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5 ~ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

The Council of the Great City Schools, 2 coalition of the nation’s largest urban pubhic
school systems, surveycd its membership to determine how they were using federal class :
ESIZC reduction funds in the 2000-2001 school year. Some 25 major urban school systems

1

responded Resuhs mdlcarcd that— | 1'

?- Apprommately 2,737 new first, second, and third grade tean,hem were hired in 25 of
the nation’s largest urban school systems Y with second-year federal class size |

|
reduction funds. ' f i
b

e The2S major city school systems received approximately $161.3 million in federai

class size funds for the 2000-2001 school year. - i ;
o
All 25 major cities uscd their federal class size funds to recruit and hire tcachers“; !

school systems on teacher salaries in grades one, two; and three. ’ f

1

|
fo About $138.6 million of the $161.3 million recezved (85. 9%) was spent by the 25 cilty
|

e All 25 cities used a portion of their federal class size reduction monies to provide |

. professional development to new and veteran Leachers. ]l i
l
1

= Some 26,309 urban school teachers received professional development in the 25 cmes
paid for with federal c]ass size reduction funds. , [ _

. he 25 major cities devoted approxumately $17.2 mllhon (10.7%) of their federal
class size aid to teacher professional developmcnt and $5.6 million (3.5%) to J

recrmtmg CXpCIlS@S
|

i

‘ |
e TFunding under the program has been flexible enough for urban school systems to hirc
new teachers or provide professional development—or both depending on nccd !

e Preliminary data, like that gathered by the Fort Worth Public Schools, mdic&tes that
the federal class size reduction program is improving student achicvement and i is !

|

receiving strong teacher support. : i

e The fedual program is also flexible cnough to complement local and state effo rts to
reduce class sizes. '

i
|

i
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Reducing Class Size o

: A Smart Way to Improve America’s Urban Schools |
*j ‘ . By the : ; i
Council of the Great City Schools e f

|
i
i
|

| The lesson to be learned herc is that politics and fights over ﬁnancmg asnde

| |  May8,2000

Y

there no longer seems to be any question about the important beneﬁts of
rcducmg class size, especially in the early grades. Studies have shown that
those benefits last for years. The challenge...is to keep the money ﬂowmg
‘while rebuilding the physical plant to the point where smaller classrooms are

thc norm.

»

i

|
‘New York Times |

; - ; ¥
¥ . f

- INTRODUCTION -

lmprovmg the quality of public education has crncrgcd as one of the nation’s most
' prominent concermns. And no where arc these concerns more evident than in Amcma s
'Great City Schools.” Urban schools often face challenges that would daunt other

5 organizations, public or private. The litany of hurdles confronting these schools. 4nd ‘the
“children they enroll are now familiar, but the solutions to their problems have orly
- recently emerged from the research: comprehensive early childhood education, extended
time for learning before and after school and during summers, higher academic standards,

better teaching and professional dcvelopment for tcachcrs adequnte facilities, and ?mallcr :
~class sizes. - !

Evidence has grown stronger in the last several years that reducing class Sizcs in
particular, can have a dramatic and long-lasting effect on student achxcvemcnt

pamcularly the achievement of children in poverty. Reducing class size is being shown 10
give every student more of the teacher’s time and more.individualized attention tlo grasp

* the classroom material. This report is the second in a scries of reports updating the nation

on how the fedcral Class Size Reduction program is eﬂ‘cctmg America’s urban public
school systems.

THE RESEARCH =~ . A

Research on the effects of reducing class sizes on student achievem{cmj has
become clearer over the last five years. The new studies point increasingly to hlgher
academic performance, greater parental satisfaction, and stronger teacher cffectlvenefss in

smaller classes. Some of the most definitive studies include: l

I
i
i

i
i
i
i
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The Tennessee Student Teacher Achievement Ratio (or Project STAR) study. Pr’ojcét
i STAR was a longitudinal study of some 6,000 children from 1985 to 1989. Thc
. project followed students from kindergarten to fourth grade, placcd in three types of
classes: small (13-17 children per class), regular (22-25 students per class)' and
! regular with a full-time tcacher aide. While no advantage was found in larger classcs
having a teacher aide, students in smaller classes showed significantly }ughcr
achievement on standardized tests than either of the larger classes. The higher rates of
achievement were evident in the first grade and lasted through second and tlurd
grades. Results also showed that the greatest bencfits of smaller classes were found in
inner city schools with the poorest students. Follow-up studies of -Project STAR
students found that the bencfits of the smaller classes remained afler the third grade

2. The second study on the effects of reducmg class sizes involved the “Class Size
| reduction (CSR) program in California. Enacted in the summer of 1996, the
California program mandated that all 1** and 2™ graders be in classes of no mor'e than
20 students. Prchmmary evaluations of the program indicated 51gn1ﬁcant studcm
achievement gains in the 3™ grade—the only grade where it was possible to comparc
+ learners in CSR and non-CSR classes. Teachers in CSR classes also reporred
| spending more time with weak readers and students with higher needs, less timeion
i discipline. Data also showed that the program has resulted in higher parenta!
| satisfaction. : ; ; i

) I

'3, A third study was a quasi-cxperimental study of 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 rcducmg
| the student-teacher ratio to 15:1 in kindergartcn through third grade. Results from the
1997-98 school year showed that first and second graders in the smaller QAGE
classcs tested higher in math, reading, and language arts than students in the largcr
classes. Study results also indicated that African American students in smaller Ud&:bcb
outperformed African American students in larger classes. Qualitative ﬁlndxlngs
i suggest that teachers.in the SAGE program knew their students better, required less
time for management and discipline, and had greater opportunities for’ one7on-onc
instruction. Similar results were found in-a comparable 1996-97 study ‘

R

I
P
4. A fourth analysis involved trends on NAEP scores on reading and math 'among
central cities. This preliminary analysis conducted by researchers from the Rand
Corporation for the Council of the Great City Schools showed that lower pupll-
teacher ratios had dramatic effects on student achievement in urban schools
Rcducmg the pupil-teacher ratio (o 24:1 resulted in an avcrage 5. 8 NAEP percenule
point gains among central city students. Reducing class sizes to 21 resulted in NAEP
gains of 3.7 points, and to 18 produced additional NAEP gains among centmll city
students of 1.6 points. The analysis showed that no-central city with a pupil-tedcher
ratio above 18:1 had made significant 1mprov¢ment on rcadmg or math, scores in the

last cight years.
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o ‘  THE PROGRAM |
|
The federal Class Size Reduction program was s;gned into law on October 21
1998 with the goal of placing 100,000 new teachers into America’s classrooms. The law
provides federal funds to local school systems to reduce:class sizes 8 in grades 1 3
In the first year of the program, some 82% of the federal funds & e used to recrun

A’@u'g and train new certified classroom teachers. Up (o fifteen percent of the aliocatlon

used to test new teachers on state certification requirements and to prowde
profcssmnal development for existing teachers. No more than three percent of funds

could be used for adminjstration. , . « ; 1

i
f School systems received the f rst mstallmc:m of $1.2 bllhon to.meet the g'oal;m
July 1999. Some 80% of the program’s finds were targeted on school systems with the

’highest rates of student poverty, the very school systems most likely to have the largcst

‘classes and where research indicated that the most bcncﬁt could be dcnved by lowering
iclass sizes. : | !
] :
i Approximately $300 million dollars of the program was targeted on urban school
'm the first year. A 1999 survey by the Council of the Great City Schools of 40| urban
'school districts showed that the class-size reduction’ program provided over 3 SOO '
. teachers to the neediest urban children, as well as training for over 22,000 new and
| current urban school teachers. A national evaluation of the program showed that 29 000
" teachers had been hired throughout the country and that the effort reduced class sxzes for
! some 61,000 currcnt teachers and approximately 1.7 million chlldrcn m 90 000
classrooms (Depaﬁment of Educauon, 2000). o ‘

{

Longress approved $1.3 billion for the program's sewnd year. The mmatlive was ,

" amended somewhat for the 2000-2001 school year to lift the proportion of funds that

could bc spent on professional devclopment from 15%. to 25% and to allow addmonal
expendlturcs for professional development in “Ed Flex” statcs. ’ !
- FINDINGS o j '

The Council of the Great City Schools conducted a survey of its membem in

September 2000 asking for information on how second year fundmg was being used for

" the 2000-2001 school year. (A copy of the survey fonn 15 found in Appendlx B)

Approxlmately twenty-six (26) districts responded. 4 f

Fifty four (54) urban school districts comprising the Great Clty Schools reccwed.
some $304 million of the approximately $1.3 billion that Congress allocated in F*YOO for

the federal class size reduction program.

The twcenty-six (26) urban districts rcspondmg to thn. survcy indicated thdt they

received approximately $161.3 million in FYO0O class size reduction funds and werc able

_to hire or support 2,765 teachers for the 2000-2001 school year: ‘The total sallary and
|

o
|
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benefits of these teachers accounted for nearly $140 mllllon or about 86 8% of all cla

l

size funding reccived by these 26 major city school systcms o

Some respondents specified the number of new teachers they hired by g?rad%
Thesc districts indicated that the class size program enabled them to hire a total of 678
(SO 4%) new first grade teachers, 437 (32.5%) second grade teachcrs 425 (31.6%): thu'd
grade tcachers, and 231 (l? 2%, teachers in other- grades | 3

Table 1. Total Number of New Teachers, Sa}a‘ries, and Benefits Providefd in
Urban Schools with Federal Class Size Reduction Funds by Grade |

! H
éra&e Cne Grade Two Grade Thres Other Tot;a: * ;
!

]
' | ~ |
, [Teachers €78 437 425 231 ' 2.7}65"

Salary and Benefits | $27,289810 | $18,263,117 | $15207,572 | $8,147.917 | $139.488.478

o : : I
» ~ Individuat grades do nat surm o tolal since some districts were unable 1o provide a par-grade breakdown. |
! v !
/New TEACHERS ' ' |
‘ |

| All 26 major urban school districts responding to this survey used a portion’ of
‘their federal class size funds to hire new teachers. Four districts, however, used, all of
their class-size allocation for the salaries and benefits of new teacherq relying on state

~and local funds 1o provide professional development. ' , Co

Twenty-one of the 26 districts (80.8%) are using their federal funds to train their

new teachers, with some 2,300 new urban instructors receiving professional dcvelopment

“services through the program. Some 476 (25.6%) new first grade tcachers, 462 (24. 9%)

new second grade teachers, 432 (23.3%) new third grade teachers, and 488 (26. 3%)

teachers in the other grades were provided professional development in the districts that
were able to deta:l by grade wherc they targeted their tralmng resources. i

P Table 2. Number of Teachers Receiving Professiona] Development in Urban
:‘ ‘Schools with Federal Class Size Reduction Funds by Grade ]

I _ * individual grades do not sum to iolal sinca some districts wore unable 1o pravide a per-grade breakdown.

. Grade One Grade Two | Grade Three Other Trfltal 1
g: New Teachers 476 462 © 432 488 2.5329
| ;
; Current Teachers .758 | 710 827 387 E 5},099:
§ TOTAL | 1,234 1,172 1,089 885 7/428
| |

;f

|

|

!

' Does not represent all teachers hired. i
f

]

)

i

!

i
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‘CURRENT TEACHERS |
i

| The major bcneﬁt of the class size reduction program is that it actually reduc&;s

“thc size of classes, but a secondary benefit involves- the professional dcvclopmcnt
availablc to current teachers. Nineteen of the 26 districts responding to the survey

indicated that they used a portion of their funds to providc professional devclopment to

‘

Veteran teachers. !
N i

l
5
!
1
{

? - Approximately 758 (30.4%) veteran first grade- tcachem 710 (28.5%) veteran
second gradc teachers, 627 (25.1%) veteran third grade teachers, and 397 (15 9%)
teachers in other-grades were provided professional development in the districts that|were
~ able to detail by grade where they targeted their training resources. In addition, somc
veteran leachers were trained as mentors for new teachers, while others were kept up-to-

H !

P

date on the latest mstrucuonal practices. |

 Overall, some $17.2 million of the class size funds received by the 26 rcspoizdi:ng
ities was used to train 26,309 new and cxisting teachers in the nation’s urban schools. |

C

RECRUITING |
i

" The class-size reduction program also allows districts to use a small pornon .of
‘their federal funds to atiract new teachers. Eleven of the: -responding districts (42%) used
\part of their allocation on recruiting costs, spending some $5.6 million or 3.5% of the
dlstncts total class size funds. Most of this amount was used for advemsmg ‘Other
common recruitment expenses included travel to interview teacher candidates, salary and

i

 supply costs for a district recruiting oﬂ' ces, and hiring bonuses. : }

j
3 Table 3. Use of Federal Class Size Reduction Funds in Urban Schools

. | (% of districts)

T

Hiring New Teachers

Professional
Development

o

Recruiting

Exclusively for Salaries
and Benefits : . - S B -
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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TRENDS BETWEEN 1999 AND 2000 N SPENDING CLASS SIZE REDUCTION FUNDS: | i
! f

' This report also exannned trends in the use of class size reduction funds from la‘;t
ycar to see if districts were changing priorities or to determine the effects of amendments
to last year’s legislation. The Council of the Great City Schools looked at responses fronll
cities that participated in both last year’s and this year’s surveys. Twenty-two dmtncts
pamupated in both. There were modest but interesting trends.

! : 1
First, the amount of monies received by the 22 major cities increased slightly, $12
million, due largely to the small increase in the overall appropriations last year. This
increase allowed these districts to hire an additional 145 teachers in 2000-2001,
compared with 1999-2000. Some $11.7 million of the $12 million increase was devoted

to the salaries and benefits of newly hired teachers rather than to professwnal

I

dcvelopmcnt P

!
i

Second, the number of teachers receiving professmnal developrnent with federal -
Iclass size reduction finds actually increased in the 21 city school systems” by a net |3 700
lindividuals, but the total amount of program resources devoted to professmx'lal
developmcnt dropped by $1.75 million. This apparent anomaly may be due to a m'xmbcr
ol‘ factors. Spending on profewunal development may have been encoumg,cci more in the
first year because administrators were unclear about the program’s future. There was
somne anecdotal evidence that schools were somewhat reluctant in the first year to cormmt
“funds and contracts for individuals they could not support over the long run. The h1gher
:number of teachers receiving professional development at lower costs may be due to
‘increasing needs or to the availability of other federal, state, and local funds ito ﬁll
ftraxmng requirements. The anomaly suggests that both. teacher hiring and professwnal
developmcnt are ma_|or priorities for urban schodls, but, when pitted against one another,
' that reducing class sizes takes prccedence. S : j |

|
|
I[ .
|
I

Ty

|
|
|

? Does not include New York City.
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DESCRIPTIONS OF FEDERAL CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAMS
L IN SELECTED GREAT CITY SCHOOLS o

! l |
DEI\’IV ER 3 , ' ‘ ( ‘ ‘ | 1
The Dt,nver Public Schools has used its federal Class Size Reduction funds in the 20@0—5001
school year to hire 25 new classroon teachers, as well as an additional 29 mentor teacherls for its
“Primmary Lead Teacher Project”. After a summer of training, the mentor tcachers, known as
Pr1mary Lead Teachers, were assigned to low performing clementary schools, where theu' daily
responslbxhues included three hours of dircct instruction. These mentor teachers provide readmg,
writing and math instruction during this period to small groups and work md1v1dually with
smdénts in programs such as “Success in Barly Reading”, “Rcadmg Recovery”| and
"Dclscubnendo La Lecturn.” 4 ' o } ,' o
anaty Lead Tcachers also assist with 1mplcmentmg bulldmg-w;de standardb—based tjnath and
hteracy instruction, and acling as their schools’ liaisons for CBLA, CSAP, and other district-
related aclivities. Primary Lead Teachers at each site, moreover, are responsible for coachmg and
mertoring new primary grade teachers, Mentors debrief teachers on instructional teclmlques and
leq:,on plans. The mentors offer support in assessment; lesson planning, and classmom
managemcm as well as providing release time for tedchcrs to plan, observe, and | share
mformatmn on what works with other instructors. : I }

I
Fmally, Primary Lead Teachers plan and facilitate professmnal developmcm for school staff, as
well as professional study groups and school book clubs. In turn, elementary cumculurn and
Title 1 specialists provide regular, ongoing, and school-based coaching and mentcn’ng to the
Primary Lead Teachers. The Lead Teachers also attend bimonthly seminars focused cm methods
of 'balanced literacy instruction, lmplemcmanon of math content standards, lcadcrsmp, and
wachmg techniques, and student preparation for CSAP tests.in reading, writing, and méth

l

Primary Lead Teachers work regularly with small groups of students takmg
children from large classcs during instruction pcrlods and prowdmg lmore

mdlv:duahzed instruction. : ‘ ;
1 : : f il
} .'
Each Primary Lead T eacher works on a weekly basis with up to 15 tcachers. Mentor tcachers
have established themselves as an integral part of primary instruction, and the coaclnng zmd staff .
development they provide have received strong positive reviews from other teachers. Memor A
teachers have created and maintained a professional dialogue with instructional staff at the
bmldmg level, and follow up statf development activities .individually with demonstrations in
cach teacher’s classroom. Primary Lead Teachers have gained the trust of classroomlmstructorb
by using {heir time effcectively, locating and sharing valuable resources, . supportmg
mdmduahzcd and small group instruction, and providing cxpertise to new and veteran teacher\

|
|
| . | N
| 10 . , | !]
|
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FoR'r WORTH g
The Fort Worth Independent Schoo! District (FWISD) used i 1ts federal CSR funds to rcduce ‘class
sizes in 20 schools. Participating schools were those whose TAAS Reading or Math scorea,werc
below 70% passing, had high LEP or Special Education populations, a poverty rate of 80% or
higher, and had double-digit mobility rales. Approximately sixty Class Reduction Teachers
(CRT) were hiréd to reduce class sizes in Grades 1-3, and to work with the lowcst-perfonnmg
students at their grade level in reading. The size of readmg classes after piacmg the CRT"S was
reduccd from 22:1 to 11:1. . }

School principals were given ‘the flexibility with the funds to implement one of | | three
instructional models. The first was the “Reduced Classroom™ model, which clusters chxld:en in
greatest need of additional instruction. Half of this group works with the regular teacher all day,
andf the other half works with the CRT all day. The second model involved “Split Teachmg,”
' where the CRT was sent to work with one regular teacher in'the morning, and a dlftcrent tcacher
in the afiernoon. Tn each session, the CRT and regular teacher can either teamn-teach, or split
students into two groups. The final model used a “Reading Instruction™ approach, »'vhere the
CRT and a regular teachcr work with four different groups of students from dcsxgnated
classrooms each day. The two teachers decide whether to team-teach or to take students in
separatc groups. The same four groups of children meet with the CRT for reading mstructmn

each day throughout the school year. , |
. i

S

“lelted English and below-level readers had greater opportunities for success
with the intense, direct focus on reading; pacmg could easily be adjustcd in the
smaller group to account for language content.” | o

|

Principal, Fort Worth Independent Schqlol District

i
I

Thc results in the Fort Worth schools using the federal funds were significant. The! Texas

Pr:mary Reuding Inventory (TPRI) showed that most CRT schools showed substannal growth in
rcadmg in GTades 1 and 2, compared with other dlstnct schoo ls that did not have CRT rcsourccs

mmmmmwmm Th:.rd grade rcadmg scorcson AAS
dcmally declined in three schools that did not have a CRTs C ! ’

H

‘ The FWISD was able to provide an additional CRT at four schools with funds from the second

car of the fedcral program. The district’s greatest challenge is retaining hlghly quahtlcd

teachers to implement standards-based programs. This challenge has been add.resse‘d by filling

: quf positions early, monitoring the program on a monthly basis, and providing jongoing

professional development in team tcaching, effective questioning, individualized mstim‘,'tmn and
cl’untinued participation in Open Court and Reading Mastery Literacy Programs. - | |

: 3 o !

: |
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New York Clty

Thc federal Class Size Rcducuon prograim has allowed the New York City Board of
: Educanon (NYCBQE) to ease overcrowding in its schools, where class sizes were almost
5% larger than the statewide average. In the first year of the program, each of New York
thy s 32 Community School Districts and its Special Education District reccived fcdcral
and state funds to hire teachers and reduce class size. When additional classroom spacc
was not available, community districts were instructed ‘to use funds to provide small -
group instruction for more children. The federal and state initiatives have reduced (l:lass
size for approximately 90,000 students in the early grades, almost 30% of the city’s/ K- 3
populauon f

" The school district’s Division of Assessment and Accountability conducted an evaluauon
- of the Reduced Class Size Program and found that ‘teachers. werc ovew«hclmmgly
poszuvc Teachers indicated that students were producing higher quality work compdrcd
with regular classes. Teachers also indicated in the evaluations that students in the
srnallcr classes were reading more and taking more interest in their work. Fmally,
teachcrs pointed that student motivation, self-conﬁdemc and mdependcncc had
increascd in the smaller classes. : : L :
New York City is also using its class size rcduction funds lo mount an adverusmg
campalgn to recruit the best new teachers to its schools. This campaign will involve! prmt
&elewsaon radio, online, and other media outlets; will encourage certified teachérs
fthroughout the country, college graduates, and others 1o teach in the nation’s ]drgcst
jpublic school district; and will encourage teachers in particularly hard-to-staff arfeas 'to
work in the district. The ads will also highlight a unique altcrnative certification pathway, :
iwhich allows career-changmg professionals a faster way to full instructional license. The
altcmanve process is successful, at bringing a large number of judges, attorneys,
archltects firefighters, police officers, and doctors 1o New York City classrooms. | :

“An ordinary class has become a gifted class. They are thinking and ;

‘responding at higher levels with an enhanced ablhty for learning. .. !
Tcacher Responsc
Early Grade Reduced Class Size Evaluanon '
NYCBOE Division of Assessment and Accountabzhty
A recent report by the Educational Pnonucs Panel conf rmcd the bencﬁts for studcm;; of
' the smaller classes in New York City, and the opportunities they provided teachcrs to -
~ better identify student needs, provide more individual attcntion, cover rnatenal more
- cffectively, and 1mprove student achievement (1999). The Educational. Priorities Panel
* found that students in smaller classes tended to display greater enthusiasm for riaadmg,
and appecared (o Le learning faster than the year before. Parental involvement also
. increased, according to the report, and there was a noticeable decline in dxsclphnary
| problems. The Panel also found that reducing class sizes in New York City mw.ased
teachcr morale and made it easier for schools to hire qualified and experienced tcache;s
|
|

|
!
|
i
|
i

i
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OKLAHOMA CITY

Okiahoma City Public Schools (OCPS) is using its federal funds to hire and train new teacbers

and providc professional development to classroom teachers. In OCPS, veteran teachFrs ‘who
have, special training as mentors and professional development instructors prov1de* the
professional development activities. OCPS has hired 48 néw teachers with their Cl a:,s-fSwe
Reduction allocation, including 20 first grade teachers, 15 sécond grade teachers, and 3 third
grad’e teachers. [n addition to thosc hired with Class Size Reduction money, every clcmcntary
school in the district is eligible to send their new teachers to the professional development
prov1ded by the federal funds, allowing instructors in 67 buildings access to this umque

opportumty : o },

Professwnal development is offered in a wide variety of areas, mcludmg workshops on
“Learning Styles and Multiple Intelligences”, “Positive Teacher-Parent Relationships”,
“Framework for Understanding Poverty”, “Special Education Issues in Elementary Schools and
“Phoncnc Tutoring from the Literacy Center”. The training has allowed new teachers to improve
.mstmcnon by gaining fresh resources, generating positive ideas for use in the classrooni, and
' scttmg student expectations. The focused professmnal development also gives ncwj teachers
oppormnmcs for site- based training, as well as lmprovmg their understanding of curnculum and
assa:ssment _ . , ’] i‘
!
As part of their accountability efforts, OCPS is developing an annual report regarding t the use of
Class-Size Reduction funds and their impact on student l¢aming and academic achxevemcnt
Results from the study of the program showed that reduced class size increased mdmduahzcd ‘
attention, provided more time for instruction in core curriculum areas, increased avaxlabﬂny of
more teaching options, increased usc of varied materials; reduced discipline prc:blemb, and
accelerated educational progress

“Q)ompare student performance before and after cla_és Siz¢ was reduced.”

/ o

|

ES Improvcd oral reading, math, and spelling | j

«: Increased student confidence due to time for mdmduahzed and personalized
instruction - -

< More on-on-one attention, thereby higher achxcvement : | ;'

RS Ability to cover more information : .

% Improved rapport with students |

% Fewer discipline problems
':° Better results on Accelerated Reader, ITBS, Bcnchmarks and md1v1duahzed

Testing . : : | |

*

|

1’

i

| ‘ ~ Sample Responses | |
L o Class-Size Reduction Teacher Evaluatwn
{

Oklahoma City Public Schools | ]

13 o P
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The overwhelmmg ma;onty of teachers hired by the School District of Philadclphia with federal

Class-Size Reduction funds are “Literacy Intern Teachers™

—teachers with cm’ergcmy

eruﬁcatmn who hold undergraduate degrees, and in some cascs, graduate and professional
degrees. The Literacy Interns are given intensive profcssmnal development in early balanccd
literacy, are supported with mentors who arc experts in reading, and paired with veteran 'tcachers
who| have had intensive training in early literacy. The Literacy Interns work wnh] veteran
leachers 1o supporl and enhance the instructional program by focusing on individual emdent}s and

small learning groups,

|

!

L1

|

4

|

In 1999 the School District of Philadelphia hlred more than 250 people iwith
college degrees, including those making mid-career job changes, to serve as
Literacy Interns in K-1 classrooms across the city. Intems are paired with. veteran
tcaclzhers, reducing the student-teacher ratio in these classrooms to 15:1.

S

The theracy Intern Teacher program has proven 10 be an | elfective alternative to tradmonal
teacher recruitment programs, bringing trained professionals to the classroom to support the
: reddmg and language devclopment of students. The program provides the Phﬂadclphm Public
Schools with a successful method for attracting and retaining qualified and motivated mdmduals
to thc teaching profession and to fill positions in critical shortage areas. Preliminary data show
thal 82% of the Literacy Intern Teachers hired under the first year of the program havclrcmmned
-a higher retention rate than usually found for new, fi rst—ycar
teachers in Philadelphia. Some 44 of last year's Literacy Intern Teachers arc now teachmg n
their own classes, reducing the number of vacancies the system bad to fili at the stfarttof the

vorkmg for the school district--

2000-2001 school year.

. An mdependcnt

evlaluanen of the initiative showed that a majority of the veteran teachcrs felt that there was a
significant increase in student progress as a result of the Litéracy Interns: some teache]rs reported
their classes had improved by 15% over past years (Research for Action, July 2000). | l

t

i
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The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) has used its federal resources to| reducc

, mxddle school classes, because of the K-3 Class-Size Reduction (CSR) program opcramlxg with

state and local funds. Current class sizes at the middle school level (approxxmatcly 33:1).require
an addxtlonal 17-18 FTEs to reduce classes to 20:1 in each subject area per grade level. Federal

funds have been used by the San Francisco schools to reduce class sizes in language értsi and

mathematlcs t0 20:1 in the eighth grade. » Il

An cxghlh grade program was chosen by the district to complement the state-funded CSR in
langhage arts and mathemaucs at grade nine, and to provide additiona! support to meetl new,
challcngmg language arts standards required for high school graduation. The class size redu'cnon
effort was also easier to implement in the eighth grade than in elementary schools where ,studentq
work in core academic teams. There continues to be a need for extending CSR into grades four

and iﬁvc but space and facilities Iimitations make expansion difﬁcult without major reno?vations.
P

F

“ 'Substantlal performance was seen in the perfermance levels for elementary
schools and eight grade in all subject areas. An explanation of these results;is class
sxze reduction at the elementary grade levels, and at thc exght grade : I{

chort of Standardlzed Tcstmg Results for Spring 2000
San Francisco Unified School District : } ,
|

i
|
!
{
;
l

Th:e federal, statc and local efforts are also combined to provide an energetlc program of‘ teachcr '
recruitment, testing, and professional development. The federal class-size investment allowed
SFUSD to hire approximately 33 new and properly qualified English and Mathemahcé teachers.

SFUSD provides test preparation workshops for any teacher candidates who are| not fully
credentmled All candidates participate in a workshop before being assigned to classrooms, and
are provided on-thc-job support through mentor teachers and site-based mstrucnonal

1mpr0vement activities. !

1

AH staff hired through the federal program arc provided release time for cumculum focuscd
conferences and professional development concentrating on effective instructiona! slralegles to
capltahze on the smaller class sizes. The program is similar to what was unplcmented as part of
the overall K-3 CSR effort, but with emphasis on more sophisticated and appropriate material for
the cighth grade. This includes algebralc content and reflective reading and wnt:mgE sklllls The
profcssmnal development program is also available to pnvatc schoo! mstructcrs conmstent with

thc federal guidelines. !

h
i
i

|
L

‘
H
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Federal class size reduction funds dirccted
To urban schools in 2000,2001 ‘

Numbcr of new teachers hired with 2™ -year
tedcral class size reduction funds :

!

., Amount of fcderal class size funds devoted

to te;‘xchcr salarics and benefits

|

i . e
Percentage of federal class size reduction funds
devoted to teacher salaries and benefits

Nun!abcr of teachers receiving professional -
development with federal class size funds

' An}"ount of federal class size funds devoted
To professional development

Pc:icentage of federal class size reduction funds
devoted to professional development

Axpount of fcderal class size reduction funds
dcvoted o recruitment

Pérccntage of federal class size reduction funds

[ e T
devoted to recruitment

;
Percentage of cities that used funds to pay

I .
Teacher salaries

Percentage of cities that used funds to.
Provide professional development

202 347 4790;

16

Oct-3-00 4:29PM;

SUMMARY OF 2"° YEAR FEDERAL CLASS SizZE REDUCTION Erp ORTS
IN THE GRrREAT CITY SCIIOOLS

$161,263,344
2,737
$138,605,335
85.9%
26,309
317;171,025
10.7%
$5,597,52$
3.5%

100%

g1%0

Jea%

B
i
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APPENDIX A ,
CLAS% SIZE REDUCTION SURVEY RESULTS
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Albuquerque
Atlanta

Ciark County
Cleveland *
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Denver '
Des Moines
Detroit

Fort Worth
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Miarni
Milwaukee
.Nashville

New York City
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Oklahoma City
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Council of the Great City Schools
—LClass=Size Reductio

4 ow-up Survey Results
Main Findings |

$2,424,994 45 $1,575,000 71
$3,361,480 58 $2,726,480 58
$4,243,374 77 $3,989,581 20
$5,414.952 164 $6,547,478 486
$3,304,251 83 $3,304.251 0
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TR Aehres

Hiring Teachers

Council of the Great City Schools
“Class-Size Reduction Follow-up-Survey-

51,716,717

- $2,726,480

Albuquerque 22 16 7 45
Atlanta ) 58 58
Ok GOMIty e VT

Cleveland 43 71 50 164
Columbus 8 17 10 8 83 $1,965,658 $669,238 $376,498
Denver 54 V
Des Moines 27
Detroit 75 o105 80 260 D800 $6508720  $4197,120
Fort Worth 27 20 17 64 $1,080,000 $800,000 $680,000
- Jefferson County ' ..95.
Miami 779 88 211 $3,242,969 $3,462,088 $3,856,500
Milwaukee 87 5 3 102 $5,309,744 $255,660 - 5182,038
Nashville 10 1 10 43 $481,000 $673,540 $481,000
New York City 804 '
Norfolk 9 9 9 9 36 $345,123 $345,125 $345,125
Oklahoma City 20 15 13 a8 $543,500 $403,800 $355,400
Orange County 23 20 2 9 74 $821,560 $714,400 §785,840
" Philadelphia 1515 2 R — 253 56,053,024 $195,891 $78,756
~ Pittsburgh 1317 5o oo 45 L L $629,550 - $821,006 _  $718,804
Portlznd 15 <13 8 3 $701A421 $596,947 328,098
Rochester 9 .19 16 1 45 $981,123 $826,208
Sacrarnento 3 31

$464,742

$292,858

$459,230
$432,99%0

$345,127

- $321,480
£3,740,938

$51,638
$1,800,000

$1,575,000
$2,726 480

$3,989,581

$6517478

$3,304,251
$2,754,656
$863,343

$13,640,640
$2,560,000

§10,561,560
$6,206,672
$2,068,530

$52,875,000
$1,380,502
$1,302,700
$2,643,280

$10,069,609
$2,169,360

91626466

$2,323,711
.$1,800,000

. $2950816
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Albuguerque
‘Atlanta

CHafK Coiiity
- 43

Cleveland
Denwver
vUet‘mit’

"~ Fort Worth
Miami
Milwaukee .
Nashville

" New York City
Norfatk
Oklahoma Cityr
Philédelph&a -
Pittsburgh
Rochester

San Antonio
San Diego

San Francisco.

8»»:.-yuA:.
71

32

7

.20

46

9

50 -

35

.-24

5

i5
2

20

32

-y
12
. 300 300 300 300

13

128

16

16

16

17

!

2 . 0
© $127,043

64

99

24"
1,200

2

1

76

77
3

16

. $5,000

$15,700

- §741,232

$139,423

$262,210

22

110

86
27
67

300

105

11

136

113
18

74
300

16

101

300

29

15 €0
76 217
300

s 27

15
2 66
15 42

300

1,200

176

76 - 322

$206,605
$35,000

$262,210

$47.409
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34
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16
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71 . $849,594
58  $135,000

486 $576,279
54 = $424,332
399 $333,648
64 $40,000
241 $1.600,000
| 2400  $524.420
18,850
© 36 $63,109
191  $304,877
253 $2,435477 .
45 $244,723
‘16 $139,423
31 $200,000
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83 $72,000
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O i of ithe
Greas €y Bahnolt

Albuquerque
Atlanta
Fort Worth

New York City
Nortols
Orange County
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
San Antonio

" §an Diego

Recruitment

$400
$500,000
$79,979.

836,569

$5,000,000
$63,204
$16,283
$333,350
$39,379
$63,966

$3,000

$8,000

$1.000 -

Council of the Great City Schools
—Class-Size Reduction Follow-up Survey

$500,000 ' ' Hiring Bonuses
$36,000 Project Manéger
Used for adverttsmg/travex fcr mterwews
Nationwide advertising campaign
$18.000 for recruiting; $45,204 for indirect costs

$12,500 : $783 Postage and supplies
$333,350 -
$39,379

$32,000 . $23,966

$9,000 .. . .
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4. Please provide the number of current and new teachers who have received, or are planning to

Sent By: NYC EI\D ED DC OFFICE; 202 347 4790; | 0ct-3-00  4:36PM; f l?Page 29/34
|Council of the Great City Schools |
| The followlng questions regard the funds you? district has recaived ! :
mem the fadaral Class-Slze Reduction program: Lo
| | 5 b

1. Actual amqunt of your school district's Class<Size Reduction (CSR) grant 1
award for the 2000-2001 school year (the secand year of tha program)? |
L 3 ' ,. |
2. Amount of 2000-2001 CSR funds district has $pent on recruiting costs:  TOTAL:
: : . i
; s - " Advertising: I
| Travai to interview prospective teachers: D
i : - H;nng bonuses: i
{
Hiring packages (paymg for co!lege tumon moving axpenses, ste.): !
i
‘ Other:
3. Please complete the table below regarding the teachers, and their salaries and benefits, your :
district pays for with federal Class-Size Reduction funds. ? g
I o :
« o ‘
Number of Teachers Hired 3 .
w/Federal Class-Size Funds . Salary and Benefits ‘
Grade One . f '
Grade Two ;
t - .f
f Grads Three !
! - !
. ;| H
| |_Ctner (Grades ) [
1 | i
| TOTAL ‘ |
i ]
) i
1 I 1
rec?nve,
{
i

R . s bt el 2R

B G

professlo:ha! development with CSR funds for the 2000-2001 school year, as well as the cost.

| 5 :
Grade Level # of New Teachers # of Current Teachers

I

Total

£

| Grade One

Grade Two ;

Grade Three

Other (G?rades )

|
TOTAL COST

_

5. Pleass provide on an attached sheaet, any additlonal anecdotal mformation which demonstratias the

success and importance of the Class-Size Reduction program in your dxstrict

Feel free to contact Manlsh Naik Qr?Gabrieia Uro at (202) 393§242? with any questions.
Please fax completed surveys ta Manish Nalk at (202) 383-2400.

i

| .‘

; Rurveve must ha raturned bv Santember 29, 2000,
| :

|
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CLASS SiirifREDUCTION PROGRAM

|
1
e
5
PL106-113 f

SEC. 310 (a) From the amount ap prepnatcd for title VI of the Elementary and becondary

A ducauon Act of 1965 in accordafice with this section, the Sccretary of Education - ( 1)
shall make available a toial of $6, }96 000 1o the Secretary of the Intcrior (on behalf of the
E,urcau of Indian Affairs) and the outlym g areas for activities under this section; and (2) |
shall allocate the remainder by provxdmg each State the same percentage of that |
r[emamdcr as it received of the fugds allocated to States under Section 307(a)(2) of the

Department of bducauon Appro i;atmns Act, 1999

|
|
« v ) | ;
(b)(l) Each State that receive funds under this. scctmn ‘:hall dlstnbute 100 percent of
such funds to local education: Iagcncles of which- i

(A) 80 pcrcem of suc amoum shalI be allocated to such local educauonai |
agencies in propo jfdn to the number of children, aged 5 to 17, who remdc
in the school distrjct; served by such local educational agency from ] :
families with incames below the poverty line (as defined by the Office of
Management and :,udget and revised annually in accordance with section
673(2) of the Congmunity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S. C. 9902(2)))
applicable to a fafily of the size involved for the most recent fiscal year,
for which satisfadiory data are available compared to the number of such
individuals who réside in the school districts served by all the local
educational agen 1;5 in the State for that fiscal year; and

- (B)20 percent of suchiamount shall be allocated to such local educational ,
agcnacs in accorfladgce with the relative enrollments of children, ag,ed 5ito
17, in public and f 7vatc nonprofit clementary and secondary schoo
within the boun nes of such agencxcs ‘

1(2) Notwnhstandmg pa,tagraph ( ), if the award to a local educational agency under this
‘section is less than the starting s Iary for a new fully qualified teacher in that agency who
(i certified within the State (whi¢h may include certification through State:or local | | -
idllﬁ[ﬂ&tlve routes), has a baccalaliréate degree, and demonstrates the general knowledge,

' teaching skills, and subject matt £ knowledgc required to teach in his or her content areas,
] that agency may use funds undeq this section to {A) help pay the salary of a full- or past-
] time teacher hired to reduce claspisize, which may be in combmatlon with other Fedcral

' State, or local funds; or (B) pay foractivities descnbcd in subsection (c)(2)(A)(iii) whxch

may be related to teachmg in smaller classes. - o

f
(€)(1) The basic purpose and int nt of this section is to reduce: class size with fully f ]‘
qualified teachers. Each local icational agency that teceives funds under this sccnon
shall use such funds to carry ou effectwe approaches to reducing class size with fully |
qualified teachers who are certi e(i within the State, including teachers certified through
' State or local altcrnative routes, gnd who demonstrate competency in the areas in vs;'bmh
| they teach, to lmprevc educatio al achxevemcnt for both regular and special needs | | ‘

l

|

21 S ' /
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|
|

grades for which some research h s shown class size reducuon is most effective.

chzldren with particular conside mn gwen to reducing- class size in the carly e]emcntaljf/
i
|

| (2)(A) Each such local educa onal agency may use’ funds under this section for

|
|
],
i
|
|
|

(i) recruiting (includipg' Ihrough the use of signing bonuses, and other o

financial incentives), Hiring, and training fully qualified regular and specxa[l ;
education teachers (which may include hiring specxal education teachers to
team-teach with reguldr teachers in classrooms that contain both children vmh
disabilities and non-di abled children) and teachers of special-necds Chl]dfﬁ!l
who are certified withjn the State, including teachers certified through Statc or
local alternative routes have a baccalaureate degree and demonstrate the - ,
general knowledge, te chg skills, and subjcct matter knowledge rcqmred to
teach in their content :,'egs; ‘ [

|
( ii ) testing new lc,aclx:m for academic conu:nt knowledge and to meet State ! i
certification requireménts that are consistent w:th title IT of the Higher I i
Education Act of 196‘ a:nd ‘ |

( i ) providing profe lonal developmcnt (whnch may includc such actwmcs

as promoting retentio zmd mentoring) to teachers, including special cducatwn
teachers and teachers pf s;pccml»nccds children, in order to meet the goal of }

ensuring that all instrictional staff have the subject matter knowledge, } i
teaching knowledge, §nd teaching skills necessary to teach effectively in the, '
content area or areas §i which they provide instruction, consistent with title II
of the Higher Educati Bn Act of 1965. : ‘

(B)(i) Except as provided under clause (11) a local educational agency may;
use not more than a tgtaf of 25 percent of the award received under this {
section for activitics descnbcd in clauses (u) and (iii) of subparagraph (A). }
: !

(ii ) A local educatio f‘i agency in an Ed-flax Partnership State under Pubhc
Law 106-25, the Edu atmn Flexibility Partnership.Act, and in.which 10, :
percent or more of te ¢i1¢:rs in elementary schools as defined by section |
14101(14) of the Ele ‘cntary and:Secondary Education Act of 1965 have not
met applicable State d local certification:requirements (including |
certification through b; ate or local alternative routes), or if such reqmrcments
have been waived, mpy: apply to the State ¢ducational agency for a wawer that
would permit it to us¢:more than 25 percent of the funds it receives undcr this
section for activities iescnbed in subparagraph (A)(1ii) for the purpose of :
helping teachers whd havc not met thc ccrt:ﬁcatzon requircments bccome |

certified. . i ‘ S } |
s , o

( ii1 ) [fthe State ed aﬁonal agency appmves the local educational agel[ncy s
‘application for a wai}er under clause (ii), the local educational agency may
use the finds subjec toithe waiver for activities described in subparagraph’
(A)(iii) that are need ’d 10 ensure that at least:90 percent of the teachers|in
clementary schools gre cemﬁed thhm the State

22
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I

i agency that has already reduced class size in the early
' grades to 18 or lesg:children (or has a!rcady reduced class size to a State |
! or local class size cducnon goal that was in effect on the day before the
J enaciment of the epanmcnt of Education: Appropriations Act, 2000, }lf'
| ducational agency goal is 20 or fewer children) mey
1

|
i
|
m 'this section— | . b

~ that State or local
use funds receiv
i

( 1) to make further ‘,E ss 51ze reductions in grades kmdergarten through 3 5.

(i1) to reduce class si:'ie gn other grades; or = - , |
. Lo S I
(iii } to carry out actiVities to improve teacher quality, including pro_fessionail
deveclopment. L ; ‘ [ :
( A L J

4

af agency has already reduced class size in the cafly i
grades to 18 or fewer children and intends to use funds provided undc,r i
y out professional developmem activities, mcludmg !
activities to imprdve teacher quality, thén the State shall make the : Avirard

under subsection b) 1o the local educatmndl agency. : f j

i
(3) Each such agency shall use fi nds under this sechon only to supplement, and notl to '
supplant, State and local funds thgat,in the absence of such funds, would otherwise be !'

speat for activities under this sec .i‘p;x. g

E'
n
0
=]
¢
8
[=]
b
8
Q

!(4) No funds made available und#:r this section may ba used to increasc the salaries or | '
f provide benefits, other than partifipation in professional developmcnt and ennchment
| programs, to teachers who are nqt ‘hired under this section. Funds under this section may
be used to pay the salary of teacHers hired under section 307 of the Department of | |
Education Appropriations Act, 1 }99 : ;

nds under this secnon shall report on activities in the’

(d)(1) Each State receiving fi
State under this section, condistent with scction 6202(3)(2) of the Elementary and

A Sccondary Education Act of 1955 o « J x

(2) Each State and local edu ational agency recexvmg funds under thts section shall
publicly report to parents onjits;progress in reducing class size, increasing the | |
percentage of classes in core{dcademic areas taughit by fully qualified teachers who :
are certified within the State and demonstrate competency in the content areas in |

- which they teach, and on th zmpact that hiring additional highly qualified teachers

|
|
|
i
f
J
|
|
¢
j and rcducmg class size, has d if any, on mcrcasmg student academic achxcvemcnt
|
!
E
|
a
i

ds under this SCCIIOB shall provxde to parents upon

(3) Each school receiving
request, the professional qu fﬁcanons of their chﬁd‘s teacher.

(e) If a local educational ag jjcy uses funds made avaxfablc under this section ’for-
tivities, the agency shall ensure for the equxtable ;’

professional development a
roﬁt <¢lementary and sc:condary schools in such actwmes.

participation of private nong

| | Lo 23 = ! |
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|

| to other activities under this s¢ ¢

| (f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXP

“program to reducc class size Y

Section 6402 of the Elcmemat?r

under this section may use nof
administrative costs. ¢

funds under this section shall
of the Elementary and Second

4

(h) No funds under this secti

R

202 347 4790;

Oct-3-00 4:38PM;

|

INSES-—A local educatlonal agency (hat receives funds
fnore than 3 percent of such funds for local ;

1

may be used to pay: thc salary of any teacher hlred
with funds under section 307 pf the Department of } Education Appropnations Act

i
H
!
!
i
X

and Sccondary Educatxon Act of 1965 shall not apply'
tion, - |

(g) REQUEST FOR F UNDS+ Each local educanorml agcncy that desires to receive
nclude in the apphcatmn required under section 6303 !

ary Education Act 0f1965 a description of the agency" s
y hu'mg additional hlghly qualified teachers.

i
|
|
!

1999, unless, by the start of the 2000-2001 school year, the teacher is certified u}thm

the State (which may include
and demonstrates competency

C 24

ecmﬁcauon through State or local alternative. routes) ;
'fm the subject areas | m which he or she teaches. '

4

/
/

|

/,
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