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·eXECUTIVE.-SUMMARY 	 i 
,i i 

the Council of the Great City Schools, a coalition of the nation's laTge~t urban pUblib : 

~chool systems, surveyed its membership todetermine how they were using federal dlass 

kize reduction funds in the 2000-2001 scbool year. Some 25 major urban schoorsyst~m~ 

kesponded. Results indicated that- I 
 , 

I 	 I 
Approximately 2,737 new first, second, and third grade teachers were hired in 25 of: 
the nation' s largest urban school systems with second-year federal class size I i 
reduction funds. I 

I 
I 

.- The 25 major city school systems received approximately $161.3 million in fed~ral: 
class size funds for the 2000·2001 school year. . 

, 	
. 
I 

I_ AJI 25 maior cities used their federal class size funds to recruit and hire teachers!. I
I ~ . I I 
;- About $138.6 million ofthe $161.3 million received (85.9%) was spent by the ~5 city 
, school systems on teacher salaries in grades one, two; and three. I I· 

• 	 All 25 cities used a portion of their federal class size reduction monies to provide I 

professional development to new and veterdn lCachers. - I 


I • 
. - I ' 

• 	 Some 26,309 urban school teachers received professional development in thc 25 cities 
paid for wilh federal class size reduction funds. : ' 

I 
I 

• 	 The 25 major cities devoted approximately $17.2 million (10.7%) of their federal 

class size aid to teacher professional development and $5.6 million (3.5%) to ! i 


recruiting expenses_ I I 

, 	 , ! ) 

• 	 Funding under the progrclIl1 has been flexible enough.foT urban school systems I~O ~rc . 
new teachers or provide professional dcvelopment--or both depending on nccq. ! 

- Preliminary data, like that gathered by the Fort Worth Publlc Schools, indicatel that 

the federal class size reduction program is improving student achievement and :is I 


receiving strong teacher support. I . 


I 	 • 

-	 The federal program is also fl~xiblc enough to compiement local and state effqrts ~o 
• 	 .- i . 

reduce class SlZes. 	 : 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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Reducing Class Size 
i .A Smart Way to Ilnprove Am.erica's Urban Schools 
1 

By the 

Council ofthe Great City Schools 


-' . 

The lesson to be learned here 'i~ that, politics and fights over financing ~si4e, ' 
there no longer seems to be any question about the important benefi:ts pf . 
:reducing class size; espccial1y in the early grades. Studies have show~ ~at , 
:those benefits last for years. The challenge .. .is to keep the money flo;Wing 
;while rebuilding the physical plant to the point w;here smaller classroon1-s ~re 
the norm. . . 

.New York Times 
•May 8, 2000 

! 
INTRODUCTION . ; 

! Improving lhe quality ofpublic eduealion has emerged a5 one of the nation'~ ~o.t 
I prominent concerns. And no where are these concerns more evident than in America's 
: Great City Schools. Urban schools often face challenges that would daunt! other 
: organizations~ public or private. The litany of hurdles confronting these schools dnd'the 
, children they enroll are now familiar, but the solutions to their probl~ms bavt oIlly 
, recently emerged from the research: comprehensive eady childhood education, ex'tentled 
, time for learning before and after school and during suminers, higher academic standards, 
, better teaching and professional development fot teachers, adequate fucilities, and sm~lIer 
I class sizes. . .". .! I' 

. .. I . 
, Evidence has grown stronger in the last several years that reducing class s,izes, in 
: particular, can have a dramatic and long-lasting effect on student achie-yenient, 
, particularly the achievement ofchildren in poverty. Reducing class size is being s~ow:n to 

give every student more of the teacher's time and more· individualized attention to grasp 
the dassroom material. This report is the second in :1 series of reports updating th~ n~tion 
on how the federal Class Size Reduction program is eITecting America':) urban' public 
school systems. . : I 

, ! 

! I 
I 

THE RESEARCH I , 

. I r 
i 

Research on the effects of re4ucing class sizes on stUdent achievementi· has 
become clearer over the last five years. The new stuQies point increasingly t6 ~gher 
academic perfonnance. greater parental satisfaction, and stronger teacher cffectivbness in 
smaller classes. Some of the most definitive studies include: ! 

I 

I 
, 
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11. 	 The Tennessee Student Teacher Achievement Ratio (or Project STAR) study. prol~~e~t 
STAR was a longitudinal study. of some 6,000 children from 19~5 to 1989. T~e 
project followed students from kindergarten to fourth grade, placed In three types Qf 
cla'):..es: small (13·17 children per class). regular (22-25 students per class),' and 
regular with a fuJl,.time teacher aide. While no advantage was found in larger c1~sscs 
having a teach~r aide, students in smaller classes showed significantly h~ghcr 
achievement on standardized tests than either of the larger classe5. The higher rates bf 
achievement were evident in the first grade and lasted through second and Ithlfd 
grades. Results also showed that the greatest benefits of smaller classes were fOl1nd lin 
inner city schools with the poorest students. Follow-up studies of"Project STAR 
students found that the benefits of the smaller classes remained after the third gr~de.' 

I . 

12. 	 TIle second study on the effects of. re<iucing class· sizes involved the "Class Size 
I 	 I 

! 	 reduction (CSR) program in California. Enm.:ted· ill the summer of 1996, the 
California program mandated that all 1 st and 2nd graders be, in classes of n<? mor~ t~an 
20 students. Preliminary evaluations of the program indicated significant stud?nt 
achi~vemellt gains in the 3n1 grade--the only grade where it was possible to cOfnparc 
learners in CSRand non-CSR classes. Teach(,}rs. in CSR classes also reponed 
spending more time with weak readers and students with higher needs, less time :on 
discipline. Data also showed that the program has resulted in higher parerital 
satisfaction. . . i : 

I ' 	 I 

i 3. 	 A third study was a quasi-experimental study of the "Student Achievement GuJrd~tee 
in Education (SAGE) progrum in Wisconsin. SAGE, a five-year pilot pro~am~ is 
designed to increase the academic achievement of high poverty students by reducing 
the student-teacher ratio to IS: 1 in kindergarten through third grade. Results frbm ;the 
1997 -98 school. year. showed that. first and second graders in the sm.aller IS~GE 
classes tested hIgher In math, readmg, and language arts than students In the larger 
classes. Study results also indicated that African American students in smaller ~Ia*ses 
outperfonned African' American students in larger classes. Qualitative findings 
suggest that teachersin the SAGE program knew their students better, requi~ed less 
time for management and discipline, and had greater opportunities for one~on-one 
instruction. Similar results were fOwld in·a comparable 1996-97 study. i 

I 
I 

4. 	 A fourth. analysis involved trends on NAEP scores on reading and math janiong 
central cities. This preliminary analysis conducted by researchers from th~ ~and 
Corporation for the Council of the Great City Schools showed that lower pupil
teacher ratios had dramatic effects on student achievement in urban schools. 
Reducing the pupil-leacher ratio to 24:1 resulted in:an average 5.8 NAEP p~rcehtile 
point gains among central city students. Reducing class sizes to 21 resulted i~ Nl-\EP 
gains of 3.7 points, and to 18 produced additionalNAEP gains among cen~ll city 
students of 1.6 points. The analysis showed that no: central city with a pupilrte~cher 
ratio above 18: 1 had made significant improvement·on reading or mat~.scores in the 
last eight years. ' .: 

s 
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,THE PROGRAM 
I 

. . '/ 

The federal Class Size Reduction program was signed into law on Octobe~ 2),
i998 with the goal of placing 100,000 new teachers into America's classrooms. Thr la~ 
provides federal funds to local school systems to reduce:class s~z~~U8 in grade~ 1-3.: . 
1n the first year of the program, some 82% of the federal funds ~d1)e used to recru~t, 

•P,t.rE. and train new certified classroom teachers. l!r lO. fifteen ~ercent of the all09at~9n 
~3t:ftd-be used to test new teachers on state certificatu:>n requIrements and to pr?Vl~e 
professional development for existing teachers. No more than three percent of funds 
could be used for administration.. . ,', ' . " I ! 
I . II 

, School systems received the first installment of $1.2 billion to meet the goal iin 
!July 1999. Some 80% ofthe program's funds were targeted on school systems wi~h the 
j , • ' ! 

. :highest rates of student poverty, the very school systems most Hkely to have the largpst 
Iclasses and where research indicated that the most benefit could be derived by 10J..er;ng 
; class sizes. ' / i 

I Approximately $300 million dollars of the program w~s targeted on urban S~hO~IS 
: in the first year. A 1999 survey by the Council of the Great City Schools of 401 urban 
'school districts showed that the class-size reduction. program provided over: 3,500 
: teachers to the neediest urban children, as well as traiiring for over 22,000 ne\.v and 
I , 

: current urban school teachers. A national evaluation of the program showed that 29,000
I. "I I 
; teachers had been hued throughout the country' and that the effort reduced .class sizes: for 

I ;i some 61.000 current teachers and approximately 1.7 million children in 90,000 
i .classrooms (Department of Education, 2000). . " " i I . 

" .! ~ 

Congress approved $1.3 billion for the program~s s~cond year. TIle initiati,ve !.vas 
: amended somewhat for the 2000-2001 school year to lift the proportion of fun.ds 'that 
: could bc spent on professional development from 15%, to 25% and to allow additi9nal 
i expenditures for profes~jonal development in "Ed Flex" states. I ! 
j . i j 

I FINDINGS / 
I 

I The Council of the Great City Schools conducted a survey of its members in 
September 2000 asking for information on how second year funding was being ~e~ lor 
the 2000-2001 school year. (A copy of the survey fonn 1S found in Apperidix B.)" 
Approximately twenty-six (26) districts responded. . i 

, ' '
. II 

I 
, ': 

Fifty four (54) urban school districts comprising the Great City Schools received 
some $304 million of the approximately $1.3 billion that Congress allocated in F/yob for 

, the federal class size reduction program. , ! 
! " f ' 

The twenty-six (26) urban districts responding to this survey indicated ~ha~thcy 
received approximately $161.3 million in FVOO class si?:e reduction funds and ~ere able 

, to hire or support 2.765 teachers for the 2000-2001 school year~ ,The total S11ary and 

I ! 

6 
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benefits of these teachers accounted for nearly $140 million or about 86.8% of all,plaJs 
size funding received by these 26 major city school systems. I 

Some respondents specified the number, of new teachers they hired by Jadk. 
these districts indicated that the class size program enabled them to hire a total of 678 
(50.4%) new first grade teachers, 437 (32.5%) second grade teachers, 425 (31.6%) : third 
grade teachers, and 231 (17.2%) teachers in other grades1

: ' ; i 
, , 

Table 1. Total Number of New Teachers, Salaries, and Benefits Provide:d in 
Urban Schools with Federal Class Size Reduction Funds by Grade I ' 

, 

N£WTEACHERS 
: 

. ! I 

Grade One Grade Two Grade Three Other TO~I· ! 
I I 
I I 

Teachers 678 437 425 231 ' 2'165 : . I 

Salary and Benefits $27,289,810 $18,263.117 $15.2~7,572 $8.147.917 $139.468.478 
, ! 

I 
• IndividUal grades do not sum 10 total since 801M districts were unable 10 provldo 3 p6l'i'lraCie breakdown. 

I 

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 ofnew teachers, relying oil state 

, and local funds to provide professional development. . 

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 development 
services through the program. Some 476 (25.6%) new first gTade teachers, 462 (24.9%) 

: new second grade teachers, '432 (23.3%) new, third grade teachers, and 488 (+6.~%) 
teachers in the other grades were provided professional:development in the distriCts that 

. were able to detail by grade where they targeted their training resources. i ! 
I I 

• . 1 : 

I. 
Table 2. Number of Teachers Receiving Professional Development In IDrban 

I ,Schools with Federal Class Size Reduction Funds by Grade I I 
I I 
I : 

' Grade Three OtherGrade One Grade Two Total i 
' I 

. 432 462476 488 21329/New Teachers 

I i627 397758 710Current Teachers 5r09~ , ' 

1[42$1,172 1,059 8851,234TOTAL , I 

j 
• Indillidua1llrades do not sum to rolal since eome dlstrlotS _ unatlle to provide a per-Sl"llde breakdown. 

,I 
I 

I Does not rc:present I1It teachers hired. 

7 
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I 

CUIUlENTTEACHERS 	 I I 

The major benefit of the class si;re redu~ion program is that ,it' actually red:UC~S 
t}:le size of cla.:;ses, but a secondary benefit JDvolves, the professIonal develop1llc~t 

, ivailablc to current teachers. Nineteen of the 26 districts responding to the S4rvey 
i'ndicated that they used a portion of their funds to provide professional devclopme;nt to 
~eteran teachers. I : 

I 

, Approximately 758 (30.4%) veteran first grade: teachers, 710 (28.5%) ve~er4n 
second grade teachers, 627 (25.1%) veteran third grade teachers, and 397 (15.9%) 
teachers in o.ther-grades were provided protessio~al dc~~lopment in the distrie~s. thatlw~rc 

" 	~ble to detaIl by grade where they targeted then trammg resources. In additIon, ,sol\1C 
~eteran teachers were trained as mentors for new teacherS, while others were kept IIp-to
p.ate on the lalest instructional practices. i i

I 	 " 
< 	 • I ' 

Overall, some $17.2 million of the class size funds received by the 26 respopding 
:cities was used to train 26,309 new and existing teachers in the nation's urban schools. I 

I 	 . 

/RECRUITING 

I 
, ' The class-size reduction program also allows districts to use a small'portion!of 

, :their federal funds to aUract new teachers. Eleven of thc:responding districts (42%) used 
Ipart of their allocation on recruiting costs. spending some $5.6 million or 3.5% bf the 
, 	 • I ' 

. dish;Cts' total class size funds. Most of this amount was used for advertising. IOther 
r common recrujtme~t e~penses .i~cluded travel to ~~terview teacher candidates, salaIy ~nd 
I supply costs for a dIstrIct recrUltmg offices, and hmng bonuses. I 

Table 3. Use ofFederal Class Size Reduction Funds in Urban Schools I 
(% of districts) 	 I , 

I 

I 

Hiring New Tea'chers ' 

Professional 
Development 

Recruiting 

IExclusively for Salaries 
! and BeAefits .I ~________~~______~______-+~______~____~~ 

0% 20% 40% 60% 
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TRENDS BETWEEN 1999 AND 2000 IN SPENDING CLASS SIZE REDUCTION FUNDS 
I 
I I 

I This report also examined trends in the use ofclas~ size reduction funds from,:tast 
I 	 I 

year to see if districts were changing priorities or to determine the effecl~ of amendm,ents 
~o last year's legislation. The Council of the Great City Schools looked at responses rforb 
9iti~s ~hat pa:ticipated in both last year's an~ this ye.ar's surveylS. Twenty·two distric~s I 
~aTllclpated In both. There were modest but mterestmg trends. . 'I! 

First, the amounl ofmonies received by the 22 ma.jor cities increased slightl)l, $P 
miJIion. due largely to the small increase in the overall appropriations last year./ ~is 
increase allowed these districts to hire an additional 145 teachers in 2000-20QI. 
compared with 1999-2000. Some $11.7 million of the $12 million increase was de~oted 
to the salaries and benefits of newly hired teachers rather th~n to professional
I 	 . ., I . 
,development. 	 .: I 

.' 	 : Second, the nwnber of teachers receiving professional development with fbde~l . 
lclass size reduction funds actually increased in the 21 city school systcms2 by a nl:t /3,700 
!individuals, but the total amount of program resources devoted to professiotw.l 
:development dropped by $1.75 million. This apparent anomaly may be due to a n~m&er 
!offactors. Spending on profe55ional development may have been encouraged more lin the 
:tlrst year because administrators were unclear about the program's future. Ther~ was 
, some anecdotal evidence that school~ were somewhat reluctant in the fIrst year to commit 

. 	 I 

funds and contmcts for individuals they could not support over the long run. The higher 
,number of teachers receiving professional development at lower costs may be due; to 
'increasing needs or to the availability of other fedc~l, state, and local funds ito ;fill 
training requirements. The anomaly suggests that both teacber hiring and professional 
development are niajor priorities for urban schools, but, when pitted against one a~o~er, 
that reducing class sizes takes precedence. I 

I 
I 
I 
,f 
, 

2 Does not include New York City. 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF FEDERAL CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAMS 
i• IN SELECTED GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 

I 

I • 

,/1i
DE~VER I I 
I,' i I 

The Denver Public Schools has used its federal Class Size Reduction funds tn the 2000-2001 
scho~l year to hire 25 new classroom teachers, as well as an additional 29 mentor teacheis f~r its 
"Primary Lead Teacher Project". After a summer of training, the mentor teachers, k~o~n as 
Primary Lead Teachers, were assigned to low perfonning elementary schools, where th~ir daily 
responsibilities included three hours of direct instruction. These mentor teachers provide ireaping, 
writing and math instruction during this period to small groups, and work individu~llyIwith 
stud~nts in programs such as "Success in Early Reading". "Reading Recovcpr" rand 
"Descubriendo La Lectura.", . . , I I' 

I ' ' I 

pri~ary Lead Teachers also assist with implementing building-wide, standards-based ~ath and 
liter~cy instruction, and acting as their schools' liaisons for CBLA, CSAP, and othe~ di~nict
related activities. Primary Lead Teachers at each site, moreover, are responsible for coa~hin'g and 
me~toring new primary grade teachers. Mentors debrief teachers on instructional teclmi,ques and 
lessbn plans. The mentors offer' support in assessment; lesson plarnling. and classroom 
martagemcnt. as well as providing release time for teachers to plan, observe, a6d /share 
infdrmation on what works with other instructors. I ,II ' , . 

Finklly, Primary Lead Teachers plan and facilitate professl0nal development for SChOOI~ st~ff' as 
well as professional study groups and school book clubs. In tum, elementary curricWum and 
Title 1 specialists provide regular, ongoing, and school-based coaching and mentorihg :to the 
Primary Lead Teachers. The Lead Teachers also attend bimonthly seminars focused ort. m~thods 
of lbalanced literacy instruction, implementation of math, content standards, leader'ship, and 
c.;o~chillg techniques, and student preparation for CSAP tests:in reading. writing, and m?th.: 

: ! ~ 

Primary Lead Teachers work regularly with small groups of student~, taking 
ch,ildren from large classes during instruction periods and providirl.g Imore 

I inilividualized instruction. . I : 
""'"I'---i----' 

Each Primary Lead Teacher works on a weekly basis with up to 15 teachers. Ment~r t~acheis 
ha!ve established themselves as an integral part of primary instruction. and the coac.;hin~ and staff, 

" I
de;velopment they provide have received strong positive reviews from other teachers. ,Mentor 
teachers have created. and maintained a professional dialogue with instructional staff at the 
bJilding level, and follow up statf development activities :individually with demonJtrations in ' 
e~ch teacher's classroom. Primary Lead Teachers have gained the trust of classroomllinsitructoTs 
by using Uleir time effectively, locating and sharing valuable resources, supporting 
in:dividuaJized and small group instruction, and providing expertise to new and veteran teachers. . . , ' I ~ , 

I ' . ' 
i 

10 
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FORT WORTH 

The ~ort Worth Independent School District (FWISO) used its federal CSR funds to rcdJceiclass 
size~ in 20 schools. Participating schools were those whose TAAS Reading or Math scojesiwere 
below 70% passing. had high LEP or Special Education populations, a poverty rate of 80% or 
high;er, and had double-digit mobility rates. Approximately sixty Class Reduction :reachers 
(CR:T) were,hired to reduce class sizes in Grades 1-3, and to work with the lowest-performing 
stu~ents at their grade level in reading. The size of reading Classes after placing the C~T'k was 
reduced from 22: 1 to 11: 1. I II . . , 

SCh~Ol principals were' given 'the flexibility with the funds to implement one lor! three 
instructional models, The first was the "Reduced Classroom" model. which clusters children in 
grc*test need of additional instruction_ Half of this group works with the regular teaeh~r atl day, 
andl the other half works with the CRT all day. The second model involved "Split Teaching," 
wh~re the CRT was sent to work with one regular teacher in the morning, and a diffcrebt teacher 
in ~he afternooll. In each session, the CRT and regular teacher can either team-teacfi, 6r split 
stu~ents into two groups. The final model used a "Readinig Instruction" approach. there the 
CRiT and a regular teacher work with four difterent groups of students from designated 
cla~srooms each day. The two teaChers decide whether to team-teach or to take students in 

I . _ ! r 

se~aratc groups. The same four groups of children meet with the CRT for reading instruction 
each day throughout the school year. I ; 

: i 
I . : : , 

"t;imited English and below-level readers had greater opportunities fo~ s~ccess 
with the intense, direct focus on reading; pacing could easily be adjust¢d in the 
s.rqaHer group to account for lang~age content." 

. i . Principal, Fort Worth In~ent SChJOl bistricl 

I 

~c results in the Fort, Worth schools using the federal' funds were significant. hd Texas 
PDmary Reading Inventory (TPRl) showed that most CRT schools showed'substantia! grbwth in 
rea.ding in Grades 1 and2, compared with other district schools that did not have CRTj resources, 
First grade CRT cla~srooms &ajned 31.9% in readin~ on 'the TPRI. while reiuJar ifuSt irade 
"Ihssrooms ,gained 22,3%. Sec9nd grade CRT classrooms 28jned 34.3% in [earline on the TPRl. 
»'.hile re&ular second &rade classrooms !rained 15,7%. In addition. seventy-five perce~t (75%) Qf 
schools with CRr teachers showed a hi2her percenU\ee of Students with passin& TAAS Readini 
s¢Qres in the third Wd.e. compared with non-CRT sGbools. Third grade reading scores on T AAS 
a1mally declined in three schools that did not have,aeRrs" ' · I I 
T,he FWISD was able to provide an additional CRT at four: schools with funds from: th~ second 
year of the federal program. The district's greatest chalJenge is retaining highly qualified 
t~achers to implement standards-based programs. This' chUllenge has been addresse~ lly filling 
staff positions early. monitoring the program on a monthly basis, and providing :ongoing 
professional development in team teaching, effective questioning. individualized instruction, and 
+ntinued participation in Open Court and Reading Mastery Literacy Programs. 'i i· 

I I 
11 
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I 

I 
I 

~ewYork City 	 I 
. 	 . ! 

l1he federal Class Size Reduction program has allowed:thc New York City Board of 
Education (NYCBOE) to ease overcrowding in its schools, where class s~s were alrltos"t

I . . 	 .. I 

2,5% larger than the statewide average. In the first year of the program, each of New rork 
City's 32 Community Schoo] Districts and its Special Education District received federal 
a1nd stale funds to hire teachers and reduce class size. When additional classroom s~ac,b 
,vas not available, community districts were instructed to use funds to provid~ s~llal1 
group instruction for more children. The federal and state initiatives have reduced. ¢lass 
size for approximately 90,000 stud~nts ill the early grades. aI~ost 30% of the city'S! K..;3 
p,0pulation. I I 

. The school district's Division ofAssessment and Accountability conducted an evalu~ti~n 
Of the Reduced Class Size Program and found that ·teachers. werc overwhelmingly 
positive. Teachers indicated that students were producing higher quality work combarJd \ 

~ith regular classes. Teachers also indicated in the evaluations that students in the 
~maller classes were reading more and taking more interest in their work. FUtall;y, 
teachers pointed that student motivation, self-confidt:nce, and independencel had 
increased in the smaller c1a~ses. ;. . . !. ~ 

I ': 
, 	 I 

i 

:New York City is also using its class size reduction .funds to mount an adverjtising 
icampaign to recruit the best new teachers to its schools. This campaign will involve:priht, 
;televisiori, radio, online, and other media outlets; will encourage certified tcach~rs 
ithroughout the country, college graduates, and others to teach in the nation's Hugest 
jPublic schooldislrict; and will encourage teachers in particularly hard-to-s~aff ar~asi to 
jwork in the district. The ads will also highlight a unique alternative certification pathw~y, . 
!which allows career-changing professionals a faster way to full instructional licensb. The 
: alternative process is successful, at bringing a large number of judges, attobeys, 
: afchitects, firefighters, police officers, and doctors 10 New York City classrooms. I ' 
: . 	 . . I 

, "An ordinary class has become a gifted" class. They are thinking and I 
responding a~ higher levels with an enhanced ability for learning..." I , 

Teacher Re~po;nse 
. Early ,Grade Reduced Class Size EV61ua~on . 

NYCBOE Division Qf Assessm.~ntand Accoun~bi:lity 
•• /. i 

. I. . 	 .... I 

A recent report by the Educational Priorities Panel confirmed the benefits for stud'ents of 
~ th~ smaller classes in New York City, and the opportlmities they provided teacher~ to 
.. better identify ~tudent needs, provide more individuai attention, cover material nt·ore 
, effectively, and improve student achievement (1999). The Educational Priocitie~ Panel 
. found that students in smaller classes tended to display greater enthusiasm for r~ading, 

and appeared to be learning faster than. the year before. Parental involvemept ~lso 
increased, according to the report, and there was a noticeable decline in disc~plinary 
problems. The Panel also found that reducing class sizes in New York City in~reased 
teacher morale and made it easier for schools to hire quaJified and experienced. teachers. . . ~ 	 I ' 

j 
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OKLAHOMA CITY 

Oklahoma City Public Schools (OCPS) is using its federal funds to hire and train new teachers, 
and provide professional development to classroom teacher$. In OCPS, veteran teacheni iwho 
havej special training as m~~~rs and professi?nal development instr~ctors. pro~ide: :he 
prof~sslonal development actiVItIes. OCPS has hIred 48 new teachers wlth theIr Glass1St7.e 
Reduction allocation, including 20 tirst grade teachers, 15 second grade teachers, and !13 ithird 
gradb teachers. In addition to those hired with Class Size Reduction money" every cl~mertary 
sch~ol ln the district is eligible to send their new teachers to the professional development 
prov:ided by the federal funds, allowing instructors in 67 buildings access to thi~ u~ique 

I • . I Iopportumty. . " ~ , . I 
~ . .. ; 

Professional development is offered in a wide variety of areas, including workspops' on 
"Learning Styles and Multiple Intelligences", "Positive Teacher-Parent Relationships", 
"Framework for Understanding Poverty". "Special Education:Issues in Elementary Schobls~', and 
"Ph~'>netic Tutoring from the Literacy Center", The training has allowed new teachers to; improve 

. instfuction by gaining fresh resources, generating positive Ideas for use in the classroom, and 
. sett~ng student expectations. The focused professional de~elopment also gives new! tdchers 

opp;ortunitics for site-based training, as well as improving their understanding of curric!llu~ and 
assessment. I I 

I I I , , I 

As .~art of their accountability efforts, OCPS is developing an annual report regarding ,he :use of 
CI~ss-Sj2:~ Reduction funds and their impact on student learning and academic achievement. 
Rc$ults from the study of the program showed that reduced class size increased indi~idL!alized 
attention, provided more time for instruction in core curric~lum areas, increased avaiiability of 
more teaching options. increased Llse of varied materials,; reduced discipline problems, and 
accelerated educational progress. I . 

I 

U¢ompare student perfonnance before and after class size was reduced." 

.•:.i
I 

Improved oral reading, math, and spelling: j i
I 

.:.; Increased student confidence due, to time for individualized and person~1i21ed 
. instruction' . " I I 


.:.: More on-on-one attention, thereby higher achievement I 


.:. Ability to cover more infonnation ' 


.:., Improved rapport with students 


.:. Fewer discIpline problems . . 


.:~ Better results on Accelerated Reader, ITBS, Ben~hmarks, and individu~li*ed

( • ' . ! ; 

Testmg . . I I 
Sample Responses I I 
Class-Size Reduction Teacher Evaluation 
Oklahoma City Public Schools I Ii ,.+----' 

I 
I 

I 
!
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PHILADELPHIA 
.iii 

The ovelWhelming majority of teachers hired by the School District of Philadelphia with federal 
Class-Size Reduction .fund~ are "Literacy Intern Teachers"~teachers with euier~ency 
cerLipcation who hold undergraduate degrees, and in som~ cases, graduate and professional 
degrees. The Literacy Interns are given intensive professional development in early balanced 
literacy, are supported with mentors who are experts in reading, and paired with veteranltea~hers 

, ,I I 

who! have had intensive training in early literacy. The Literacy Interns work wjthl veteran 
teacpers 10 supporL and enha~ce the instructional program by focusing on individual studentls and 
sma~l learning groups.. . .. ·1. I· 

: _., . . I 

In :1999, the School District of Philadelphia hired more than 250 peo~le :with 
college degrees, including those making mld-career job changes, to s~~e as 
Lit~racy Interns in K-l classrooms across the city. Interns are· paired with:ve~eran 
teafhers, reducing the student-teacher ratio in these classrooms to 15: 1. I' 

I ! . .. , 

Th~ Literacy Intern Teacher program has proven to be an effective alternative to Jad~tionai 
teacher recnJitment programs. bringing trained professionals to the c1assroom to support the 
reading and language development of students. The program provides the PhiladelpHia Public 
Scliools with a successful method for attracting and retaining qualified and motivated irldiv:iduals 
to ~e teaching profession and to fill positions in critical shortage areas. Preliminary data! show 
that 82% of the Literacy Intern Teachers hired under the firs~ year'ofthc program havejcerhained 
working for the school district··a higher retention rate than usually found for new, Ifir~t-year 
tca¢hers in Philadelphia. Some 44 of last year's Literacy Intern Teachers arc now t~ac~ing in 
the,ir own classes, reducing the number of vacancies the system had to fill at the start lof the 
2090-2001 school year. . .!: . 

I 
i ..: I 

The more important effect of the Literacy Interns, however, js the gains in student reading 
acllievcment. A prelirninruy comparative analysis of leacher-reported readin~ leyelR showed that 
jll [une 1929. prior to the implementation of the Reduced Class Size/Balanced Literac$r inItiative 
in Philadelphia. 27.5% orM! &raCers in the city were ready to moye onto second I:rade material. 
Tn :June 2000. after the first year of the Philadelphia initiative. 47,7% of tirst w-aders' in the 
Rdduced Class Size clAssrooms were ready to move Onto secQndiJllde materiaL An iridepenCent 
evaluation of lhe initiative showed that a majority of the veteran teachers felt that there was a 
si~ificant increase in student progress as a result urthe Literacy Interns: some teachets [1!ported 
th?ir classes had improved by 15% over past years (Research tor Actiont July 2000). I 
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I 

SANiFRANCISCO ./ 
I. . ! . 


The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) has used its federal resources to Ireduce 
. middle school cla~ses. because of the K-3 Class-Size Reduction (CSR) program operating *,ith 
state ,and local funds. Current class sizes at the middle school level {approximately 33: I):require 
an additional 17-18 FTEs to reduce classes to 20:1 in each subject area per grade leve1.Federal 
fund~ have been used by the San Francisco schools to reduce class sizes in language ~rtsj and 
math~matics to 20: 1 in the eighth grade. I ! 
An 1ighth 'grade program w~s chosen by .the district to c~rnplem~?t the state-funded ICS'R in 
language arts and mathematics at grade rune, and to provlde addItIOnal support to meelnew, 
challenging'language arts standards required for high sehoolgraduation. The class size r~dubtion 
effort was also easier to implement in ~he eighth grade than in elementary schools where /students 
wor'\< in core academic teams. There continues to be a need for extending CSR into grades four 
and :five, but space and facilities limitations make expansion ditlicult without major reno~at~ons. 
. i .• . i ; 
••... iSubstantial performance was seen in the perfQnnance levels for eJetnentary 
sc~ools and eight grade in all subject areas. An explanation of these results: is ~lass 
siz~'reduction at the elementary grade levels, and at the eight grade." . 

Report of Standardized Testing Results for SpriJ;lg 2000 
San Francisco Unified School' District i·1 

I : 

Thb federal, statc~ and local efforts a~e also combined to provide an energetic program br ieacher 
redruitment, testing. and professional developinent. The federal class-size investmerlt allowed 
Sp,USD to hire approximately 33 new and properly qualifie~ English and Mathematid tekchers. 
SFrUSD provides test preparation workshops for any tea,chcrcandidates who are! nQt fully 
crbdentialt:d. All. candidates participate in a workshop before being assigned to class~botPs, and 
arb provided on-the-job support through mentor teachers and site-based in~trUctional 
improvement activities. / 

A,l.l staff hired thruugh the federal program arc provided release time for curricu1~m-~ocused 

c<;mferences, and professional development concentrating on effective instructional s~ralpgies to 

c~pitalize on the smaller clat;s sizes. The program is similar to what was implemented as part of 

t.qe overall K-3 CSR effort, but with emphasis on more sophisticated and appropriate ~aterial for 

tije eighth grade. This includes algebraic cont~l and reflective reading and writingi skills. The 


. p~ofessi(lnal development program is also available to private school instructors, consistl~nt with 

t~e federal guidelines. I I , 
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,I 
I 
I· 

SUMMARY OF 2ND YEAR FEDERAL CLASS SIZE REDUCTION EF.FORTS 

IN THE GREAT CITY SCIIOOLS 

I 
Feder~1 class si~~ reduction funds directed 
To urban schools in 2000·2001 I . . 
Number of new teachers hired with 2nd .year 
federal class size reduction funds' . 

i 
Amdunt of federal class size funds devoted 
to te~chec salaries and benefits 

I 
I 

Pers'entage of federal class size reduction funds 
devoted to teacher salaries and benefil'! 

! \ 

Nu~ber of teachers receiving professional 
dev~lopment with federal class size funds 

Amount of federal class size funds devoted 
To ~rofessional development 

Pe~centage of federal class size reduction funds 
deyoted to professional developmenl 

Amount of federal class size reduction funds 
de~oted Lo recruitment 

Percentage of federal class size reduction funds 
d~voted to recruitment 

I 
Percentage ofcities th~n used funds to'pay 
T~acher salaries . 

Percentage ofcities [hat used funds to 
~rovide professional development . 

$161.263,344 

2.737 

$138,605,335 

.85.9% 

26,309 

$17,171,025 

10.7% 

$5,597,526 

3.5% 

100% 

1jl clo 
.~Io 

, 
./ 
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OJCOUllcil of the Great City Schools 	 '< 

z---Class~Size_R_ed_u_cj:jon Follow-_~ p_Surv_~y_ ~~sults -< 

----OJ-Main Findings 	 o 

o 

m 
o 
o 

Albuquerque $2,424,994 45 $1,575,000 71 $849,594 $400 

Atlanta $3,361,480 58 $2,726,480 58 $135,000 $500,000 

Clark Counly $4,243,374 77 $3,989.581 20 $130,200 $0 

Cleveland" $5,414.952 164 $6,547,478 486 $576.279 $0 I\) 
o 
I\) 

Columbus 	 $3.304.251 83 $3,304.251 o $0 $0 
~ ....,Denver 	 $3,178,988 54 $2,754,656 54 $424.332 $0 
~ ....,Des Moines 	 $926.824 27 $863,343 0- $0 $0 
!D 
o

Detroit $14,248.477 260 $13.640,640 399 $333.648 $0 

Fort Worth $2,678,179 64 $2,560.000 64 $40,000 $79,979 

Jetfeirson COunty $2;997,.455 95 $2,950,816 O. $0 $0 . 

Miami $12.342.413 241 $10.561,560 24L $1.600,000 $0 o 
() 

Milwaukee 	 $6,731.092 102 $6,206.672 2,400 $524,420 $0 r+ 

W 
Nashville $2.461.731 43 $2,068,730 1.020 $308,451 $36.569 	 o 

o
New York City $66.072.380 804 $52,875.000 18,850 $8,197,380 $5,000.000 


Norlolk $1.506.815 36 $1.380.502 36 $63,109 $63.204 
~ 


w 
oOklahoma City 	 $1.714.877 48 $1,302.700 191 $304.877 $0 -u 
s:: 

____ .<?!~ge County $2.770.810 74 $2.643.280 0 $0 $16.283 
~. 

Philadelphia-$T3~r80~343 253---- .-- $10;069;609 . __ 253_______$2,435,477 	 $333.350 
-'- ~ -- - -.--~.-----

Pi1tsburgh -$2~45-3~jf62---' --45------ $2,169,360 - ------ ___ 45. _$244.723 $39,3~79~---
--"--.----.-~. 

Port lend 	 $1,675,260 36 $1.626,466 0 $0 $0 ---- 
-u 

Rochester $2,566,527 45 $2.323.711 16' $139,423 $0 (Q 
('I) 

Sacramento 	 $2,000.000 31 $1,800,000 31 $200,000 $0 I\) 

--W 
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Salt Lake City $715,796 


San Antonio $3,03.8,127 


Sao Diego $4,167,085 


San Francisco $1,800,950 


14 $703,656 

70 $2,377,664 

65 $3,074,003 . 

34 $1.675,000 

72 $12.140 

1,921 $596,497 

127 $968,069 

83 $72,000 

o . $0 
m 

$63,966 o 
o 

$10,000 	 ("') 

o 
$0 " H " ("') 

m 

n~'26' · __· ..··· .. ·__······'N 
O· 
I\) 

~ It Cleveland also had $3,044,095 in carryover funds from their FY99 federal Class·Size Reduction allocation. 
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Council of the Great City Schools 	 '< 
OJ 

-< o··-Class-.;Size-Reduction -Foliow-up.Sur-vey-.---------______________._ 	
z 

-- .•- ---.. ----OJ-· 
aHiring Teachers 
m 
a 
a 

Albuquerque 22 16 7 4S $1,575,000 


Atlanta 58 58 $2,726,480 $~7U.w) 


,····Ciark:County·""" . .11,,: .... , .,.'l1: $3,989,581
, ,- ... --- --.- ": .. '. :-,-, ~ _.. ,'." .. 
$2.8M~~"··"· '$l~9%,:l82"'" ,.,........ '$6;M£47B.. ' "'.' .... "'"','''',''' l\:rCleveland 43 71 50 164 $1,716,717 	 c 

I\.: 

Columbus 	 48 17 10 8 83 $1,965,658 $669,238 S376,498 $292,858 $3,304.251 c.: 
.r:> 

Denver 54 	 $2.r.l4,656 "'" 
~ 
-..JDes Moines 2'7 $863,343 	
(0 

Detroit 7S /105 80 260 $3,934,,800 $5,508,720 $4,197,120 $0,640,640 	
0 

Fort Worth 27 20 17 64 $1,080,000 $800,000 $68!l,000 $2,560,000 


.JefferS6n County . 95 $2.950,816 


Miami 74 79 88 241 53,241,,969 $3,462,088 S3,,856,Sro 510;;61,.560 
 c 
Cl . 

. r-lMilwaukee 87 5 3 7 102 $5,309,744 $255,660 ·5182,038 $459230 $6,206,672 , 
c.: 

Nashville 10 14 10 9 43 $481,000 $673,540 $4.81,000 $432,990 $2,068,530 	 c 
. 
c 

New York City 804 $52,87S,OOO 


Norfo\k 9 9 9 9 36 $345,125 5345,125 $345,125 $345,127 $1,380,50'2 .. ~ 


c.: 
l\

Oklahoma City 20 15 13 4S $54.1,500 $403,800 $3.55.400 	 $1,302,,700 '"( 

S 

Orange Coun1y 2.3 20 22 9 74 $821,560 $714,400 $785,840 $321,480 $2,643,280 
v. 

.. --- --phHa<felpilla 151 -----5-.--2----95 --253 ... 56,053,024 5196,891 $78,756 $3,740,938 $10))69,609 

Pittsburgh - -- -.-'.-- ·45 - _- $629,550 _~2J,~_____$21~~~04 $2,.169,360 
- . -- --- 

Portland 15 ·/13 8 36 S7Ol,421 $596,947 $328,098 $1,616,466 , 

Rochester 9 19 16 1 45 $464,742 5981,12.1 $826,208 $51,638 $2,323,711 tC " 
(I; 

Sacramento 31 31 	 $l.800,000 .51,800,000 f\ 
c.., 
c.. 
+: 
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'<Council of the Great City Schools 	
ro 

-<s's-Size-ReductionJ;:o-llow-Up_S_uJvey__ 	
z 
(") 

-__ro_ 
oProfessional Development 	 m 
o 
o 
(") 

o 
"Tl 
"Tl 
H 
(") 
m 

Albuquerque 26 22 16 4 3 45 71 $849,594 


Atlanta 20 20 ./ 38 38 58 $135,000 


ClanfCounty·· a":' ,"'7' ··········:··5··,.... ·2{}'·;·· ~. '.' .. - ... , .'.... "' ..- ..: .. 20. $130.200 

. ................ ,'" :"'." , .....•.•. <" .., .:.,' .. I\) 


0Cleveland ·43 71 50 164 110 136 76 322 486 $576,279 I\) 


Denver 25 29 54 $424.~32 . 
~ 

w 

Oetroit 32 35. 32 	 99 ' $127,043 86 113 101 300 $206,605 399 $333,648 "" ~ 
IDFort Worth" 2 2 	 4. $5,000 27 18 15 60 $35,000 64 $40,000 
0 
"" 

Miami 7 5 12 24 67 74 76 217 	 .24} $1.6QO,000 

Milwaukee 300 300 300 300 1,200 $262,210 300 300 300 300 1,200 $262.210 2,400 $524.420 
.... 	 , , . , , . ". 

Nashville 220 800 1.020 $308,451·· 
.. 0 

0N-ew Yorl< City 	 18,850 $8,197,380 r+. 
Norlolk 	 9 9 $15,700 9 9 9 27 $47,409 36 $63,109 . ; ·W. 

0 
0Oklahoma City 20 15 13 128 176 7 5 3 15 	 191 $304,877 

Philadelphia 46 2 29' 77 $741,232 105.' . 3 2 66 176 $1.694,245 253 $2,435,477 . .. ~ 
3 . 	 w 

w 
Pittsburgh 2 '1 	 11 16 15 42 45 $244,723 

-0 

Rochester 2 8 6 16 $139,423 16 $139,423 
:;:: 

--Sacramenl()~ . 31 $200.000._ ._
--·--SaltlakeCity-- -"-~'---l-- ~----l-___ _ . ____ 20 15 71 '·--72--$12;140-

1,729 --- ----1,9-2r--$596-;-497San Antonio 	 192 
-0 

San Diego 16 16 16 17 65 16 . 16 15 15 62 	 127 $968.069 to 
!l) 

CD 

San Francisco 34 	 49 83 $72.000 I\) 
U1 ...... 
W 
~ 
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CDCouncil of the Great City Schools 	 '< 

z 
-<·~··Class.'!Slze.Jledu.cti.o_n_Iallow:-up- Surv_~y 	 (") 

-~---,--

Recruitment 	 o 
CD

m 
o 
o 
(") 

o 
" " H 
(") 
m 

Albuquerque $400 


Atlanta $500.00(} $500,000 Hiring Bemuses 


Fort Worth $79.979. $36,000 Project Manager 


····Nashville··· ....... ....' ·,$36.5.69,;....·.. ,.. .:.' 	 Used for advertising/travei for intervie'll'S 

I\}

New York City $5,000,000 	 N;~'tj~~~id~"~d~~'rtj;i~g~a'~paign"" .. ;.., o 
I\} 

Norfol~ $63,204 	 $18,000 fOf recruiting; $45,204 for indired costs w 
.f;>. .....,.

Orange County $16.283 $3.000 $12.500 	 $783 Postage and supplies 
.f;>. .....,

Philadelphia $333,350 $333,350 	 I.D 
o 

Pittsburgh $39.379 $39,379 


San Antonio $63,966 $8,000 $32,000 $23,966 


Sar\ Oiego $10,000 . $·1,000.· $9,000 . 


o 
o 
r+ 
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o 

L 
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1 	 ,', 
! 	 '.~ . 

/Council of the Great Pity Schools 
iThe following questions regard the funds yout district has received 


i from the federal Class-Size Red\.lction progra;n: 


I.. 	 ' 
I 	 • ' : I

1. 	Actual amount of your school districfs Class.;,Slze Reduction (CSR) grant 

award for t~e 2000-2001 school year (the secdnd year of the program)? 


iI ' ' 

, 

I 

2. Amount of 2000-2001 CSR funds district has sPent on recruiting costs: TOTAL: 
I 	 ' 

. Advertising: 


Travel to interview prospective teachers: 


Hiring bonuses: 


Hiring packages (paying fOr college tUition, moving expenses, etc.): 

Other: 

3. 	Please complete the table below regarding th~:teachers, and their sa1arlesand benefits, your 
district pah for with federal Class-Size Reduction funds. • 

I 	 .' , ' 

Other 

Number 
w/Federal", 

Hired 
Funds :!lal.arv and Bflnefits 

, 

I 
. 	 I i 

I 	 : ' : ' j 

4. 	 Please pr6vldfllhe,number of current and new teachers who have n~ceived, or are planning to Jeceive, 
profesSlo:nal development with CSR funds fd.C lhe 2000·2001 school year, as well as the cost. I ! 

I 
Grade Level # ofNew Teachllrs # ofCumi"t Teachers 

I : 
Tiota.1 

I 
i Grade One 

I 
I 

I Grade Two ' , 

I 

I 
" IGrade Three I , 

, I ! 
, , I 

I 
)Other {Grades ; 

: I I 

i 
I 
:rOTAL COST " ' 

.. 

I 
: 
: 

, 
I 

j 	 ...'. J 

5. Please ~rovld., on an attached sheet, any ad,dltlonal anecdotal information which demonstrates t,he 
success' and importance of the Class.size Reduction program In your district. I : 

I Feel free to contact Manlsh Naik lr,:Gabriela Uro at (202) 393-2427 with any questions. .

! Please (ax completed ftirveys to Manish Nalk at (202) 393-2400. 
-=:..fVAVC mmd hit 'returned bv September 29, 2QOO. 
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CLASS st E~REDUCTION PROGRAM 

·1 : JPL 106-113 . 

I 


.,:~ ...', . i i 

SEC. 310 (a) From the amount ap '. dpriated for title VI of the Elementary and Seconqary 
~ducation Act of 1965 in accorda t~ with this section. the Secretary of Education 6 (p [ 
shall make available a total of$6, • (1),00010 the Secretary oftbe Interior (on behalfofth¢ 
Bureau oflndian Affairs) and the :Iiltying areas for activities under this section; and (2) . 
shall allocate the remainder by pr t..i!:ling each State the same percentage of that I 

r~mainder a~ iL received of the fu d~al1ocated to States wider Section 307(a)(2) of the 
IDepartment ofEducation Appro lations Act, 1999. ' . . . I'! 

.', } I 

(b)(l) Each State that receive f~nds under this section shalldistribute .100 percerh of 

such funds to local education 1:8:~encjes, of which- . .' i 


" 
11 

. I 

(A) '80 percent of sue ~ount shall be allocated to such local educational I 


. agencies in propo.'&.t to the number of clUldren, aged 5 to 17, who r~side 

in the school dis 9t:~erw(l by such local educational agency from I I 

families with inc : es below the poverty line (as defined by the Offise of 


, " • .• I

Management and ,ij~get and revIsed annually In accordance with section 

673(2) of the Co ': '4nity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S. C. 9902(2)~) 

applicable to a f ~'ly of the size involved for th~ most recent fiscal y;ear; 

for which satisfa ory data are available compared to the number of sueh 

indivi~uals who r .Si~~ in the schqol districts set:Ved by alI the local I : 

educatIOnal agen le~ m the State for that fiscal year; and • . i 


(B)' 20 percent ofsuc !Jnount shall be allocated to such local educatioJ '! 
. agencies in aceor ~qce with the relative, enrollments of children, age~ 5 'to 

17, in public and' -yate nonprofit elementary and. secondary school~ 
within the boun ti~s 'ofsuch agencies. 

, .;( ..•. 
I 

I 

I(2) ~ot~ithstandjng paragr~ph ( >.,Jfthe award to a local.educational~gency under thi$ 
: sectIon IS less than the starttng s ~ for anew fully qualified teacher m that agency who 
!is certi~cd within the Stale (whi ~ *,ay include certification through State: or local i !. ,
Iahem.atlve ~utes), has ~ baccnl ~ ~te degree, and. demonstrate~ th~ general knowl~dgF' 
, teachtng skIlls. and subject matt r: ~nowledge requIred to teach m his or her content, areas, . 
that agency may usc funds unde ~s section to (A) help:pay the salary ofa full- or~aA. 

time teacher hired to reduce elas 'is~e, which may be in Combination with other F~eniI. 

State, or local funds; or (B) pay 9ijactivities described in subsection (c)(2)(A)(iii) whi~h 

may be, related to teaching in s ;llfr classes..' . : .I I . i
.. . 

(c)(1) Thebasic purpose and int Ilt:~fthjs section is to red:Iceclass size with ~Ily I, i 

qualified teachers_ Each local.. ;C,tlonal agency that receives funds under thIS sce~lori 


l shall. use stich funds to carry o~ ~1'fec~iv~ approache~ to :re~ucing class size .with ~lly i 

qualIfied leachers who are ccrtl e~ within the State, mcludmg teachers ceItlfied through 

State or local alternative routes, :, uwho demonstrate compet¢ncy in the areas in which 


. they teach. to improve educatio ~t~chievemcntfor both reguIarand special needs i I 

I 

I
21 
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children, with particular conside i* given to reducing class size in the carly elementary 
g~ades for which some research h sShown class size reduction is most effective. ; 

I (2)(A) Each such local educa d~r agency rpay use:funds under this section for . 
! . 	 ( j ) re~ru~ting (~c1udi .~'F0ugh th~ ?se ofsignin~ bonuses, and oilie.f .1 

financIal Incentives), rIp;g, and trammg fully quahfied regular and specIal . 
education teachers (w ic~ may include hiring special education teacher!; tb . 
team-teach with regul r: ~acht:rs in classrooms that contain both children ~ith 
disabilities and non-di aQled children) and tea<rhers of special-needs chih.l~en; 

.., " 	 • I 
who are certified with ri ~e State, including teachers certified through State or 
local alternative route ,J~ve a baccalaureate'degree and demonstrate the: " 
general knowledge, te t~ing skills, and subject matter knowledge required to' 
teach in their content te~s; . .• . I! I 

I 
: ',' • . 	 i I 

( ii) testing new lead .' : for academic content knowledge and ,to meet State: 
certification requirem jl~ that are consistent with title II of the Higher I : 
Education Act of 196 ~ ~d . . . I . :.~ 	 ". Ii I 

, 	 '.' .~ " . .!, 

( iii) providing profei4n,al developmel1t (\vhich may include such activitid 
, .' . . 	 j I 

as promoting retentio 'a$d mentoring) to teachers, i:ncluding special educatj~n 
teachers and tcachers r~pecial-needs childrcQ., in order to meet the goal :of ! 
ensuring that aU inst ¢tional staffhnv~ thesllbject matter kilowledge, I i 
teaching knowledge, n~ teaching skills necessaryto teach effectively in Ithel . 
content area or areas :: Which they provide instruction, consistent with title II 
of the Higher Educati Jl}~ct of 1965.' : 

, " . 	 , !i 

(B)( i) Except as pro ki!=d under clause (ii) alocaJ educational agencyalay: 
use ?ot more t~~n.a t ~~ o.f 25 pcrcent of ~eawar~,received under this I i 
sectIOn for actIvItIes escnbcd an clauses (n) and (m) ofsubparagraph (A), I 

( ii ) Aloea1 educatio ::Jagency in an Ed-Fle~ Partnership State under JblL 
Law 106-25, the Edu auon Flexibility Partnership Act; and in which 10 i 
percent or more ofte *~ers in elementary schools as defined by section:' : 
14101(14) of the Ele ,:e*taryand:Secondary Education Act of1965 havb not 
mct.appl~cable State ;: ~ local certification; requirements ~including . j:' 
certl'ficatlon through :~e or local alternatlve routes). or 1f such reqUIrements 
have been waived, m V~pply to the State educational agency for a wai~er that 
would pennit it to us fm,ore than 25 percent oflhe funds it receives und~r t'lis 
section for activities ~ribed in subparagraph (A)(iii) for'the purpose of : 
helping teachers wh have not metthe certifitationrequirements bcco~e ~ 
certified. i :! . . ..': . . I i 

· " 	 '. I 

( iii) 1fthe State ed a40nal agency'appmves the 'local educational ag~nc~'s 
application fora wai e~ under clause (ii), the: local educational agency tnay 
use the funds subjec ~oJthe waiver tor activities described in subparagr~pli 
(A)(iii). that are needcf10 ensure that at least90 percent of the teachers in I 
elementary schools ~ fertified within the State. i 

· , ., 

· :. .. :: 22 



:, 

, ,. 

(C) A local educatio 	 ;a:kency thal has already reduced elass size in the elu-Iy 
grades to 18 or les ic!llidren (or has alre~dy reduced class size to a St*e I 

or local class size ~$ction goal that was, in effect on the day before the 
enactment of the ~cnt of EducatibnAppropriations Act, 2000,/if 
that State or local. : ucational agency goaUs 20 or fewer children)may 
use funds receiv ir(this section- I 

'. ", 	 I 

( i ) to make further cl ~Si:size reductions in gx.ades kindergarten through 3;
,":. 	 : I 

( ii ) to reduce class si :e ~n other grades; or " 
. , 

( iii) to carry out aCli rti~s to improve t~acher:quaJity, including professiona,l 
: .. 	 I ' 
, .' 	, jdevelopment. :. 	 I : 

(D) If a local educati .: iagency has already :r~duced class size in the ea~ly ; 
grades to 18 or fe~i' children and intends to .use funds provided under ! 
this section to c " ~ut professional development activities, ineludi~g ! 
activities to impr .'·e~teacher quality, then the State shall make the a~ard 
under subsection QY:to the local educatlortal agency, I 

; .; 	 , ' . I 
(3) Each such agency shall use ti *d~ under this section only to supplement, and, notlto 
supplant, Slale and local funds .,~':]n the absence of such funds, would otherwIse'De 
spent for activities under this sec ibh. 

(4) No funds made available un ~ i,his section may be u$ed to increase the salaries lor 
provide benefits, other than parti i.pation in professioI$l development and enrichm~nt i 
programs, to teachers who are n fhired under this section. Funds under this section mfl-y 
be used to pay the salary of teae ~ hired under section 307 of the Department of· : 
Educalion Appropriations Act, 1 ' 9. ' ' , 

/ - ~ 

(d)(l) Each St.ate re~eiving fi .~~s un~er this ~ectiofi'shaU report on activities in Ithe: 
State under ibis secuon, con ~~nt wlth scenon 62D2fa)(2) of the Elementary and: 
Secondary Education Act of 1(9~S.' I : 
(2) Each State and loca1 edu ~ti.onal' agency receiving funds uilder this section ~hall 
publicly report to parents on 'i,s.::progress in reduchig :cla.c;s size, increasing the I i 
percentage of classes in cor academic areas taug'ijt -by fully qualified teachers ;Wh9 ' 
are certified within the State IiIi4 demonstrate coITipelency in the content areas in , 

, which they teach, and on th l~pact that hiring additional highly qualified (ea~he~s 
and rcducing class size, has :4. if any, onincrcas"ing student academic achiev~m~nt, 

;,: . " '. 	 . I I 

(3) Each school receiving h. under this seetion:shall provide to parents updn 
request, theprofessional qu '1lcations of their childis teacher. 

!~:: ' 	 . j 
(e) If a local educational ag );y uses funds made :avaiJable Wider this, section for! 
professional development a ~Y:ities, the agency shaH ensure for the equitable! ; 
participation ofprivate non iofit elementary and ~econdary schools in such attivities.':: 	 ' , , I I 

, 	 ::-' • ' i i 

, :. 
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I 
I Section 6402 of the Elemen ;:and Secolldary Edudition Act of 1965 shall not appI)' 
I to other activities under this s· ~tion. . : : I ' 
I ~: . : : I i 

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXP ::SES--A local educational agency that receives fundJ 
. " . ...' J 

under this section may use no Plore than 3 percent of such funds for local ; 
administrative costs. :. ." ,

;', . 

(g) REQUEST FOR FUNDS ~ach local educatjo~l ~gcncy that desires to receive ; 
. , . I ' 

funds under this section shall ~clude in the appHcaiion required under section 6303 ! 

of the Elementary and Secon aty Education Act of;1965 a description of the agerlcy's 
. program to reduce class size yhiring additional hi8h1y qualified teachers. ! I 
(h) No funds under this secti,r:p.ay be used to .pay :the salary of any teacher hirJ I 
with funds under section 307 .~ the Department ofErlucation Appropriations Act, ! 

. . ." I ,

1999, unless, by the start oft ~ 2000-2001 school ye.ar, the teacher is certified within 
the State (which may include ;. nification through ~tate of)ocal alternative.rout~s) ! 
and demonstrates competenc lin the subject areas ijJ.-which he or she teaches. i': 
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