Education (CTE) requirements has increased frorh fi@rcent in 2002 to

22.5 percent in 2005.

O Participation in Advanced Placement (AP) coursessteadily increased

from 348 students in 2001 to 1,009 students in 2006

O The number of AP tests taken by students has isedefiom 329 AP tests in

2001 to 1,073 AP tests in 2006.

It is clear from the information above that theas bbeen improvement in student proficiency in
the elementary grades more than there has bebr mitldle level grades. While student
achievement levels in the aggregate (the “all sitglecategory) continue to increase, the
performance discrepancies for various student granpluding African American students,
English language learner (ELL) students, and stisdeith disabilities continue to be a focus for
elimination. The student dropout rate has decredmgdyreater supports are needed to help
students remain in school to ensure an increaeihigh school graduation rate for all student
groups. The strategies Master Plan 2006-200fcus on the achievement of all students,
particularly those with disabilities and those vare English language learners.

Careful analysis of data reveals that althoughesttidchievement has risen over the past several
years, particularly in the elementary schools,gaee for acceleration of this achievement must
increase to ensure that Baltimore City studentst tiveestandards set for 2013-1014. Improving
the performance of all student groups on the Mag/i&chool Assessment and high school
assessment tests as well as increasing the graduate and decreasing the dropout rate are
critical to the overall improvement of the BCPSS.

The achievement scores of students in the midekd rades are being given greater attention
in the BCPSS as they are of concern in distrigtestide. In order to support these middle level
grades, a special professional development progsapported by Title | funding, is being
offered for staff members in those schools thatestyw-income students. Three additional
hours a week are being provided for professionatldg@ment for team learning about the
objectives and assessment limits in the VSC, utaleding the scope and sequence of new
reading and mathematics courses being offerednipigiessons together, learning strategies for
teaching some of the critical aspects of the cdnserd analyzing the assessments (teachermade,
district-designed, or state-mandated) in ordeidjost teaching and enhance learning.
Furthermore,