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issues surrounding teacher quality and student learning are severe and 
.... Presidents should worry less about exactly what to do. The important 

to do something, to try something. 

--Recommendation of Summit 

Few would disagree that ensuring well-prepared teachers is essential to the nation's goal 
of educating all children to high standards. But how does one translate a desire to 
improve teacher education into the actions that must be taken to achieve that goal? 

On September 15 and 16,1999, Secretary Riley convened almost sixty-five presidents 
and chancellors of the nation's institutions of higher education, representing forty states, 
to discuss their role in elevating the importance and improving the quality of teacher 
preparation on their campuses. A series of small group sessions, the central part of the 
Summit, provided the opportunity for college and university presidents to discuss specific 
issues around improving teacher education and to generate concrete action steps that they 
and their colleagues could take. 

Presidents met in small groups, each facilitated by one of their peers and by an individual 
with a national perspective on the topic of discussion. Each session focused on one of 
three topics: 

• mission and structure; 
• partnerships; and 
• accountability. 

The pages that follow frame the importance of each of these three discussion themes and 
present challenges and critical questions, which Summit participants received in advance 
of the Summit. Next, for each theme--mission and structure, partnerships, and 
accountability-readers will find recommendations, generated by the presidents who 
attended the Summit, of actions that higher education presidents and chancellors might 
take to improve teacher education at their institutions. 

These next steps do not represent consensus among Summit participants. The 
recommendations are provided in their entirety so that leaders of higher education 
institutions throughout the nation might find several ideas that they can implement on 
their own campuses. 
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Presidents' Summit on Teacher Quality: Summary Report 

On September 15 and l6, 1999, Secretary Riley convened almost sixty-five presidents and 
chancellors of the nation's institutions of higher education, representing forty states, to discuss 
their role in elevating the importance and improving the quality of teacher preparation on their 
campuses. A series ofsmaU group sessions, the centra! part of the Summit, provided the 
opportunity for college and university presidents to discuss specific issues around improving 
teacher education and to generate concrete action steps that they and their colleagues could take. 

The Summary Reporl 
• 	 The report is 15 pages long. It is ready in final fonn. 
• 	 For each of three topi'cs discussed at the Presidents' Summit-mission and strucUlre, 

partnerships, and accountability-the report lists the next steps proposed by the Summit 
participants. Here are some examples: 

" Mission and Structure 
• 	 Declare that the institution's main responsibility is to improve public schools. 
• 	 Make arts and sciences deans equally responsible for the success of teacher preparation 

programs. 
• 	 Institute university-funded scholarships for stude.nts who enter the teaching profession, 

sending a clear message about its value. 
• 	 Establish as a priority the equipping of education faculty with technology. 
• 	 Playa greater advocacy role to uncover the scandalous "dirty little secret" about 

underprepared teachers and states' wlllingness to grant waivers. 

Partnerships 
• 	 Revise the reward system to provide incentives for faculty-arts and sciences as well as 

education-to get deeply involved in all aspects of teacher preparation. 
• 	 Examine the extent to which the program is meeting the needs of local schools for high 

quality teachers in each subject area, and make significant changes as a result. 

Accoumability 
• 	 Become actively involved in state teacher certification issues and in state or national efforts 

to strengthen accountability for teacher preparation program results. 
• 	 Guarantee the performance of new teachers to the school districts that hire them, with two 

conditions: the teachers must be teaching in the fields and at grade levels in which they 
prepared to teach. 

The report's recommendafions reinforce a numher ofAdministration positions andprograms: 
~Th~force the need for partnerships among teacher education programs, the arts and 

SCIences, and K-12 schools-the cornerstone of the Teacher Qual ity Enhancement Grants in 
Tide II of the HEA. 

• 	 They discuss the need for greater accountability and higher standards for teachers and for 
teacher preparation institutions .. 

• 	 They ad~ress the need to end the practice of granting emergency licenses for teachers. 

• 	 They address the need to prepare new teachers to use technology-the cornerstone of the 
Administration's Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers to Use Technology program. 
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The issues surrounding teacher quality and student learning are severe and 

urgenl....Presidenrs should worry less about exactly what to do. The important thing is 


to do something, to try something. 


--Recommendation of Summit participants 

Few would disagree that ensuring well-prepared teachers is essential to the nation's goal 
of educating all children to high standards, But how does one translate a desire to 
improve teacher eduqtion into the actions that must be taken to achieve that goa17 

On September 15 and 16, 1999, Secretary Riley convened almost sixty-five presidents 
and chancellors of the nation's institutions of higher education, representing forty states, 
to discuss their role in elevating the importance and improving the quality ofteacher 
preparation on their campuses. A series of small group sessions, the central part of the 
Summit, provided the opportunity for college and university presidents to discuss specific 
issues around improving teacher education and to generate concrete action steps that they 
and their colleagues could take. 

Presidents met in small groups, each facilitated by one of their peers and by an individual 
v.;th a national perspective on the topic of discussion. Each session focused on one of 
three topics: 

• mission and structure; 
• partnerships; and 
• accountability. 

The pages that follow frame the importance of each of these three discussion themes and 
present challenges and critical questions, which Swnmit participants received in advance 
of the Su:mrhit. Next, for each theme--mission and structure, partnerships, and 
accountability-'-feaders will find recommendations, generated by the presidents who 
attended the Summit, of actions that higher education presidents and chancellors might 
take to improve teacher education at their institutions. 

These next steps do not represent consensus among Summit participants. The 
recommendations are provided in their entirety so that leaders of higher education 
institutions throughout the nation might find several ideas that they can implement on 
their own campuses. 
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Declare that the institufion's main responsibility is to improve public schools. 

--Recommendation of Summit participants 

The Importance 

All of our nation's children need to be well educated--not only for moral reasons, but 
also because our country depends on it. Failure to provide all children with a sound 
education is unacceptable in this infonnation age in which education is essential to both a 
sound economy and a viable democracy. The strong public schools that give us a healthy 
nation depend on quality teacher education. All our efforts to improve student learning 
depend on better teaching in schoots throughout the country. 

Institutions of higher education-the engines of education reform-have the power to 
produce better teachers. After all, since all teachers have college degrees, these 
institutions educate and train every school and college teacher in America. While the 
responsibility for improving education nationwide falls on many shoulders, colleges and . 
universities playa particularly important role. It is time for higher education as a whole 
to accept the responsibility for teacher education that it abdicated to colleges of education 
earlier in this century. 

For higher education institutions, the overarching challenge is to bring the preparation of 
teachers back to the position it once held in American higher education--as a core 
mission function that involves all segments of the campus and has the active support of 
top university leaders. Campus chief executives, provosts, and even trustees must be 
willing to create and sustain the changes in policy, structure, an.d practice that result in a 
focus on quality teacher preparation throughout an institution. To be successful in 
meeting the needs of students, teacher preparation reform must be comprehensive, must 
involve the entire college or university, and should be sustained over time by a set of 
campus-~ide values that become embedded in the institution's culture. 

Tile Issues 

The following comments, intended to present a variety of viev<])oints about the . 
challenges that presidents face, helped to provoke thoughtful discussion among the 
Summit participants. 

2 
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• 	 Teacher education's history has led to many of its current weaknesses. During this 
century, we have seen the transition from Normal Schools to research institutions, as 
well as the states' increased reliance on colleges of education to shape teacher 
preparation. 

• 	 The preparation of teachers has been marginalized on many campuses, buried under 
the weight of other priorities that receive more support from faculty and from 
university leaders. 

• 	 Reforms come 'wVith political and financial costs. Inertia and built-in rigidities inhibit 
reforms. 

• 	 Schools of education have struggled unsuccessfully to earn respect within the higher 
education culture. They suffer from "prestige deprivation" and "second-class 
citizenship." 

• 	 Organizational barriers and incentive systems impede collaboration across' the 
campus in preparing teachers. Teacher education operates from a position ofa 
"splendid isolation" that is neither a splendid nor a useful isolation. 

• 	 Faculty involvement in K-12 schools, from education and from arts and sciences, is 
not recognized and rewarded. An emphasis on tenure, scholarship, and research have 
led to the neglect of K-12 schools, particularly those in the irmer cities and rural 
areas. 

• 	 Higher education has not done enough to contribute the tremendous power of its 
research and scholarship to answer key policy questions faced by the K-12 schools 
near them. 

• 	 Teacher·education programs are often cited as "cash cows" within universities. 
Traditional funding systems are inadequate. 

• 	 Schools of education often have higher student/faculty ratios than other schools. 

Tough Questions to Consider 

The following were the kinds of questions that presidents were asked to consider before 
coming to the Summit. 

• 	 Does teacher preparation--as a campus-wide function--have status on my campus 
consistent with other key mission functions? 

• 	 How is teacher e~ucation funded at my institution? 

• 	 Have I made commitment to high-quality teacher preparation a major factor in 
making policy decisions, setting budget priorities, and choosing deans and faculty at 
my institution? 

3 
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• 	 Does {he tenure process.at my institution reward faculty who teach undergraduates 
and undertake related work in K -12 schools? 

• 	 Do faculty members throughout my institution see educating teachers as one of their 
main missions? 

Next Steps 

These are complex issues central to the current debate over student achievement in the 
United States and the future of higher education. In discussing what can be done to 
address them, the presidents and chancellors at the Summit generated the following 
action steps. They are examples of steps that presidents have taken, or steps that 
presidents could take, to demonstrate their commitment to elevating teacher education on 
their campuses. 

• 	 Ask publicly whether the university wants to be committed to a strong college of 
education. If the answer is yes, be willing to support it with the resources it needs. 

• 	 Make arts and sciences deans equally responsible for the success of teacher 
preparation programs. Establish reporting lines to the provost or to the president that 
bridge the organizational barriers between discrete college units. 

• 	 Redefine scholarship on campus for promotion and tenure decisions and faculty merit 
salary rewards. Recognize that faculty assignments iDvolving field activities with 
cohort groups of students take more time than teaching a campus-based class. 

• 	 Examine and revise the balance expected of all faculty in teaching, service, and 
research activities so that the expectations held by the university are consistent with 
its stated commitment to high quality teaching arid teacher preparation. 

• 	 Examine the expectations of senior and junior faculty regarding the work of K-16 
partnership building and outreach to the schools, If they are inadequate, make 
appropriate changes to teaching loads, reward systems, and budget allocations to 
departments and to colleges. 

• 	 Identify and implement ways to use the budget as an effective tool to leverage change 
at the college and department levels. 

• 	 Move the department of education to the ':signature building" on campus. This 
. relocation will give value to the department and will provide a powerful message to 
both the community and the institution regarding the importance of the department. 

• 	 Institute university-funded scholarships for students who enter the teaching 
profession, sending a dear message about its value. 

• 	 Define the mission,ofthe institution in terms of service to the region in which it sits, 
and drive the teacher preparation programs toward this mission. 

• 	 Consciously take opportunities to be advocates for teacher preparation programs, 
which often suffer from low comparative prestige within universities. Stress their 
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critical role in serving society and their consequent centrality to the mission of a 
strong uni versi ty. 

• 	 Declare that the institution's main responsibility is to improve public schools. As 
chancellor, give system presidents a "carte blanche" to reform, which can lead to a 
turnover of deans and the redesign of most programs. If programs are of poor quality, 
note this publicly. 

• 	 As chancellor, increase enrollment, secure more funding, and allocate it to teacher 
education. In order to receive increased funding, presidents "\-ithin the university 
system 'Will need to do more teacher education. 

• 	 Make a statement about how a president spends his or her time by making as many 
school visits as possible. Do not underestimate the symbolic value of what a 
president says and does. 

• 	 Announce up front that for the entire campus, teacher education is a priority. Most 
faculty have children and so are interested in the quality of the schools. 

• 	 Establish as' a priority the equipping of education faculty with technology. This will 
give a strong message regarding the importance of the department. 

• 	 Institute a policy that education programs must be nationally accredited. 

• 	 Require faculty to develop an annual professional development plan that reflects their 
work with schools and children as well as with tmiversity students. 

• 	 Have a discussion with the provost regarding the mission of the institution. 

• 	 Compile data about children and education in the community and use them to 
captivate people and to raise their interest in supporting a focus on teacher education. 

• 	 Work to ensure a strong statewide system because improving teacher education 
cannot be sufficiently addressed one institution at a time in some states. 

• 	 Speak. out about the need for a cultural shift in the appreciation of teachers, for higher 
teacher salaries, for higher standards, and for throwing out the current "byzantine" 
licensing re9uirements and creating better ones. 

• 	 Playa greater advocacy role in order to influence policy that affects teaching and to 
uncover the scandalous "dirty little secret" about underprepared teachers and states' 
willingness to grant waivers. (States would never waive requirements this way in the 
health professions,) 

• 	 Write an op-ed on public policy and teaching. 

• 	 Encourage colleges of education to declare charter schools of education. These are 
places that "go for broke" and depart from the pack. 

• 	 Use external funding as a catalyst for change. 

• 	 Invest in faCUlty development. 

• 	 Tweak the institution's governance so that it provides an overall structure that 
addresses long-term concerns. 

5 
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Be a "door opener" for educalion as well as arts and sciences faculty. By fakingfacully 
members wilh them on school visits, presidents will help them to become ambassadors for 

increased contact with schools. 

-- Recommendation of Summit participants 

The importance 

Preparing good teachers has never been more important or challenging than it is today. 
The changing demographics of the student body and increasing expectations for all 
students inevitably lead us to demand more ofteachers.- Preparing them to meet these 
higher expectations is a campus-wide challenge. 

Schools of education cannot do this alone.' Prospective teachers need sufficient content 
knowledge and the teaching skills to convey that knowledge to diverse students in 
increasingly challenging classrooms. Preparing teachers who are ready to meet these 
challenges successfully can only be accomplished through commitment ofthe entire 
university and its active involvement with local schools. In this sense, the preparation of 
teachers is a three-way responsibility of arts and sciences, education, and the schools. 
Too often, one of these partners is asked to shoulder the full load. Let us transfonn 
teacher education into a coordinated effort among K -12 school educators and faculty of 
both education and the arts and sciences at our institutions of higher education. 

The Issues 

The following comments, intended to present a variety of viewpoints about the 
challenges that presidents face, helped to provoke thoughtful discussion among the 
Summit participants. 

• 	 Parents, employers, and policymakers expect teachers to have strong academic 
preparation in the subjects they teach. An institutional commitment to strong teacher 
prepara.tion means revamping the general curriculum to prepare teachers with the 
content they need to be successful. In particular, many elementary teachers do not 
receive the strong liberal arts background they need. 

• 	 During the last half-cemury, the traditional separation on higher education campuses 
of schools of education from the arts and sciences, as well as the "'second-class 
citizenship" of education, have made col1aboration among the two difficult. Making 
teacher education an important mission of the arts and sciences disciplines takes 
sustained leadership from many levels. 

6 
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• 	 Integrating the liberal arts and education can be expensive because it requires the 
development of a new set of courses. 

• 	 Over the years, schools of education have minimized their connection to local 
schools, especially as faculty sought recognition within the higher education culture 
rather than through involvement in schools. The result is that methods courses are 
generally taught exclusively on campus, and supervision of student teaching has been 
left to faculty adjuncts. 

• 	 Prospective teachers often do not get the extensive field experiences andrea! 
connections to schools that they need to apply and practice what they have learned. 

• 	 Reducing the high attrition rate for new teachers by supporting them as they begin 
their careers demands close working relationships between higher education 
institutions and local schools. 

• 	 Lack of partnerships among schools and higher education faculty can mean that the 
. faculty are not well versed in standards for K-12 students. They need this knowledge. 

so that they can expose their prospective teachers to the standards to which they will 
. be asked to teach when they begin their careers. 

• 	 Deans and faculty members, hired within an established higher education culture, 
often are not chosen on the basis of their commitment to enhancing institutional and 
school district relationships. 

Tough Questions to Consider 

The following were the kinds of questions that presidents were asked to consider before 
coming to the Summit. 

• 	 How involved am I as president in building real partnerships with the schools where 
our students teach? 

• 	 To what extent is the teacher preparation program at my institution driven by local 
school improvement goals and student achievement challenges? 

• 	 What do I know about the adequacy of the content knowledge, teaching skills and 
clinical experiences of teachers who receive degrees from my institution? On whom 
do I rely for information about their training and their quality? 

• 	 How closely do the arts and sciences and education faculty members work together in 
the preparation of teachers? 

• 	 Can I list specific ways that my institution has made improving teaching and learning 
in local schools a main priority? 

• 	 Are hiring decisions for deans and faculty made on the basis of criteria consistent 
with our mission as a teacher training institution? 

7 
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Next Steps 

These are complex issues central to the current debate over student achievement in the 

United States and the future of higher education. In discussing what can be done to 

address them, the presidents and chancellors at the Summit generated the following 

action steps. They are examples of steps that presidents have taken, or steps that 

presidents could take, to demonstrate their commitment to partnerships on their 

campuses. 


• 	 Revise the reward system to provide incentives for faculty-arts and sciences as well 
as education-to get deeply involved in all aspects of teacher preparation. 

'. 	Put in place a process to ,ensure that campus teacher preparation and K-12 
partnership priorities influence the selection of facuity members, deans: and 
department chairs. 

• 	 Examine the extent to which the program is meeting the needs of local schools for 

high quality teachers in each subject area, and make significant changes as a result. 


• 	 Insist on partnerships of equity and integrity. Exercise leadership to model such 
partnerships, establish personal relationships with superintendents, principals, and 
fcllo ....v presidents, require that grant applications and other program initiatives within 
the institution bring together cross-institutional resources and perspectives, and 
encourage collaborative, rather than competitive, relationships with other institutions 
in the region. 

• 	 Engage K-12 students, teachers, and administrators in evaluating the teacher 

preparation program. 


• 	 Lend personal support to the establishment and effective operation of a K-16 council 
that is chaired by the president or provost and includes a department chairperson: 
deans ofeducation and the arts and sciences, and the superintendent in order to bring 
partners regularly to the table. 

• 	 Put in place an infrastructure that ensures that all the appropriate partners are at the 

table on a regular basis at both the state and the metropolitan levels. 


• 	 Build partnerships not just with arts and sciences, but also with the agriculture school, 
business school, and others. Partnerships need to be built within the university, first 
and foremost. 

• 	 Form a team between the school of arts and sciences and the school of education in 
order to ensure university cohesion and collaboration. Ensure that the undergraduate 
affairs department, deans, associate deans, and stellar faculty from both colleges are 
on board. . 

• 	 Since presidents have discretion over the institution's budget, redirect funds to ensure 
that education gets its share. 

8 
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• 	 Find out what resources (including faculty) you have in your ov.n institution with 
which'to develop partnerships. 

• 	 Make it clear to appointed arts and science deans that they ,,-'ill be involved in teacher 
education, and that their duties will include collaborating with the college of 
education faculty and dean. 

• 	 Find out whether the education dean has the knowledge and skills needed to form 
partnerships. Ask, "Do I have an appropriate dean?" before committing oneself to 
further action as a president. 

• 	 Ensure that the provost is taking responsibility for ensuring that arts and sciences and 
education are partners. 

• 	 Insist that all research projects conducted at the institution-not just those within the 
education school-that deal with teaching or learning have a classroom teacher on the 
team that designs and implements the research. 

• 	 View partnerships with the arts and sciences as avenues for the recruitment of 
education majors and as ways to help overcome the negative reputation of education 
schools. 

• 	 Recruit the best deans and students into the college of education. 

• 	 Declare that there can be no unilateral decision-making with regard to teacher 
education. (Insist on conversations with arts and sciences and the local schools.) 

• 	 Think outside the box in strengthening the arts and science connection~ lfthe 
education dean has impeccable credentials but no connection to schools, appoint a 
member of the arts and science faculty to be the dean of the education school. 

• 	 Create one college of the arts, sciences, and education under one roof. 

• 	 Experiment VJith ideas such as England's Open University and distance learning. 
Have faculty work in teams to create new programs. 

• 	 Build a strong partnership with public schools focused on meeting their needs. In 
tum, this will encourage the public school system to become a strong advocate for the 
college. 

• 	 Give faculty status to K-12 teachers \vho, as professional colleagues of the teacher 
preparation faculty, can sen'e as mentors to student teachers and new graduates. 

• 	 Seek the development of mechanisms and expectations that require education faculty 
to return to the public schools to teach from time to time (e.g.; every five years) 
throughout their university careers. 

• 	 Establish an entrepreneurial rapid-response team that is capable of providing quickly 
developed, customized solutions to rapidly emerging problems. (Otherwise, the 
emergent needs of the schools will occur in quick time, as they usually do, while the 
processes of response from higher education will continue to occur in slow time.) 

• . Every year, spend two weeks of vacation time in the surrounding public schools. 

9 
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• 	 Be a "door opener" for education as well as arts and sciences faculty. By taking 
faculty members with them on school visits, presidents will help them to become 
ambassadors for increased contact \vith schools. 

• 	 Recognize that building quality teacher education programs at the university depends 
on extended clinical experiences, \vhich require deep partnerships with schools. (One 
would not dream of neglecting a strong clinical component at the medical school.) 
Strong teacher education cannot happen by placing student teachers in schools for a 
few weeks. 

• 	 Establish, cultivate, and maintain a direct and personal relationship with the school 
district superintendent. 

• 	 Take the K-12 superintendent out for breakfast once a month. 

• 	 Be aware of and work to erase the snobbery that exists between university education 
professors and their K -12 partners. 

• 	 Involve a broad array.ofpartners--broader than that to which presidents are 
accustomed. Include teacher unions: community and technical colleges, and 
businesses. There are very few partnerships that are strong throughout the 
continuum. 

• 	 Interact with a group of community members, enabling them to talk about the 
community that surrounds the institution. Emphasize the importance of bringing 
every'one together at the same time in order to alleviate the tendency to "pass the 
buck." 

• 	 Create school-to-work apprentiCeships for teaching careers in local high schools. 

• 	 Open a public school in a university building on campus. 

• 	 Approach the governor and have a conversation about working for a common cause 
in support ofa K-12 funding request. 

• 	 Be responsible for keeping graduates in a cycle of continuous education. Encourage 
the development of formal arrangements and programs that provide the opportunity 
for teacher graduates to continue to maintain an active relationship with their 
universities and to participate in continuing professional development and education 
programs. Invite graduates to return at no cost to utilize resources such as a 
technology center. 

• 	 Develop a mechanism through existing national associations to communicate 
information about effective practices, together with the data that demonstrates their 
success in enhancing student learning, so that other universities and school districts 
can replicate initiatives that have been proven to \vork. 

• 	 Engage retired teachers. Encourage schools of education to develop organized 
opportunities to engage them in innovative ways, such as mentoring prospective 
teachers, in their teacher education programs, 

• 	 Create summer employment opportunities for faculty by funding their proposals that 
involve innovative partnerships. 

10 
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• 	 Make a personal effort to assure that governors and state legislators are well infonned 
about matters of teacher quality. Engage them and their staff in 811 of the key 
activities generated out of major school/university partnerships. 

• 	 StTess the value and status of teachers. Work with state governments to give teachers 
tax breaks, grocery discounts, etc. 

• 	 Speak out in the community about the importance of partnerships. 

• 	 Be willing to admit that presidents and their institutions do not have all the answers. 

• 	 Ensure that all parties have a say in the other's programs in order for partnerships to 
work. 

11 
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• 


In partnership with the school districts and the stare, agree on key elements ofteacher 
quality and find ways to judge the institution's program in terms ofits ability to develop 

these artributes in prospecOve teachers. 

--Recommendation of Summit participants 

The Importance 
. I 

Improving the achievement of our elementary and secondary students is a national goaL 
States have been pursuing this goal by emphasizing the need for high educational 
standards and for student accountability systems reflecting those standards. Increasingly, 
however, the public is calling for higher standards and greater accountability for the 
teachers who work with our students. As a result, the policies and practices of the 
institutions of higher education that produce teachers, and the srates that certify them, 
have come under scrutiny. States and the federal government are implementing new 
accountability measures and reporting requirements for states and for colleges and 
uni versities. 

Institutions of higher education have started taking steps to improve and to be 
accountable for teacher education. But there is a need for leaders in higher education to 
take bolder action to ensure that America's new teachers are of the highest quality during 
the next decade when over two million new teachers will be hired. Vlhile state and 
federal accountability measures can be refined and improved over time, institutions of 
higher education have two choices. They can fight the new push for accountability and 
miss the chance to use these tools as an incentive to improve, or they can insist on 
playing a leadership role in finding meaningful and appropriate ways to measure the 
quality of teacher education. 

Accountability is not just an external mandate. It can also be developed and 
institutionalized within the campus culture in ways consistent with a college or 
university's mission, and as a spur to continuous improvement. After all, if we believe in 
our responsibility to prepare teachers well, we must be willing to find appropriate ways to 
measure whether we have succeeded--and ultimately, whether our teachers are 
succeeding in their new classrooms. ' 

12 
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The Issues 

The following comments, intended to present a variety of viewpoints about the 
challenges that presidents face, helped to provoke thoughtful discussion among the 
Summit participants. 

• 	 Higher education institutions have traditionally judged the quality of the teachers they 
produce through course grades and a limited student teaching experience. 
Meanwhile, policymakers have shifted to a results~oriented, standards-based approach 
for students and, increasingly, for teachers and higher education institutions as well. 

• 	 States are becoming less satisfied that graduation from a teacher education program 
ensures that a new teacher is qualified to teach students well. There is a growing 
trend ioward high-stakes testing in which teacher education program approval is 
based on teaching candidates' performance on standardized licensing exams. 

• 	 Many people question the validity of evaluating programs based on accreditation, 
degree completion, or pass rates on paper-and-pencil licensing exams. The classroom 
performance of teacher education graduates is abetter guide to program quality. 

• 	 Accreditation judgments in general tendto be based on an examination of the 
institution rather than a focus on the enhancement of K-12 schools. 

• 	 Institutions of higher education and states tend not to act as partners in teacher 
preparation; they more often have adversarial relationships. 

• 	 Admissions standards for teacher education play an important up-front role in 
accountability, but they often are set too low or without consideration of the kinds of 
individuals we want to bring into the profession. 

• 	 Some critics are so convinced of the inadequacy of teacher education and state 
licensing requirements that they propose to do away with them altogether. 

Tough Questions to Consider 

The following were the kinds of questions that presidents were asked to consider before 
corning to the Summit. . 

• 	 Are the standards used to judge teacher preparation programs and new teachers driven 
by concern about quantity or quality? 

• 	 Are the admissions and retention standards in my teacher preparation program high 
enough to ensure high-quality graduates? 

• 	 How does my institution know that our teaching candidates have strong content 
knowledge and good teaching skills? 

13 
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• 	 If teaching performance is the ultimate test of quality, how good is the clinical 
experience component of our program? 

• 	 Will preservice students and current K-12 teachers and administrators agree '-0th the 
program assessment judgments of my teacher preparation faculty and administrators? 

• 	 What role can my institution play in'determining the measures of accountability on 
which our graduates and we will be judged? 

• 	 How does the teacher preparation program at my school stack up against the best in 
the country on the measures included in the report card mandated by Title II of the 
Higher Education Act? 

Next Steps 

These are complex issues central to the current debate over student achievement 'in the 
United States and the future of higher education. In discussing what can be done to 
address them, the presidents and chancellors at the Summit generated the following 
action steps. They are examples of steps that presidents have taken, or steps that 
presidents could take, to demonstrate their commitment to strengthening accountability . 
on their campuses. 

• 	 Become actively involved in state teacher certification issues and in state or national 
efforts to strengthen accountability for teacher preparation program results. 

• 	 Examine the extent to which teacher licensure pass rates for a teacher preparation 
program are real measures of quality, or artifacts of a weak test and low cut scores, as 
part of the implementation-of a program improvement strategy. 

• 	 Convene a campus group of key faculty and administrators to set program quality 
goals and to develop good indicators that could be used to decide how well the 
institution measures up. 

• 	 Develop program goals and implementation strategies with a campus-wide group that 
includes K-12 teachers and administrators as full members. 

• 	 Guarantee th~' perfonnance of new teachers to the school districts that hire them, with 
two conditions: the teachers must be teaching in the fields and at grade levels in 
which they prepared to teach. 

• 	 Set standards for the institution 1 s graduates that are higher than the state standards for 
entering the teaching profession. 

• 	 Adopt a fonnal admissions process that includes an assessment of whether candidates 
have the basic skills needed to succeed in the program. 

• 	 Get serious about how the institution's products (teachers) are affected by what the 
institution does. Highereducation is the only "industry" that does not know anything 
about the quality of its product. 

14 
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• 	 Ensure a process for evaluating student learning and individualized instruction, which 
can take place even in large universities. Insist on accountability throughout the 
entire process of teacher education. Develop something like the Ford process for 
building in accountability at each stage of the process. 

• 	 Adopt an accountability system for the institution and for its students, whereby an 
institution-wide commitment to teaching a specific set of knowledge and skills is 
established and candidates are assessed at regular intervals to measure their 
progress-and that of the program-in relation to those skills. 

• 	 In partnership with the school districts and the state, agree on key elements ofteacher 
quality and find ways to judge the institution' 5 program in terms of its ability to 
develop these attributes in prospective teachers. Institutions need to confirm to 
policymakers and the public that these qualities have in fact been exhibited at levels 
to justify the receipt of a state license. 

• 	 Work within and outside the institution to reach consensus about what the "end" of 
accountability is while allowing institutions to use different means in order to get 
there. 

• 	 Use multiple measures of performance l'hat could include portfolios. The bottom line 
is: "Do our teachers have a positi ve impact on the learning performance of their 
students?" 

• 	 Shift the focus to exit standards instead of tests. What do the students know, and 
what are they able to do? 

• 	 Discuss the evaluation of the teacher education programs at school convocations and 
trustee meetings. 

• 	 Work in a group with other presidents to address accountability, including how well 
teachers teach in the K-12 schools and how well professors teach in the colleges of 
education and arts and sciences. 

• 	 Encourage faculty and academic administrators to develop ways of providing 
measurable results that demonstrate the impact on student learning of their various 
initiatives and programs. 

• 	 Use standardized tests for leverage, not as the only measure of accountability. 

• 	 Establish high expectations for deans of education and address how they are prepared. 

• 	 Form support systems with other presidents who are willing to take a stand for 
teacher education. 

• 	 Use the university'S experts in assessment and evaluation to inform other faculty 
members in education and the arts and sciences. 

• 	 Promote teacher education, make it a university-wide enterprise, and make national 
accreditation mandatory. 

• 	 Increase the use of standardized testing as a barometer on the success of a program. 

• 	 Since institutions inevitably are going to be held accountable, embrace accountability 
and gain control of it. 
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IN VIRGINIA, the shortage of math and science teachers is acute, 
because ofthe mushrooming of high-tech companies, which lure.a 
huge proportion of those with a technical bent, and changes to the 
education degree requiring students to major in the subject that they 
will teach. Rather than ease that rule, though, the Virginia state 

. education.board this week took an opposite and, in many places, 
controversial tack: making it easier for people from other professions 
to become teachers later in life .. 

Alternative licensure has been hotly contested wherever it IS 
proposed. Teachers' unions and schools of education hate it. Critics 
raise legitimate concerns about the need for safeguards when people 
who may have strong skills but no experience in applying them to 
children are steered directly into classrooms. One state, New Jersey, 
successfully has met those problems and, over 20 years, created a 
widely admired alternative certification route. New Jersey has no 
teacher shortage. 

The Virginia proposal, given preliminary approval at a board meeting 
Thursday, has some points in common with this successful plan. It 
adds to the requirement for an undergraduate subject major an option 
for experience "equivalent to the degree" in a subject. Applicants 
would be required to pass the teacher exams that education graduates 
take; they would then take an intensive summer course on classroom 
skills. Schools that wished to hire them, through the regular hiring 
process, would giv,e one-year provisional contracts and assign a 
mentor. Initially, the plan would be open only to military retirees -- a 
plentiful population in the state and one flush with engineers, 
navigators and others whose work experience can be judged 
substantially equivalent to an undergraduate degree in science or 
math. 

The key here, as with most education policies, is alert supervision by 
individual principals, who must be ready to fire a provisional teacher 
who cannot make the transition to a classroom. Bringing in untested 
teachers with a richness of other experience can mean risk. Correctly 
handled, though, it is a risk with a big potential payoff. 
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Reducing Class Sizes in America's Urban Schools 

By the 


COUNCIL OF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 


INTRODUCTION 

Ensuring that every class and every student has a qualified teacher providing instruction 
to the highest standards is one of the stiffest challenges facing American public education. This 
goal is becoming harder and harder to meet in the nation's urban schools, however, as entoll
ments rise, facilities age, and pressure for smaller classes mounts. But the research is getting 
stronger all the time that reducing class size pays concrete and long lasting benefits, particularly 
for poor children, Reducing class size gives every student more of the teacher's time, and allows 
children with learning challenges and individual needs more personalized attention and instruc
tion. This report was prepared to give policymakers a bener idea about how federal funding is 
being used to reduce class sizes and to spur academic achievement in America's urban schools. 

WHAT Do~s THE ReSEARCH SAY? 

Many education critics view efforts to reduce the number of students in American class
rooms as a waste of money, claiming that student perfonnance does not improve appreciably in 
smaller classes. Better and better studies over the last ten years, however, have shown that these 
claims are incorrect and that smaller class sizes can produce significant increases in student 
achievement and enhance parent and teacher satisfaction with the educational process. 

The most definitive study linking achievement and smaller classes was Tennessee's Stu
dent Teacher Achievement· Ratio, or Project STAR. The longitudinal Project STAR studied 
over 6,000 children from 1985 to 1989, during which time students progressed from kindergar
ten to fourth grade. Project students were placed in three types of classes: small (13-17 chi1
dren), regular (22-25), and regular (22-25) with a full-time teacher aide. While no advantage 
was found in larger classes having a teacher aide, students in the smaller classes demonstrated 
significantly higher achievement on both standardized and curriculum-based tests than either of 
the large classes. Higher achievement began in the first grade. and continued through second 
and third grades. The I results of Project STAR also showed that tbe greatest benefits of 
smaller classes were found in inner-city schools with the poorest students. Follow-up stud
ies on participants in Project STAR found that children who were originally enrolled in smaller 
classes continued to outperform students who had begun in larger classes well after the third 
grade. . 

Another well-known effort involved the "Class Size Reduction (CSR)" program in Cali
fornia. Enacted in the summer of 1996, the California program mandated that all 1 st and 2nd 
graders learn in classes of no more than 20 students. Kindergartners and third graders also bene
fited, with over 90% participation in the 1999-2000 school year. While logistical concerns arose 
regarding the quickly formed program, a pre1irninary evaluation shows positive results after the 
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flrst two years. Benefits for all students in CSR classes and across-the-board achievement· 
gains were found in the third grade·-the only grade where it was possible to compare learners 
in CSR and non-CSR classes. Teachers inCSR classes also reported spending more time with 
problem readers and students with individual needs and less time on diScipline. Another posi
tive finding in California involv~d the satisfaction of parents, and increased contentment 
with the education system due to more regular contacts with teachers. To date, California has 
placed over 1.6 million students in reduced-size K-3 classes. 

A quasi-experimental srody is currently being performed on the "Student Achievement 
Guarantee in Education (SAGE) Program" in Wisconsin. SAGE, a five-year pilot program, is 
designed to increase the academic achievement of high poverty students by reducing the stu
dent-teacher ratio to 15:1 in kindergarten througb third grade. Results from the 1997-1998 
scho01 year showed that first and second grade students in the small SAGE classes tested higher 
in math, reading. and language arts. The 1997-1998 results also showed that African-American 
students in the smaller classes outperformed African-American students in larger classes. 
Qualitative research from the SAGE Program also reported that teachers knew their students 
better in smaller classes, required less time for management and discipline, and had greater op
portunities for individualized instruction. Similar results were found in 1996-1997--the flrst 
year of the program. Since SAGE also promotes a rigorous curriculum, ongoing professional 
development, and before-and after-school activities. the positive findings demonstrate the suc
cess that trained teachers can achieve in small classes and supportive surroundings. 

CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM (PL 105-277, SECTION 307) 

Signed into law on October 21. 1998, the federal Class-Size Reduction Program aims to 
bring some 100,000 new, qualified teachers to Americals classrooms. The law provides federal 

funds to local education agencies (LEA's) to reducing class sizes to 18: 1 in Grades 1-3. At least 

eighty-two percent (82%) of the federal funds were to be used to recruit, hire (including salaries 

and benefits), and train certified classroom teachers. Up to flfteen percent (15%) of an LEA's 

federal allocation can be used to test new teachers to meet State certiflcation requirements and 


, to provide professional development for existing teachers. No more than three percent (3%) of 

the funds could be used for administrative costs. . 

An important component of the Class-Size Reduction program is its emphasis on help
ing the neediest children. The formula allocates 80% of the program's resources based on pov
erty. consistent with the research that showing that benefits are strongest among poor kids. 

Federa1 funds for the first year (Fiscal Year 1999) of the Class-Size Reduction Program 
were set at $1.2 billion- with almost 5300 million dollars targeted to the neediest students 
in urban schools. The initiative would allocate $12.4 billion over 7 years, reducing average 
class sizes in the early grades to 18 nationally. and meeting the goal of hiring 100.000 new 
teachers. The Clinton administration's request for the second year of the prog~ FY 2000. 
was $1.4 million. 
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WHAT THE CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM IS DOING IN URBAN SCHOOLS 

Approximately one-quarter of the $1.2 billion distributed for the first year of the Class
, Size Reduction program was allocated to the largest and neediest urban schools in the nation. 

In the 40 Oreat City School districts responding to this survey, the federal suppon was used to 
hire 3,558 new teachers, whose total salary and benefits equaled almost $168 million. The 
Class-Size Reduction program provided 1,074 new first grade teachers in urban schools, as well 
as 431 new second grade teachers, 465 new third grade teachers, and 48] new teachers in other 
grades. The new teachers are serving students in urban education's areas of greatest need, in
cluding literacy, mathematics, bilingual education and special education., 

Figure J 

TOlal Number ofNew Teachers, Salaries and Benefils Pr.ovided wizh 


Federal Class Size ReducTion Funds. by Grade in Urban Schools 


I"' Grade One Grade Two Grade Three Other Total .. 

3.558 

$167,788,761 

Teachers 

Salary and Benefits 

1,074 431 

j 
$45,004,094 

I 
$17,859.159 

465 

$20,366,595 

481 

$17,451,294 

"IOdividual grades do not sum to total since some di5tricts were unable to provide a per-grade breakdown 

~urrent teachers are also benefiting from the Class-Size Reduction program, with over 
$10.2 million in professional development services to 14,953 existing urban instructors. These 
teachers have received training to improve their current instructional practices, learn new tech
nologies and infonnation systems, and serve as mentors for new educators entering their 
schools. Ten school districts use the federal funds exclusively for the salaries and benefits of 
new teachers, using state and local funds for professional d.evelopment and recruiting, showing 
a comprehensive and coordinated effort to provide more instrUctors in the early grades. 

New 1eachers 
Of the 3,558 new urban teachers hired under the Class-Size Reduction program, only 

three districts employed instructors with emergency credentials, a total of only 404 teachers 
(11.4%). The remaining 3,154 new teachers, almost 90% of the total, have full certification. 
Cities were also able to combine federal resources with state aid. New York City. for instance, 
was able to supplement its state initiative by partially funding 788 teachers with federal money, 
bringing the number of classrooms affected by the program to, well over 4,000. In addition, 
some 7,700 new urban teachers are receiving professional development with Class-Size Reduc
tion money. Almost $7.9 million are being spent training 2,075 new ftrst grade teachers, 1,276 
second grade teachers, 1.133 third grade (eachers, and 1,485 new teachers from other grades. 
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Figure 2 

Number ofTeachers Receiving Professional Development wilh 


Federal Class Size Reduction Funds. by Grade 


I 
I 

-
New Tea.chers 

Current Teachers 

Grad~One Grade Two Grade Thre;l Other 
I.

2,075 1,276 1,133 1,485 
.. 

3,696 1,922 3,169 5,562 
.' ... . '" -

7,762 

14,953 

·'ndividual grades do not sum to tolal since some districts were unable to provide a per-grade breakdown 

Current leachers 

The Class-Size Reduction program also assists existing educators, providing in-service 
training to 14,953 teachers already in the classroom. Over $10.2 million in federal CSR funds 
have been spent in urban schools improving the instructional practices of 3,696 first grade 
teachers, 1,922 second grade teachers. 3,169 third grade teachers, and 5,562 teachers from other 
grades. In all. almost $32 million of first-year Class-Size Reduction funds have been used to 
provide professional development to 22,255 new and current teachers in the nation's urban 
schools. 

'Recrttiting 

Funding under the Class-Size Reduction program can also be used to recruit new teach
ers and to test them on compliance with state standards: Just over $2.1 million in CSR funds has 
been spent by urban schools on recruiting costs, including $146,134 on advertishig, $133,503 
on travel, and $75,000 on hiring bonuses. The most popular recruitment tools have included at
tractive hiring packages (such as moving expenses, paying college tuition. etc.) on which school 
districts spent $761,800. Some $372,594 was spent on other activities, including the creation of 
staff recruitment positions and induction programs for potential hires. 

Figure 3 

Usage ofFederal Cla:.·s Size Reduction Funds. by Percentage of Urban DislricIS 


PageS 



OCT-27-99 16,28 FROM,GreaL ~lLy ticn001S 

DeSCRIPTIONS OF FEDERAL CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAMS 

IN THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 

The.Class-Size Reduction progran:l is flexible enough to allow urban school districts to 
meet their very different needs and challenges, but focused enough to ensure that the important 
goal of hiring qualified teachers is met. The following is a description of the ways some urban 
school districts are using the federal class size reduction funds to improve student achievement 

Atlanta 
With federal Class-Size reduction funds, the Atlanta Public Schools have hired 58 new 

teachers. who are now working in 41 low-performing schools in high povertY areas throughout 
the city. The federal funds support schools implementing the "Success for AU" program and 
supplePlent the state-funded class size reduction program, "Georgia Special Instructional Assis
tance," and other refonn efforts. Expansion of the program would enable the Atlanta Public 
Schools to reduce student-teacher ratios in a larger number of low-performing schools. 

Binningham 
The Binningham Public Schools have used its federal class-size reduction funds in 

schools under "Academic Alert" to ensure that all students are reading on grade level by the end 
of Grade 3. Both new and current teachers receive training with the federal funds. Future ef
forts will include expanding locations from which top teachers are recruited, providing targeted 
professional development in high need areas, offering stipends for mentor teachers to assist new 
hires, and focusing on recruitment and hiring of special education teachers. 

Boston 
The Boston Public Schools arc using Class Size Reduction funds to supplement "its 

"Transition Program. n Boston helps its lowest performing students achieve a score of 2 or bet
ter on its proficiency ex.ams, read benchmark text, and write level 2-4 responses to questions in 
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, History, and Science. The Transition Program, which is 
one part of a comprehensive literacy and math initiative, is funded mostly through local funds, 
but also receives support from Reading Excellence, Title I, Eisenhower grants, IDEA, aQd other. 
external funds. 

"Each participating school must select a research-based literacy program; 
and receives technical assistance and professional development in its imple
mentation." 

•Boston Public Schools 

The building blocks of the Transition Program involve smaller class sizes in Grades 1-3, 
providing extra instructional services for students in transitional grades, and provldlOg aner
school and Saturday classes to tutor students in small groups. Instructors hired through the pro
gram are literacy/math specialists. who teach third grade for two-thirds of the school day, coach 
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other teachers for the remaining third, and work extended hours each day to tutor students after 
school. ' Specialists working in early learning centers focus on the first grade. 

Broward County , 
The Broward County Public Schools are using its federal Class Size Reduction money 

in 75 first grade classes in 51 elementary schools throughout the district. The elementary 
schools were selected based upon test results on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test 
(FCAT) and their acroal class size in the 1998-1999 school year. The district also uses Title I 
funds to reduce class sizes in an additional 58 elementary schools. Further support would en
sure that all schools have the opponunity to participate and achieve. ' 

Columbus 
The number one goal of the Columbus Public Schools is to ensure that all students can 

read at or above grade level by the third grade. The federal Class-Size Reduction grant compJe
ments the district's reform efforts to achieve this goal. Funds were used to hire 58 teachers in 
13 Title I elementary schools, further extending the district's smaller learning community phi

"These funds allow the District to provide a smaller learning environment in 
our highest need schools,whkh will serve to facilitate language and commu
nication skill development- the basis of all learning. " 

-Columbus Public Schools 

losophy. The Columbus program supplements a state.effort to reduce class sizes in all kinder
ganens. The additional federally-supported teachers provide a student-teacher ratio of 15: 1 in 
grades one through three. reducing the number of students per teacher by an average of 10. 

Denver 
In Colorado. the Denver Public Schools are using Class-Size Reduction money to fund 

its "Primary Lead Teacher Project". Project teachers attended training this past summer, and 
will continue to attend training twice a month this fall. Their responsibilities include group 
work and 2.5 hours each day with children in programs such as Reading Recovery, 
"Descubriendo La Lectura". and "Success in Early Reading." 

The remainder of the day is used for staff development, planning and organizing. con
ducting demonstration lessons. and co-teaching in primary grade classrooms. Primary Lead 
Teachers also mentor new teachers, and provide release time for veteran teachers to work with 
their less-experienced colleagues. Primary Lead Teachers also gather assessment data, and help 
other classroom teachers (10 to 15 teachers a w~ek) use the results to guide instruction. 

Des Moines 
In Des Moines, federal Class-Size Reduction funds are being used to increase the num

ber of all-day kindergarten classes from 27 to 49. Over 83% of the elementary schools in Des 
Moines now provide all-day kindergarten, at 35 locations. In addition to reducing the pupil-
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"The federal class size funds supplement allocations and a determined effort 
from the state and local level, which provide standardized district-wide diag
nostic assessment, reporting to parents, instructional materials, and profes
sional development." 

..Des Moines Public Schools i 

teacher ratios in kindergarten classrooms, .rhe Des Moines Public Schools are using federal 
funds to lower class sizes in grades one through three, establish more classes, and provide team 
teaching and student assessments-consistent with the "District Improvement Plan". The fed
eral funds supplement state and local efforts. 

Long Beach 
California was one of the first large states to initiate its own classwsize reduction pro

gram. The Long Beach Unified School District (LBUSD) uses federal CSR funds to support 
five internship programs to prepare and certify emergency teachers hired to meet state require
ments to reduce all early-grade class sizes below 20 students. The internships lead to a Multiple 
Subject Credential, with courses being offered on school district campuses and incorporating 
LBUSD content standards. In addition, all interns perfonn at least 30 hours of classroom in
struction in support of the State's reading initiative, while under the observation of a mentor 
teacher. Interns have a university advisor, as well as a New Teacher Coordinator and a New 
Teacher Support Provider, both of whom meet regularly with the intern, giving feedback after 
observing tcaching sessions. Federal Class-Size Reduction funds help reimburse emergency
permit teachers receiving grades of "B" or better for the cost of tuition, textbooks, and related 
fees. The federal funds also provide materials and stipends to the New Teacher Support Provid
ers for their coaching. 

Miami-Dade County 
In Miami, both new and current teachers participate in professional development activi

ties supported with federal CSR funds designed to improve classroom instruction. Core profes
sional development courses include Effective Tutoring Techniques, Classroom Management 
Practices, The Use of Data Analysis of Student Perfonnance, and Co-teaching Methods. Class
Size Reduction funds are also used to supplement the district's Comprehensive Reading Plan by 
pairing new teachers with veteran teachers. This allows instrUction to be delivered in a single 
cla~sroom with a teacher-pupil ratio of 1 to 18. 

Milwa'llkee 
Like other Great City School disnicts, Milwaukee uses its federal class size reduction 

funds to focus on reading and literacy challenges. Teacher training, for both new or veteran in
structors, includes attending Title I Literacy Conferences and workshops on How to Teach 
Reading/Language Arts and Working with Struggling Readers. The district is involved in a va
riety of reading refonn efforts, including Target Teach, SAGE, Let's Read Milwaukee, Com
munity Learning Centers. and Goals 2000. Class-Size Reduction works in conjunction with 
these programs. Federal funding in support of the teachers is also coordinated with Title VI and 
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Title I, and with reading, language arts, and with early childhood curriculum specialists. Class 
Size Reduction Subcommittees, composed of teachers, parents. school and central office staff, 
were also fomled in Milwaukee, to ensure successful program implementation. Continued fund
ing would allow Milwaukee to expand its effortS to hire more bilingual teachers for grades 1-3. 

New Orleans 
Over one hundred new teachers were hired by the New Orleans Public Schools with fed

eral Class Size Reduction funds, and placed in twenty-six locations-'mostly schools requiring 
Title 1 improvement plans. Intensive professional development is provided to these teachers 
with the federal funds. In addition, a team of highly trained individuals-mentors, consultants, 
and teacher liaisons-provides on-going suppon, Services include informal observations; diag
nostic video taping and analysis~ instructional demonstrations~ curriculum and pedagogy skills 
development; before, during and after-school consultation and team meetings, and specialized 

"Intense professional de\relopment will be provided to meet the teachers' 
needs, and to help them meet the students' needs." 

-New Orleans Parish School District 

training institutes based on student needs assessments. The designated schools use their Title II 
allocations to provide professional development in math, science, and reading-activities which 
are tailored to meet each school's specific needs. 

New~rk City 
. Funding from the federal CSR program, along with State funding. is allocated to New 

York City'S 32 Community School Districts and to the Chancellor's District. All districts were 
instructed to distribute funds to hire teachers to reduce class size or implement alternative mod
els to provide smaller group instruction. Alternative models were to be used where additional 
space was not available for more classrooms. In order to supplement the already~existing State 
program, New York City was granted a waiver to use Federal funds in kindergarten, in addition 
to grades one through three. New York City uses its federal allocations to fund the full salaries 
of 808 new teachers, while partially-funding the salaries of an additional 788 new early grade 
teachers that were not covered by the State program. Approximately $9 million in Federal funds 
are used for the professional development of over 1500 new teachers, as wen as in-service 

,training for current teachers. The participation rate of current teachers in the federal program 
was unavailable, but aU 80,000 teachers in the New York City schools are eligible. Funds are 
also used to set up district centers for instructional development, to expand early childhood and 
elementary education coordination, and provide early childhood professional development. 
New York City expects to reduce class size for approximately 90,000 students, or 27% of the 
K-3 enrollment. 

Norfolk 
Norfolk Public Schools used federal Cbtss-Size Reduction funds, to hire one additional 

teacher at each grade level in grades, one, two, and three at nine high-poverty schools in the dis-
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"The new teachers hired were matched with experienced teachers to form in
structional teams ... Together they decide on a team teaching model that best 

I suits their instructional styles and the needs of their students. 
I ..Norf~_~k Public Schools I 

trict. The new teachers were matched with experienced teachers to form instructional teams re· 
sponsible for all students in each class. Together they develop a team teaching model that best 
suits their instructional sryles and the needs of their students. Several teaching models were pre
senced for consideration by the teams at a professional development conference held prior to the 
opening of school. In subsequent workshops, teachers will be supported in their team efforts 
and trained in best instructional practices, including the latest brain research about how children 
learn. The teams plan lessons and resolve problems together, and experienced teachers model 
practices they have found to be the most effective. 

Oklahoma Cil] 
The Oklahoma City Public Schools are spending the majority of their Class-Size Reduc

tion funds on hiring new teachers in low-performing andlor high poverty schools. Professional 
development activities, as well as on-the-job suppon, are provided for these teachers to learn 
how to utilize lower class sizes to teach children more effectively. Professional development ac
tivities and in-service support are provided by teacher consultants-veteran teachers from the 
district who have special training as professional development trainers and mentors, and who 
are resident teachers in the Oklahoma City Public Schools. The district expects that CSR funds 
will increase student achievement, provide more individualized attention for students, reduce 
. discipli;ne problems, increase instructional time for reading and math, and increase teacher 

"Class..Size Reduction funds are supplementing our reform efforts in estab
lishing choice schools, and our implementation of effective school programs."· 

-Oklahoma City Public Schools 

flexibility. The federal funds supplement other state and local funds. Where space is not avail
able to establish new classes, the newly-hired teachers are teamed with other instructors to co
teach, ensuring that the benefits of a low student-teacher ratio are maintained with small in
structional groups. These teachers win receive special training and assistance from teacher con
sultants in effective co-teaching strategies. 

Omaha 
All new teachers hired in Omaha with CSR funds are assigned to a veteran mentor 

teacher, with whom they must meet regularly. In addition to the typical training provided to 
new teachers before they enter the classroom, Omaha also provides professional development 
throughout the school year. Monthly sessions include workshops in Behavior Management 
Training, Classroom Management, Use of Assessment Data, Teaching For Mastery, and Effee· 
tive Practices. At the conclusion of the first year, new teachers must meet with their mentors to 
discuss progress and next steps. 
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Philadelphia 
The Philadelphia School District has designed an innovative approach to class size re· . 

duction to overcome two major obstacles-a shortage of space for additional classrooms and 
the difficulty in hiring certified teachers. The approach involves hiring recent college graduates 
who are intensely trained in early literacy development and partnered with veteran teachers, 
who will also receive intensive professional development. The district is designing a rigorous 
professional development program for approximately 280 new "Literacy Interns". The teams 
will be teaching in self-contained, reduced-size classrooms, delivering research-based literacy 
instruction in kindergarten and· first grade. The professional development will include a nine
day Summer Institute on balanced approaches to literacy development, a two-week practicum 
where the Literacy Interns will work with studenrs in a classroom staffed with an experienced 
teacher, a seminar with adjunct faculty drawn from local colleges and universities during the 
1999-2000 school year, and Mentoring Workshops throughout the year. Philadelphia received a . 

"Phii;delphia has focused on students in kindergarten and first grade:··'~-;ing I 
federal funds to accompany their Early Literacy Framework. Funds for the 
second year ... would afford the opportunity for more high poverty kindergar .. 
ten and first grade classes to participate." 

-Philadelphia Public School District 
'---,,----_._-----:-'---------

waiver from distributing funds solely to Grades 1-3, due to its continued efforts to provide a 
rigorous kindergarten experience in early literacy. Consequently, Philadelphia has focused its 
federal funds on the district's Early Literacy Framework for kindergarten and first grade stu
dents_ Funds for the second year of the Class-Size Reduction program will allow more high 
poverty kindergarten and first grade classes to participate. 

Salt Lake City 
The Salt Lake City School District has directed its federal Class-Size Reduction funds to 

schools with the largest population of at-risk students in grade 1-3. Federal money is used to 

staff the district-wide literacy initiative, including improved instruction for English Language 

Learners. Plans for using the CSR funding emerged from sire-based decision-making sessions, 

and included plans for additional regular Classroom teachers. teachers for multi-age ESL classes 


, in the primary grades. literacy specialists, and additional part-time teachers to reduce class sizes 

for readingllanguage arts. 

meson· 

Tucson has been using its own funds to pay for recruiting costs and the professional de
velopment of current teachers, focusing federal Class-Size Reduction funds on salaries. bene
fits, and training of new teachers in Grades 1-3. Federal funds are used to hire additional teach
ers to implement the district's priorities on school-wide improvements, literacy, achievement 
gaps, and student performance in schools scoring below the 40th percentile. 
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Summary of Class-Size Reduction Efforts in the Great City Schools 
The following figures represent aid that the Federal CIa.'!\~·Sizc Reduction funds have provided for the Great City 

Class Size Reduction funds 

directed to urban schools: 


Number of new teachers hired: 


Cost of new salaries and benefits: 


Number ofnew teachers 

receiving professional development: 


Number of current teachers 

receiving professional development: 


Cost of professional 

development for all teachers: 


Recruiting costs: 


Testing costs: 


Areas of greatest need: 


Schools 

$281 million 

3,558 

$168 million 

7,762 

14,953 

$31.8 million 

$2.1 million 

$3.9 million 

Literacy 
Mathematics . 
Bilingual education 
Special educ~tion 
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Anchorage $1.845.702 40 $1.479•.~86 (I $86.105 $0 $0 Reading 

Atlanta $3.1 HJ.31:3 58 $3.1l0.3B 0 $0 $0 $0 Reading/Math 

. Birmingham $1.562.510 23 $810,195 55 $25,000 $38.000 $0 Reading/Math \ 
( 

Boston $3,545,000 3S $2.670.420 304 $63.~,225 $0 $0 Literac), 

Broward Coullt)' $4.132500 74 $4,015,977 0 $0 $0 $D Early LiICCaC)1 

Cleveland $4,981.(}OO 82 $4.98I,OUO 0 $0 $0 $0 Grade 1 

Columbus $3,0.H.137 S8 $3.037.137 0 $0 $0 $0 Reading 

Dallas $,,171.868 75 $3,216,300 600 $775.780 $20S.6.H $7S.000 

Dell ver $2583.983 12 $731.,232 300 $1,826,267 $0 $0 

De~ Moines $854,694 29 $820,794 0 $0 $0 $0 Rea.ding/Basic Skills 

De[lOir $13,315320 240 S1259! ,360 (I $581,200 $0 $0 Reading/Mach 

£1 Paso $I,700.0(l0 ~1 $1.683,000 315 $17,000 $0 $0 Bilingual 

Fort \X'ortb $2.513.796 58 $2,320.00[l 0 $52,(}88 $0 $0 

HouSton $8.379.760 . 167 $7,()17,211 167 $143.440 $0 $0 Reading 

Indianapolis $2,649.205 32 $1,154.148 0 $0 $0 $0 

Jeffer.son Count)' $2.779,119 n $2.734,700 0 $0 $0 $0 

Long Beach $2,700,OUO 15 $727.000 1,5 i8 $ J.1l92,O{)O $0 $0 English/Math 

Los Angeb $26 • .l0U,00O 203 $8.657.179 9,482 $7,800,000 $700,000 $3,800,000 Special Education/Mach/English 

Memphis $3.861,DOO 76 $3.3&8.916 0 $240,000 $1 16,254 $0 

Mesa $1,119,873 32 $1,119.R73 0 $0 SO SO Reading 

Miami·Dade S,10.718.155 207 $8.439.100 207 $1,'546.658 $77,250 $0 

MilwaLlkeC' £6,218,480 97 $5.491,406 30(l $727.074 $0 $0 Reading 

Nash,·jl.le S1.811.871 33 $1,4%.748 NA $272,001 $0 $0 

New Orleans $4520.913 10&'; 53.662.619 217 $581.289 $96.800 $8,)38 Sp.Ed/Math/Science 

Ne\\' Yor" Cir}, $61.190.120 80R $50,400,000 NA* $9,000,000 SO $0 

http:Nash,�jl.le
http:3.1l0.3B
http:p~~Qpme.nr


Oklahoma City 

Omaha 

Orallgf CoUIlC)' 

Philadelphiii 

Pittsburgh 

Richmond 

Rochc:ster 

Sacramento 

Salt Lake: Cit)' 

San Antonio 

San Diego 

Sail Francisco 

Seattle 

Tuc.~on 

$150B,098 

$2.550.276 

$J2.795.416 288 

$2,~65,675 42 
$I,20fl,OOO 25 

$2,376,000 41 

$1.900.000 31 

$661,092 20 

$2.886,204 4(1 

$3.868.104 63 

$1,606.764 37 

$1.560.686 34 

$1.604.269 52 

$2300.000 

$2.800.507 

$1,57~.629 

,"$1.i73.000 

$1,501.708 

18 $432.931 

0 $1,067.)97, 

80 $32.135 

0 $215,000 

0$54.433 

$66.687 


$0 


$0 


$100,000 


$0 


High Povtrcy 

At-risk 

$0 Spr.cial Edffiilingttal Ed.lMarh/Science 

$0 Sp.Ed/Library Services/Foreign Lang. 

SO Special Ed.1Mathemacia 

SO E.lttntutar}' Education 

$0 Reading/Math 

$0 ESLlUcerac)' 

$0 Reading/Mach 

$0 U(craq' 

$0 Marh/Literac), 

$0 

$0 

r:,~:t~;':L"i;i~]U;':$.i~i;i.~9:0ii5:}:-~::::~~(~~Sn~lii~$,t~i~6J71r.~rrrn;.r9.~~ntr'''U;~~~i~~¥nWlrI~m1~)4~~,;:t~tc. 
~ 
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S~.~l~i~lct ',' <;~d.i 0.,,G~d;~rff!ZJ~reij&~,; "r.~ .,·c:)c;;L,;,:' '¢~::~vlj~f:.~~~r, ;o~:,;;.'f~~;'. 
Anchorage 40 40 $1.479 • .386 $1.479.386 

Atlanta 9 49 58 $0 $482.634 $2.627.679 $3,110.31 :3 
Birmingham 7 16 23 $115.742 £694.453 . $810,195 

Boston 38 $2,670,420 

Broward Count)· 74 74 $4.015.977 $4.015.977 

Oevdand 82 82 $4.981,000 $4.981.000 

Columbu~ 16 20 22 58 $864,000 $1,080,000 $1.093,137 $3,0$7.137 

Dalla5 75 75 $3.2.16,300 

Dower 4 4 . 4 12 $243.744 $243.744 $243.744 $7$I.B2 
DC$ Moines .3 1 24 29 $70.283 $33.910 $31.222 $685.380 $820.794 

Detroit 80 80 80 240 $4.197.120 $4.197.120 $4.197.120 $12.591.360 
EJ PU(I 18 17 16 51 $594.000 $561.000 S528.00() $1,683.000 

Fori Worth 27 1(1 IS 58 $l,ORO.OOO $640.000 $600.000 $2,320,000 

Houston 127 13 27 167 $5,3311.442 $546,250 $ 1,134,519 $7,017,21 I' 

Indianapolis 4 19 8 32 $1 S6,447 SG.U.S96 $327.M3 $37.422 $1.154.148 

Jefferson Councy 92 $2.734.7GO 
Long Beach 15 15 $727,O(lO $727.000 
los Angel e$ 20~ 203 $8.657.179 $!l.657,179 

Memphis 3·0 28 18 7G $.1 ••'Li7.7JO $1.248, S48 $802,638 $3.388.916 
Mesa 9 6 3 14 32 $314.964 $209.976 $J04.993 $489.94(1 $1,119.873 

Miami-Dade 62 76 69 207 $1527.653 $3.098,41~ $2,813,033 $8,439.100 

Milwaukee fl9 7 i 97 $5.1Iti,SI6 $296,029 $80,86 J $5,491.406 

Nashville J I 5 17 3.~ S49R.9J 6 S22G.780 $771.052 $1.496.748 
New Orleans 40 37 .~2 109 $1,345.127 $1,251,784 $J,06S.708 $3.662,619 
New Vorl: Citr" NA NA NA NA 808 NA NA NA NA $;0.400.000 
Norfolk 9 9 9 27 $419.000 $419,(lnU $419.000 $1.257,000 
Oklahoma Cit)· II JO 20 41 $.356.290 $32.1.900 $647.&00 $1,327,990 

Omalu 9 9 12 30 $273,123 $213.123 $364.164 $910,410 

Orange COURt)· 72 $2.438.064 
Philadelphia 144 144 288 $5,192,250 $5.292.000 $10.484,1.50 
IJiruburgh 10 20 12 42 $361.792 $610.048 $472.320 $1.444,160 
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Richmond 7 6 12 25 S3S0,OOO $}OO,OOO $5Gl,600 $).211.600 
Rochester 13 14 13 I 41 $531,152 5571.998 $5.'11,152 $40.857 $1.675.159 
Sacramento 31 31 $1,200.000 $1,200,000 
Sail Lake Cit)' 7 11 20 $269,009 $5.620 $.~B,124 5321.516 $634.269 
San Anlonio 46 46 $2.300.000 $2JOO.OOO 
San Ditgo 63 $2,800,507 
San Francisco 37 37 $1.574.629 
Seatdc 34 $1,273.000 

'~ Tucson 27 17 a 52 $794,173 $490.943 $2l6,593 $1,501.708 
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• Federal CSR money funds 808 instruc!or~. and also parriall)" fu!ld~ ao additional 788 teachers with the federal allocation. 
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Council ofthe Great City Schools "Class-Size Reductio,z" Survey Results-- PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ([ 
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c 
~S~:ol' ,: Th:Tf·:trJG;;A,;,. '"b·; ><> .,', .;::r'!~~f;~Jr ';, •. ,;;~P!'!':1"':. ;;, :;'~~~r~k' :~;, i 
"

::; 

D.ist~ic( - '::, Oiie" , :, ,Two _,'ThiC~ :qlhef." :,~;jP~~~~:, ",T~'~J:qQ~[: .=c:>h~," ~ T:~Io'~: ;';' T~~e~ ~~~'c: ': ,-)~~fTIbei !' "::;,:p-,,?t~?5i:: ;~~in,qel-n ,.' :':·'~.:?r:~l:I('qls* ,., 
It 
11Anchorage 40 40 $86,10) 40 $86.105 ( 

Birmingham .7 16 23 7 10 II 27 55 78 $2'),000 
( 

Boston 38 304 342 $633.225 
Dallas 75 75 200 200 200 600 675 $775.78(1 '< 

( 

Denver 60 $84.000 3,00 $1,742,267 360 $1,826.267 

Detroil 80 80 SO 240 $581.200 240 $581.200 

EI 1'1.10:0 18 17 16 51 125 lOS 85 315 366 $17.000 

Fort Worth 27 16 ]5 58 $52.688 58 $52,688 

Housron 127 13 27 167 $71.720 127 13 27 167 $7] ,no 334 $143.440 
Long D::ach 15 15 1.518 1518 1.533 $1.892.000 
Los Angeles 1.137 852 697 1,083 3.769 $1,560,000 2.65.1 1,141 2.4403,248 9,482 .. $6.240,000 13.251 $7,800.000 
Memphis 30 28 I B 76 $240.000 76 $140,000 
Miami-Dade 62 76 69 207 $773.329 62 76 69 207 $773.279 414 $1546.6~8 

Milwaukee 89 7 1 97 $.~63.)j7 Ion 100 100 300 $.,63,)37 397 $727,074 
Na.~h\'ille II 5 17 33 $24,0,3& $247,963 33 $272.001, 
New Orleans 80 74 63 217 $422.098 80 74 63 217 $159.191 434 $581.289 
New York Cit)~ 1.598 1598 $9.0(}0.600 

Norfolk 9 9 9 27 $44.600 9 C) 9 135 162 $29.807 189 $74.407 
Oklahoma Ciry 21 13 20 169 228 $146.701 228 $146.701 
Omaha 41 29 52 122 IS7 16& 139 464 S86 $226,214 
T'hiladelphia 144 144 288 $1.419.000 125 129 254 $500,000 542 $1.919,000 
)·iushurgh 16 J4 12 42 $300.000 42 $300,000 
Rochester 13 14 13 I 41 $462.791 41 $462,791 
Sacrame II to 31 31 425 425 456 S700.000 
Salt Lake eiC)' 5 5 $5.471 33 26 26 85 $8.136 90 $13.607 
SJ.lI Antonio 28 28 18 18 46 $432.931 
San Diego 63 $l.067.597 63 $1.067.')97 
San Franci~co 37 37 80 so 117 $32.135 
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Birmingham $ 38,000 $ 30.>00 $', 7.500 I1i 

Dallas .$ 208,634 $ 38,634 $ 20,000 $ 75.000 S 75,000 r 
~' 

los Angdts $ 700,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 .$ 600,000 
Mr:mphis $ 116.254 $ J5,000 $ 32,000 (" 

'<Miami-Dade: $ 77,250 

New Orleans $ 96.&00 $ 3.s0{l $ 6,500. $. 86,SOO 

( 

~ 

Norfolk $ 47.B16 $ $ 2.000 So 44,816 Sian'll nducrion Program 
Omaha $' 326,231 Recroiunclltfuaining 
Orange County $ - 26,21l1 $ 8,000 $ 1,,103 $ 2,778 Poslagel$uppties 
Philaddph.ia $ 325,000 $ 325,000 Recruirrntnr srarr 
Roche~cer $ IS.OOO 
San Antollio $ (i6,687 
Seatlle . $ lOo,noo 
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Class Size Reduction Program 

PL 105-277 


SEC. 307. (a) From the amount appropriated for ritle VI of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act of 1965 in accordance with this section, the Secretary of Education 

1. 	 shall make available a total of $6,000,000 (0 the Secretary of the Interior (on behalf of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs) and the outlying areas for activities under this section; and 

2. 	 shall allocate the remainder by providing each State the greater of the amount the State 
would receive if a total of $1,124,620 were allocated under section 1122 of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 of under section 2202{b) of the Act for fiscal 
year 1998, except that such allocations shall be ratably increased or decreased as my be 
necessary. 

(b)( 1) Each State that receives funds under this section shall distribute 100 percent of such 
funds to local educational agencies, of which 

1. 80 percent of such amount shall be allocated to such local educational agencies in 
. proportion to the number ofchildren, aged 5 to 17, who reside in the school district 
served by such local educational agency from families with incomes below the pov
erty line (as defined by the Office ofManagement and Budget and revised annually 
in accordance with section 673 (2) of the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 
U.S.C. 9902(2))) applicable to a family of the size involved for the most recent fiscal 
year for which satisfactory data is available compared to the number of such indi. 
viduals who reside in the school districts served by all the local educational agencies 
in the State for that fiscal year; and 

2. 	 20 percent of such amount shall be allocated to such local educational agencies in 
accordance with the relative enrollments of children, aged 5 to 17, in public and pri
vate nonprofit elementary and secondary schools within the boundaries of such 
agencies; 

(2) NotwithstandIng paragraph (1). if the award [0 a local educational agency under this sec
tion is less than the starting salary for a new teacher in that agency, the State shall not make 
the award unless the local educational agency agrees to form a consortium with not less than 
1 other local educational agency for the purpose of reducing class size . 

. (c )(1) Each local educational agency that receives funds under this section shall use such 
funds to carry out effective approaches to reducing class size with highly qualified teachers 
to improve educational achievement for both regular and special-needs children. with par
ticular consideration given to reducing class size in the early elementary. grades for which 
some research has shown class size reduction most effective. 
(2)(A) Each such local educational agency may pursue the goal of reducing class size 
through

1. 	 recruiting, hiring, and training certified regular and special education teachers 
and teachers of special-needs children, including teachers certified through State 
and local alternative routes; . 

2. 	 testing new teachers for academic content knowledge, and to meet State certifi
cation requirements that are consistent with title II of the Higher Education Ac( 



of 1965; and 
3. 	 providing professional development to teachers, including special education· 

teachers and teachers ofspecial-needs children, consistent with title II of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965. 

2. 	 A local educational agency may use not more than a total of I; percent of the award 
received under this section for activities described in clauses (ii) and (iii) of subpara
graph (A). 

3. 	 A local educational agency that has already reduc~d class size in the early grades to 
18 or less children may use funds received under this section 
1. 	 to make further class-size reductions in grades 1 through 3; 
2. 	 to reduce class size in kindergarten or other grades; or 
3. 	 to cany out activities to improve teacher quality, inc1uding professional develop

ment. 
1. 	 Each such agency shall use funds under this section only to supplement, and not to 

supplant, State and Local funds that, in the absence of such funds, would otherwise 
be spent for activities under this section. 

2. 	 No funds made available under this section may be used to increase the sa1aries or 
provide benefits. other than participation in professional development and enrich
ment programs, to teachers who are, or have been. employed by the local educa
tional agency. 

(d)(l) Each State receiving funds under this section shall report on activities in the State 

under this section, consistent with section 6202(a)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965. 

(2) Each school benefiting from this section, or the local educational agency serving that 

school, shall produce an annual report to parents, the general public, and the State edu

cational agency, in easily understandable language, on student achievement that is a re

sult of hiring additional highly qualified teachers and reducing class size. 

(e) If a local educational agency uses funds made available under this section for profes

sional development activities, the agency shall ensure for the equitable participation of 

private nonprofit elementary and secondary schools in such activities. Section 6402 of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 shaH not apply to other activities 

under this section. 

(t) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. - A local educational agency that receives funds 

under this section may use not more than 3 percent of such funds for local administra

tive costs. 

(g)REQUEST FOR FUNDS.- Each local educational agency that desires to receive 

funds under this section shall include in the application required under section 6303 of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 a description of the agency's pro

grams to reduce class size by hiring additional highly qualified teachers. 


This tille may be cited as the "Department of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999", . 
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____________________ 

·" .... -... ~-~- ..... - - .... ", 

Council ofthe Great City Schools 
"Class-Size Reduction lt Program Survey 

The: following qucstioIU regard the funds your district rec~iv~d. from the 
"Class-Size Reduction" program for che 1999-2000 School Year. 

School District: ______________ Phone: ________________ 

F~: 	 ~Name of Person Responding: _________ 

Note; Please provide projc:ctcd or approximare nwnbef$ ifactual amounI:s are nor yerknown. 

1. Actual amount ofdistrict's "Class·Sizc Reduction" program (CSR) grant award: 

2. Amount ofCSR funds district has spent on recruiting costS: Total: 


Advertising: 


Travel to interview prospective teachers: 


Hir.ing bonuses: 


Hiring packages (paying for college tuition, moving expenses, etc.): 

Other (please list activities below): 

3. Please complete the table below for the new ttacht:rs that your district has hired. or plans co hire. '" 
with CSR funds. "Area of Greatest Need" represents the cricical subject or shortage areas in your :;:~~.it' 
district (i.e. mathematics. special education. etc.). 

I 

. New Teachers N~mberDf. .. 
New Teachers 

Tota/Salary . 
and Bme[i:s 

Are(Z of . 
GreamrNeed 

Fully·urtijied , 

Grade One 
i Grade Two 

I Grade Three 
! Other (Grades ) 
I Emergency 
i Grade One 

Grade Two 
Grade Three 

Other (Grades ) 

4. 	AmOUnt ofCSR funds districr: has spent on: 
Testing new teachers for academic coment knowledge: 

Testing new teachers to meet State: certificate requirements: 

Fed free to contact Manisn Naik ;u (202) 393-2427 with ;my questions. 

PIc:3:;c fax th¢ complet~d 2-page survey no lata than September 3, 1999 co 


Manisn Naik at (202) 393-2400. Thank you. 




.,. 

Sa. Amount ofCSR funds district has spent on professional development: 
New teachers: 

Current Teachers: 

Sb. Please provide the number of currenc and new teachers who have received, or are planning to 
receive, professional development with CSR funds. 

Grade Ltv:/ ~.ofNew Te4cher:r . . # ofCurren; Tctlfh".s .. 
i 

Grade One 
i 

Grade Two 


Grade Three 


Other (Grades ) 


TOTAL 


6. Please Jist the CSR-related professional development aCtivities for teachers in your district, Also 
indicate with 3n "x." whether the participants were new or current teachers (or both), and the tOtal 
amount ofCSR funds spent on each activicy. 

Activity ,Curren.t . New I . Total Coit' 
Teacher Teacher. 

• 

7. How would your district spend a 15% increase in the annual CSR allocation funds if they 
became available to you for the 2000·2001 School Year? 

8. Which of your reform efforts aimed at turning around the lowest-performing schools will.the 
federal CSR funds supplement? 

Fed fr~ (0 contact Manlsh Naik at (202.) 393-2427 with a.ny qucstions. 

Please f.lx {he completed 2-page survey no later m:tn September 3, 1999 to 


MUlish Naik at (202) 393-2400. Thank you. 



