District Plan for Intervention in Low-Performing Schools

Background: School and District Accountability and Improvement Identification
New York State has long had a robust process for holding schools accountable for student achievement.  The State’s accountability system is based on rigorous Regents standards, testing, and diploma requirements. The federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) included additional accountability provisions that the State Education Department has incorporated into the established programs.

The performance of all public schools in New York State is evaluated on a yearly basis in both English language arts and mathematics. Elementary and middle schools are also evaluated in science, and graduation rate is an additional evaluation criterion for high schools. Adequate Yearly Progress “AYP” targets are established to determine each school’s progress toward meeting the state proficiency level for all students in these areas. Schools are held accountable for the achievement of students of different races and ethnic groups, students with disabilities, students with limited English proficiency and low-income students. Schools must also have an average over two years of 95% of their students participating in State tests. Schools that meet the benchmarks are deemed to have made AYP, while those that have not are classified as needing improvement. Title I schools that are identified for improvement are designated as Title I Schools in Need of Improvement or “SINI.”  Non-Title I schools, as well as schools that have not received Title I funds on a continuous basis, which are identified for improvement are designated as Schools Requiring Academic Progress or “SRAP.”  Although both Title I and non-Title I schools are identified based on the same criteria and are subject to many of the same State requirements to support improvement, continuously Title I schools are subject to additional sanctions that have been specified under NCLB, including Public School Choice (PSC) transfer provisions and Supplemental Educational Services (SES).
When a school is first identified as needing improvement, as the result of the school's failure to make AYP for two consecutive years, parents are notified of the school's improvement status and of their child’s entitlement to Public School Choice transfer options. The New York City Department of Education administers the NCLB Public School Choice program to give parents of eligible students the opportunity to request transfers for their children to schools that have not been identified as SINI or SURR.
The school is required to engage in a focused planning process to assess and respond to the root causes for low student achievement. Staff and parents collaboratively engage in the development of strategic action plans incorporating strategies using scientifically based research to strengthen core academic subjects and address the academic issues that caused the school to be identified.  In addition, Title I SINI must spend the equivalent of at least 10 percent of the school’s Title I allocation received pursuant to Section 1113 of NCLB on high-quality professional development, and must incorporate a teacher mentoring program.

Districts must ensure that schools identified for improvement receive high-quality technical assistance as they develop and implement improvement plans.  Districts are also required to offer students in Title I SINI the option of transferring to another public school in the district that has not been identified as needing school improvement.

If the SINI or SRAP does not make adequate yearly progress for a third year (one additional year after initial identification), the school remains in school improvement status, and must continue to meet all the requirements as stated previously.  In addition, students from low-income families in Title I SINI schools are eligible to receive Supplemental Educational Services (SES), such as tutoring or remedial classes, from a State-approved provider.

When school-based efforts, with support from the district, do not result in improved student achievement for two years after initial identification, districts are required to take corrective action to improve the school.  Corrective action must include at least one of the following: 

 

· Replace the school staff who are relevant to the failure to make AYP.

· Fully implement a new curriculum that is based on scientifically-based research, includes provision of appropriate professional development and offers substantial promise of improving educational performance for low-achieving students and enabling the school to make AYP.

· Provide additional management support at the school level.

· Engage outside experts to advise the school on its progress toward making adequate yearly progress, based on its school improvement plan.

· Extend the school year or school day for the school.

· Restructure the school to address organizational barriers

 

If the school continues to fail to make AYP after a year of corrective action, the district must initiate plans for restructuring the school to improve student academic achievement. This restructuring may include school phase-out/closure and the creation of new, small schools or public charter schools, major changes in the school's governance arrangement, reopening the school as a, and other fundamental reforms such as significant changes in the school's staffing and operations.; changes in school leadership and/or staff; reduction in school size; the creation of smaller learning communities within existing schools; and the implementation of a Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) strategy.   Throughout this process the school must continue to offer Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services for low-income students in Title I schools identified as in need of improvement (SINI).   

To be removed from identification and returned to “Good Standing” a school must make Adequate Yearly Progress for two consecutive years on all criteria for which it was identified.
(See Attachment 1 for relevant statistics regarding NYC schools identified for improvement.)
The State’s current accountability system also includes additional requirements for schools that have not met the “State standard,” as well as for those that are considered to be “farthest from meeting State standards.”

Any school that is identified as being among those that are farthest from meeting the State’s standards or as being a poor learning environment is in danger of being placed under Registration Review. As in SINI schools, students in SURR schools must be offered the option of transferring to another public school in the district that has not been identified as needing school improvement.  Once identified as a School Under Registration Review or “SURR,” the State assigns the school a set of performance targets for improved student achievement that it is expected to achieve within a specified timeframe or risk having its registration revoked.  After being placed under registration review, parents are notified and the school is visited by an external team that does a planning, resource and program audit.  The school and district use the report of the external team to develop to develop and implement comprehensive educational plans and corrective actions to improve teaching and learning in the school.
Commissioner’s Regulations provide for a three-year time frame in which schools identified as SURR must meet their State-designated performance targets for improved student achievement in order to be removed from SURR status.  If a school has not made sufficient progress toward meeting its performance targets during the second year in this time frame, the school may be redesigned.  Redesigned SURR schools are granted an additional year by the State to meet required performance targets.  If SURR schools are making progress, the NYSED may give them up to a fifth year to improve.  SURR schools that fail to achieve specified performance benchmarks established by the Commissioner are subject to revocation of registration and closure. 

SURR schools are also subject to the requirements that pertain to Title I Schools In Need of Improvement (Year 1), Schools In Need of Improvement (Year 2) or Corrective Action, based upon their pattern of performance while receiving Title I funds.  Thus, a school may have both a SURR and a SINI designation.

In NYC, there were 32 schools identified as SURR as of June 30, 2006.  This number has decreased more than 50% over the past four years, down from 104 schools identified as SURR in 1999.

 

In addition to individual school accountability, the State Education Department is also responsible for determining whether each school district has made AYP.  As in the case of SINI and SRAP schools, districts that fail to make AYP for two consecutive years are designated as Districts In Need of Improvement (DINI) or Districts Requiring Academic Progress (DRAP) and must develop district-wide improvement plans. Pursuant to the NCLB, the Commissioner must take corrective action against a district that receives Title I funds if it fails to make AYP for two years after being designated as in need of improvement. In NYS, this corrective action has included the requirement that districts undergo an “audit of the written, tested, and taught curriculum.” NYC has implemented this process in 10 Districts identified for Corrective Action to date.
The NYC Department of Education has demonstrated its commitment to developing and supporting accountability at all levels of the system that will provide a measure of student and system improvement.   Through its comprehensive reform program, Children First, the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) is pursuing the spirit, as well as the letter, of No Child Left Behind. The reforms are reaching into all aspects of our school system to improve the quality of education at every one of the City’s more than 1400 schools. Through changes in school curriculum, teacher and principal hiring and training, streamlining of the bureaucracy, and increased outreach and support to parents, the NYCDOE is working to raise the achievement of all students.
The New York City Department of Education works closely with the State Education Department to ensure that low performing schools and districts receive timely information and adequate technical assistance to support improvement of teaching and learning in low-performing schools. 

 

Both Federal and State accountability programs require comprehensive planning for identified schools. Recognizing that this comprehensive planning is an important tool for school improvement, the NYC Schools Chancellor has required that all schools develop Comprehensive Educational Plans (CEPs) to drive the improvement of each school’s educational program. System-wide strategies incorporated into every school’s plan include:

· Implementation of citywide instructional programs in English language arts and mathematics, supported by literacy and math coaches; increased classroom time devoted to reading and math; extended professional development opportunities for all teachers; and expanded parent involvement programs;
· Alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment especially in areas of reading and mathematics in accordance with the principles of scientifically based research; 
· Implementation of an enhanced Promotion Policy;
· An intensive school day and extended day program of academic interventions for students in all grades to meet the needs of struggling students;
· Smaller class sizes in the early grades;
· Special education reform strategies;
· Improved instructional programs for English language learners; and
· Summer School programs to provide targeted academic support for students who fail to meet the promotional criteria established for their grades during the regular school year. Students will receive intensive instruction in identified areas of weakness in order to support successful achievement during a second opportunity to meet criteria for promotion.

 

The Chancellor has also has taken significant action during the past three years to close persistently low-performing schools and restructure other schools in dramatic and meaningful ways.

 

Furthermore, the Chancellor has directed every community school district and every instructional region in the City to develop District and Regional Comprehensive Educational Plans.  These plans are being developed in partnership with the State Education Department in an effort to ensure that resources system-wide are used effectively for reforms that improve student outcomes.  Any additional accountability measures must be crafted to build on what has been established without creating barriers to reform.  Utilizing the existing accountability process in New York State, coupled with the Department of Education’s own rigorous standards, promotion policies, and new innovative accountability system has provided a level of accountability for student performance unequaled anywhere in the nation.
 
Please refer to Attachment 1 for an overview of current statistics related to NYC implementation of key NCLB-mandated school improvement provisions.

Annual System-wide Planning for School Restructurings
For the fourth consecutive year, the New York City Department of Education has implemented a system-wide coordinated strategy to manage major school restructuring activities planned by Regional Superintendents, in consultation with principals and school communities, and resulting from Chancellor’s Initiatives. The annual ‘September Planning” initiative aims to align the priority needs of schools with the resources that are available to address identified needs.
The objectives of the annual September Planning process are the following:

· To ensure that we are supporting the instructional needs of our lowest-performing, highest-need school communities and coordinating that support among all relevant initiatives;

· To ensure that rigorous instructional plans and necessary resources are in place for new schools and schools in need of improvement under NCLB;

· To ensure that the Chancellor and Senior Leadership Team have sufficient information to make informed decisions about allocating resources and aligning them with our priorities; and

· To improve graduation outcomes of under-achieving students.

Key restructuring strategies that are facilitated via this initiative include:

· School Redesigns - Based on school/district/central assessment of school needs and accountability status, typical redesigns include primarily involve core instructional work undertaken within an existing school to improve the academic program and comply with School in Need of Improvement (SINI) and School Under Registration Review (SURR) mandates. Strategies in this category typically include: the creation of semi-autonomous small learning communities (SLCs) within schools, grade reconfigurations, implementation of special programs or interventions for targeted populations of students (including targeted reform strategies for special education students and English language learners), implementation of whole school reform strategies, leadership/staffing changes

· School Phase-out/Closure – School closure is a very orderly process, and usually occurs through a phase-out of grades over the course of 2 to 3 years.  The school ceases admitting new students, and existing grades are phased out one at a time at the end of each year as students graduate. When the decision is made to phase-out or close a school, the administration, parents, staff, and larger school community are notified by the Superintendent.  A phase-out/closure plan is developed which describes the specific plans for phasing out the school, including the timeline, process, and provisions for students and staff.
· New Schools – Based on assessment of system-wide need for more successful school choice options, this strategy includes the creation of new DOE schools and charter schools, which span all grade levels, though a major focus for DOE new schools is at the secondary level (grades 6-12 or 9-12).  All new schools must be approved through the Office of New Schools (ONS) application process.
· Small Learning Communities – a reform initiative to restructure large high schools into a collaborative of semi-autonomous learning communities.  In Small Learning Communities (SLC), a group of teachers and other adults know the needs, interests, and aspirations of all students, closely monitor their progress, and provide the academic and other supports the students need to succeed.
· Multiple Pathways – a focused strategy to expand the options available to improve the educational outcomes of over-age, under-credited students across a borough; typically targeted to high school age students, and planned with close analysis of student need and articulation patterns.  Possible options include:

· Young Adult Borough Centers (YABC): for students with adult responsibilities

· New Transfer Schools: Schools designed to meet the needs of overage, under-credited students
· Hybrid Strategies – Focus on some schools may include the implementation of multiple reform strategies; for example, the “Redesign” of a SINI/SURR high school may involve its closure, replacement with one or multiple “New Schools” (DOE or charter), and a multiple pathways strategy to accommodate academic needs of a diverse high school population.
The planning and implementation of these key priorities involves coordinated analysis and decision-making regarding allocation of resources across the Department. Regional Leadership Teams develop proposals for the implementation of restructuring strategies in consultation with school communities. Central offices work with Regional Leadership Teams to understand fully all school level changes that could have an impact on costs, student enrollment, facilities, or zoning.  These changes must be reviewed and approved by the Senior Leadership Team (SLT) and the Chancellor before public commitments are made or implementation begins. Once approved, Central offices and Regional Leadership Teams work together and with schools to ensure close coordination and the provision of adequate support for efficient implementation of restructuring strategies.
Structures and Supports for Improving Achievement in Low-Performing Schools
The NYC Department of Education provides an intensive model for supporting schools in their improvement efforts. The first phase of Children First reforms reorganized the school system into 10 Instructional Regions to enable more focused supervision by Local Instructional Superintendents with overall leadership and intensive support provided by Regional Superintendents and regional instructional support staff.
The Regional Superintendent, Local Instructional Superintendent, Regional Director of School Improvement, Principal, and the School Leadership Team regularly assess the success of the school in the effective implementation of its school improvement and restructuring plans through:
· regularly scheduled walkthroughs conducted by the Regional Superintendent, the Local Instructional Superintendent, the Regional Director of School Improvement, and the Principal to observe changes in learning environments and teacher practice;

· regularly scheduled school visits by the Regional Administrator of Special Education and the Lead Regional Instructional Specialist for Bilingual and ESL education to assess the implementation of the CEP/restructuring plan specific to their areas of responsibility;

· data analysis conducted by the school staff and assisted by the Regional Senior Assessment Coordinators to determine improvement in student achievement on an ongoing basis;

· review and monitoring of the implementation of the CEP/restructuring plan as an agenda item at the School Leadership Team meetings on a regular basis; and

· periodic self-assessments of improvements in teaching practices, alignment of curriculum with City and State standards, student achievement, technology, professional development, and student support services by the entire school community, assisted by the appropriate Regional staff.

Additionally, the Office of School Improvement and Restructuring (OSIR) was established under the leadership of the Deputy Chancellor for Teaching and Learning to provide leadership and support for the following school improvement initiatives:

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Program Implementation– Coordinate, and provide information, interpretation, guidance, and support to central offices, regions/districts/ES networks, and schools on the implementation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and New York State Education Department regulations and program policies, including school and district Title I programs, school and district level accountability, and mandated processes for schools and districts identified for improvement.

Support for Low-Performing Schools and Districts – Provide technical assistance and support for central, region/district, and ES network school improvement and restructuring initiatives for improving educational programs and student outcomes in identified low-performing schools. Provide metrics to support early identification and intervention for low-performing schools and districts.

Comprehensive Educational Planning for Continuous Improvement – Provide guidance, professional development, and ongoing support to regions/districts/ES networks and schools for the development and implementation of effective school and region/district educational plans, utilizing a data-driven, results-oriented planning process to: effectively analyze the needs of all students; identify causal factors contributing to low student achievement; and focus improvement strategies and school resources on priority needs and closing achievement gaps between subgroups of students. 

Working in conjunction with Regional and District Superintendents, the Regional Director of School Improvement, and other staff in the Instructional Regions and Regional Operations Centers, OSIR provides focused support to regions and schools, including:
· On-site technical assistance, trouble-shooting, capacity-building, and support to SURR and Restructured schools, and districts identified for improvement.

· Building capacity of school and district leaders for the effective use of data in identifying key academic issues and other internal and external causal factors contributing to low student achievement.

· Support for effective strategic planning to address identified issues.
· Support for identification and effective implementation of improvement strategies.
· Support for the identification of hindrances to effective implementation of improvement strategies.
· Guidance for maximizing the use of resources to support achievement of school improvement goals and objectives.
· Technical assistance, problem intervention, and advocacy for district and school leaders.
· Intensive professional development focused on improvement of instruction in identified areas.
· Progress monitoring of schools to enable support for intensive early intervention.
· Proactive intervention, restructuring, and/or closure of failing schools.
· Identification of additional resources to support school improvement efforts; support for the effective use/reallocation of resources, (SURR allocations, SURR grant, Targeted Intervention allocations, Title I SINI grants).
· Support for the identification and availability of high-quality, research-based school improvement and reform strategies and models of best practice to struggling schools.
· Identification of schools that exemplify best practice in all content areas, grades, and diverse student populations, that can serve as models for and partner as mentors with struggling schools.
· Technical assistance to regions/districts and schools for the development of school and district improvement plans and the implementation of other NCLB/SED-mandated school improvement processes.
· Progress monitoring of current SURR/SINI/SRAP schools, recently-removed SURR/SINI/SRAP, and new successor schools arising from the phase-out/closure of SURR/SINI schools.
· Regular engagement, communication, and collaboration with other central offices, regions/networks, and external partners to facilitate cross-functional strategic planning to resolve external issues impacting low-performing schools and ensure effective coordination of targeted support.
Professional Development Opportunities in Support of Low-Performing Schools

In addition to the intensive professional development available to schools via Regional Superintendents and their instructional support staffs, the Central DOE’s Office of Teaching and Learning provides targeted professional development and support for regional/network and school leaders via pre-scheduled and on-demand workshops, institutes, and leadership study groups.
Sample PD Topics:
· Data and root cause analysis to support effective continuous improvement planning

· Best practices for improving student achievement in low-performing schools
· Understanding School Accountability Reports

Pre-scheduled Workshops/Conferences/Institutes:
· Monthly School Improvement Liaisons Networking Meetings
· Monthly Professional Development Sessions for Regional Directors of School Improvement

· SED/DOE Reading, Mathematics, and Science Institutes and Special Leadership Institutes for SURR and SINI schools (in collaboration with the NYSED)
· Destination Diploma – A State-wide Initiative to Improve High School Completion Rates (in collaboration with the NYSED)

Fiscal Resources Targeted to Support Low-Performing Schools
Historically, the DOE has allocated supplementary funding to target and support specific school improvement initiatives.  These allocations, released to schools in individual School Allocation Memoranda (SAMs), included funds to support the improvement efforts of SURR schools, targeted interventions in SINI schools, middle school and ninth grade intervention programs, “whole school” reform strategies, and the implementation of small learning communities (SLCs) in middle and high schools.  

Beginning in Fiscal Year ’08, the NYC Department of Education will be consolidating these supplemental funding streams to implement one unified “School Success Grant” to support school improvement efforts in all low performing schools, including those struggling schools that have traditionally not been eligible for additional funding from categorical school improvement grants (i.e., SRAP schools). It has been our experience that allocating funds in a compartmentalized manner has hindered the ability of schools to plan comprehensively and cohesively for the most effective use of available resources to support continuous improvement efforts and maximize the benefit to students.
ATTACHMENT 1

NYC Implementation of Key NCLB-Mandated School Improvement Provisions
NCLB Initiative: Title I School Improvement, Corrective Action, and Restructuring

Brief Overview: Each year, as required under NCLB, the New York State Education Department (SED) identifies a group of Title I public schools in New York City that are “Schools In Need of Improvement” (SINI). According to NCLB standards, these schools have not made “Adequate Yearly Progress” (AYP) for a period of two or more years.
Under NCLB, AYP is determined based on each school’s progress toward meeting the state proficiency level for all students in English language arts, mathematics, science and/or high school graduation rate. Schools are held accountable for the achievement of students of different races and ethnic groups, students with disabilities, students with limited English proficiency and low-income students. Schools must also have an average over two years of 95% of their students participating in State tests. If a school does not meet requirements in any one of these categories for two or more years, it is placed on the list of Schools in Need of Improvement (SINI). While some schools on the list have educational programs that have produced good results for many students, they have not improved achievement sufficiently for other students. In other cases, not enough students participated in state-required tests.

SED identifies the following five categories of Title I Schools in Need of Improvement (SINI), according to the number of years that the school has not made adequate yearly progress (AYP):

· Title I School in Need of Improvement – Year 1 

· Title I School in Need of Improvement – Year 2 

· Title I Corrective Action School – Year 1 

· Title I Corrective Action School – Year 2 (Planning for Restructuring) 

· Title I School in Restructuring 
Current NYC Statistics, including historical trend:

	School Status
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	In Need of Improvement - Year 1
	106
	75
	67
	61

	In Need of Improvement - Year 2
	46
	77
	55
	58

	In Corrective Action
	91
	27
	56
	44

	Planning for Restructuring
	110
	79
	22
	46

	Restructuring - Year 1
	
	77
	66
	22

	Restructuring - Year 2
	
	
	63
	57

	Restructuring - Year 3
	
	
	
	47

	Total
	353
	335
	329
	335


NCLB Initiative: Public School Choice (School Improvement Sanction)

Brief Overview: In accordance with NCLB, students who attend schools identified as Title I Schools in Need of Improvement must be provided with the opportunity to request transfers to schools not in need of improvement. 
The New York City Department of Education administers the NCLB Public School Choice program to give parents of eligible students the opportunity to request transfers for their children to schools that have not been identified as SINI or SURR.

Current NYC Statistics, including historical trend:

	NCLB Public School Choice
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06 Spring process
	2005-06

Mid-year process
	2006-2007 Spring process

	SINI required to offer Public School Choice
	315 schools
	263
 schools
	267
 schools
	339
 schools
	287
 schools

	Timing of SED announcement of SINI
	2003 SINI identified in mid-Sept. 2003. Participating schools based on prior year’s (fall 2002) SINI identification.
	Participating schools identified as SINI by SED in Sept 2004.
	Participating schools based on Spring 2005 early identification by SED.


	Participating schools identified as SINI by SED on Nov. 3, 2005.
	Participating schools based on data provided by SED in May 2006 and analysis by DAA.

	Program timeline
	· Applications distributed in spring.

· Transfers implemented during summer prior to opening of school.
	· Applications distributed at beginning of school year in Sept. 2004.

· Transfers implemented from Oct. 2004-Jan. 2005.
	· Applications distributed in spring.

· Transfers implemented in Aug. 2005 prior to opening of school.
	· Applications distributed in Nov. 2005.

· Transfers implemented first day of second semester on Jan. 31, 2006.
	· Applications distributed in late May.

· Transfers implemented for first day of school in September 2006.

	Eligible students
	267,717 entering grades K-12
	228,450 in grades K-8
	183,960 entering grades 1-8 and 10-12
	124,415 in grades K-8 and 10-12
	185,016 entering grades 1-8 and 10-12

	Number of transfer requests received
	26,395

(307 schools)
	4,996 

(230 schools)
	11,011  

(262 schools)
	4,604
	10,832

	Choice offered
	26,395 students
	4,996 students offered option to transfer to a different school. Offers made in waves from Oct.-Jan.
	3,614 students offered the option to transfer to a different school. 

· Includes 2,251 (nearly 80% of general education students) offered a school they specifically indicated as a preference on their application form.

· 2,078 students chose the option to remain in their current school if the NYCDOE was unable to offer a transfer into any of the preferred schools that they selected from the list on their application form.

· 100% of applicants entering grades 1-6 either received a transfer option or chose the “remain in current school” option.

· The preferences of 5,319 students (in grades 7, 8 and 10-12 only) could not be accommodated at this time. 
	3,517 students offered the option to transfer to a different school.

· Includes 2,603 (85% of general education offers) offered a school for which they indicated a preference on their application.

· 1,087 students not accommodated.
	6,451 students offered the option to transfer to a different school

· Includes 5,193 (90% of general education offers) were to a school for which they indicated a preference on their application).

· The transfer requests of 4,381 students could not be accommodated at this time.

	Chose to transfer
	6,823
  (806 schools)
	551  (217 schools)
	1,554 (409 schools)
	1626 (578 schools)
	3,494 (682 receiving schools)

	Students participating in the NYCDOE full-choice high school admissions process
	
	
	80,500 entering 9th graders and 9,500 entering 10th graders.
	


NCLB Initiative: Supplemental Educational Services (SES) (School Improvement Sanction)

Brief Overview: Students enrolled in Title I Schools in Need of Improvement-Year 2, Title I Corrective Action Schools, Title I Schools Planning for Restructuring, and Title I Schools in Restructuring who are also eligible for the federal free lunch program are eligible for free Supplemental Educational Services (SES). SES includes free after-school/weekend remedial help or tutoring services by outside State Education-approved vendors.
Current NYC Statistics, including historical trend:

	SES
	2002-03
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07

	Students (and schools, if possible) eligible for SES
	243,249 students
	212,607 students
	218,174 students
	226,861 students
	207,704 students

	
	312 schools
	269 schools
	254 schools
	279 schools
	290 schools

	Students enrolled in SES
	26,693 with district programs as providers
	62,363 total students enrolled in SES
	87,366 total students enrolled in SES
	81,347 total students enrolled in SES
	66,705 total students enrolled in SES *04/207/07

	
	3,640 with contracted providers
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	30,333 total students enrolled in SES
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Students completed their SES programs
	30,333 students
	52,900 students
	63,541 students
	77,132 students
	NA

	The number of SES providers (active)
	21 contracted providers
	40 contracted providers
	42 providers
	65 providers
	77 providers

	
	25 district programs as providers
	1 district program as provider
	1 district programs as providers
	3 district programs as providers
	3 district programs as providers

	
	46 total providers
	41 total providers
	43 total providers
	68 total providers 
	80 total providers


NCLB Initiative: District Improvement (DINI)

Brief Overview: The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 requires the New York State Education Department (NYSED) to annually review the performance of each District that receives Title I funds to ensure that Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is made toward enabling all public elementary, middle and secondary school students to meet the State’s student academic achievement standards.  The NYSED is required to inform parents/guardians of students about District performance.  

A district that has not made AYP for two consecutive years on the same accountability measure (ELA and/or math at each applicable grade level – elementary-middle or secondary) is designated as a District in Need of Improvement (Year 1) for the following year, if it continues to receive Title I funds. If a district continues to fail to meet AYP on the same accountability measure in subsequent consecutive years, and continues to receive Title I funds, the district moves along the District improvement continuum and is designated as a DINI Year 2, DINI Year 3, DINI Year 4, etc.  A DINI District Year 3 (District in Corrective Action) must undergo an audit of the tested and taught curriculum of the district, report the findings to SED and create action plans that respond to the findings. If a DINI district meets AYP in either elementary/middle or high school level in a given year, the district is in a “holding pattern” and does not advance along the improvement continuum for that year.  If the district makes AYP in either the elementary-middle or high school level two years in a row (in the subject area(s) of identification, the district reverts to good standing.

Districts in Need of Improvement must: 

· consult with parents and school staff when developing the District Improvement Plan.  This plan explains how the District will use Title I and other funds to improve Title I schools;

· commit to spend at least ten percent of the annual Title I allocation to provide professional development for teachers and administrators; and

· provide technical assistance to schools identified as Title I Schools in Need of Improvement, Title I Corrective Action Schools and/or Title I Restructuring Schools. 

Current NYC Statistics, including historical trend:

The chart below shows the total number of DINI districts in NYS (including NYC) for the most recent three-year period.

	Year
	DINI Year 1
	DINI Year  2
	DINI Year 3
	DINI Year 4
	DINI Year 5
	Total

	2004-05 (based on 2003-04)
	32
	18
	7
	0
	0
	57

	2005-06 (based on 2004-05)
	15
	17
	14
	3
	0
	49

	2006-07 (based on 2004-05)
	16
	9
	16
	11
	4
	56


The chart below shows the number of DINI districts in NYC for the same three-year period.

	Year
	DINI Year 1
	DINI Year  2
	DINI Year 3
	DINI Year 4
	DINI Year 5
	Total

	2004-05 (based on 2003-04)
	6
	10
	2
	0
	0
	18

	2005-06 (based on 2004-05)
	3
	7
	9
	1
	0
	20

	2006-07 (based on 2004-05)
	10
	3
	7
	7
	1
	28


NCLB Initiative: Highly Qualified Teachers and Paraprofessionals

Brief Overview: The NCLB Act of 2001 (NCLB) required that 100 percent of classes in core academic subjects be taught by highly qualified teachers by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  Subsequent guidance from the US Department of Education has given states until the end of SY 2006-07 to come into full compliance.  NCLB also requires States to measure LEA progress toward meeting that goal through Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs).  AMOs in the New York State approved Plan are:
· 90 percent of core classes are taught by highly qualified teachers in SY 2004-05;  

· 95 percent of core classes are taught by highly qualified teachers in SY 2005-06; and 

· 100 percent of core classes are taught by highly qualified teachers in SY 2006-07.

The State Education Department (SED) was required to provide the US Department of Education (USDOE) with a list of LEAs and schools that did not meet the 2004-05 teacher quality AMOs.  As specified in NCLB Section 2141, any LEA/district that failed to meet the teacher quality AMO or any LEA/district that met the teacher quality AMO but has a school(s) within the district that failed to meet teacher quality AMO, is required to provide to the SED a Teacher Quality Improvement Plan – AMOs (Section A) that describes how the district and/or schools will meet the teacher quality AMO in SY 2006-07.   This plan must also describe how the LEA will ensure that poor and/or minority children are taught by highly qualified and experienced teachers at a rate comparable to that of other children.

Current NYC Statistics, including historical trend:

NYC Citywide percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers:

· 2004-05 HQ rate- 78%

· 2005-06 HQ rate- 87%

NYC has 34 districts. 

· In 2004-05, the following 30 districts did not meet the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) of 90% of core classes taught by Highly Qualified (HQ) Teachers: Districts 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11,12,13,14,15,16,17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 75, and 79.

· In 2004-05, the following 4 districts did not meet the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) of 90% of core classes taught by Highly Qualified Teachers, and also failed to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward improved student achievement for three consecutive years: Districts 1, 3, 10, and 18.

· Below is a list of the main reasons that these districts did not meet the AMO in the 2004-05 school year:

· Teachers were assigned to teach classes outside of their certification area in core subjects. (Estimate of 10%)

· NYCDOE still employed Modified Temporary License holders - The DOE employed approximately 1.2% uncertified teachers in 2004-05, who have since been terminated or received their certification.

· Survey was not completed by all teachers - A number of schools did not complete the BEDS survey for their teachers (approximately 8% or 6,000 teachers’ assignments were not completed). 

· Teachers’ assignments were not filled out correctly on the BEDS Survey, which is used to measure HQ - Many teachers’ assignments were miscoded or miscalculated, leading many HQ teachers to be erroneously classified as non-HQ (estimate of 5%).  

· State certification databases were not up-to-date and guidance was incomplete - HQ for special education teachers was not clearly defined, and many special education teachers were classified as non-HQ.  Special Education guidance is still only preliminary. In addition, many new teachers’ certificates were still pending at the State.  We have received information that these teachers are now certified. (Estimate of 3%)

Our 2005-06 HQ data is more current and accurate than 2004-05, and our progress has improved significantly, primarily because we have:

· Fewer uncertified, and therefore, non-HQ, teachers.  All NYC appointed teachers are now certified, which is a dramatic improvement from 2002-03 when only 87% of teachers were certified.  (98.8% certified in 2004-05; 98.6% in 2003-04).  We are now working to ensure that principals place these teachers in an assignment that matches their certification – the second criteria for an HQ teacher.  

· Assistance for principals to assign teachers to classes for which they’re HQ.  Principals are better informed and empowered as to how assignment of teachers within their area of certification relates to requirements under NCLB. 

· Improved BEDS Survey process and better communications and training.  With better and more frequent communications to principals and teachers regarding the BEDS process, our response rate was 100%. 

· Provided principals with the real time HQ status of their teachers.  DOE issued BEDS Reports which showed principals the certification and HQ status of their teachers.

The New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE), in collaboration with the New York State Education Department and the United Federation of Teachers, continues to make progress towards the NCLB goal of 100% HQT.  The NYCDOE uses BEDS Survey data to measure its own progress toward 100% HQ in each core subject and target resources appropriately.  Strategies launched in the past year and expected to continue through the upcoming year include:

1. Maximizing teachers assigned to their area(s) of certification by:

· Training principals to assign teachers to their area of certification when scheduling, with some limited flexibility, consistent with State regulations.  In addition, we will provide continuous guidance and communication regarding HQ via a Principal’s Weekly Newsletter and other various trainings.

· Training those individuals who support principals on HQ goals and regulations, including HR Liaisons and UFT contacts.

· Created a general email address to answer any Highly Qualified questions.  HighlyQualified@schools.nyc.gov
· Distributing HQ reports to principals, based on the BEDS Survey, that show teachers’ real-time HQ status. 

· Providing options/methods for teachers who are not HQ to become HQ through conversion programs and utilizing school’s 5% Title I set aside.

· Conversion program- The Conversion program helps teachers certified in a non-shortage area subject obtain certification in a shortage area subject.  

· Title I 5% Set Aside Funds- Title I schools must set aside funds that can be used to help non-HQ teachers become HQ in core subjects.  DOE has worked to create models and support mechanisms for how these funds can be effectively used to support this goal.

· Ensuring that all appointed teachers are certified and keep their certification current.  

· Meeting regularly with NYSED to seek changes to State policies (e.g., reciprocity of certification exams) to eliminate barriers to meeting HQ goals.

· Creating a fast, easy way for teachers to demonstrate subject matter competency using an online HOUSSE system.  For example, elementary-certified teachers teaching at the middle school, which is permissible via State Regulations regarding the Middle School Experiment in Organizational Change, as well as incidental teachers, will be able to use this online HOUSSE to demonstrate subject matter competency. 

2. Ensuring that experienced and qualified teachers are equitably distributed among classrooms with poor and minority children and those with their peers by:

· Offering the Housing Support Program, which recruits experienced candidates in shortage areas with a housing support incentive of $15,000.  These teachers must teach in a high needs school.

· Offering Teachers of Tomorrow grants to teachers in high needs schools, in collaboration with SED.

· Continuing to focus alternative and traditional teacher recruitment on shortage-area subjects and high-needs schools to improve equitable distribution.

· Creating a Lead Teacher position to support all teachers in our highest need schools.  The Lead Teacher Program focuses on schools with the highest need, with applications available to SURR schools, Impact schools, and schools that are in restructuring under NCLB accountability guidelines.  Lead Teachers will receive an additional $10,000 per year.

· Implementing new contract language on seniority transfers, bumping rights and out-of-field teaching to address the equitable distribution of teachers between high- and low-poverty schools.

3. Ensuring parents have access to information about their child’s teachers and paraprofessionals.

· Informing parents of their right to request information about their child’s teacher/paraprofessional via the school and DOE website in 9 different languages.  http://schools.nyc.gov/Administration/NCLB/ParentsTitle1.htm 

· Providing technical assistance to schools to ensure that parents are notified when their child is taught for more than 4 consecutive weeks by a non-HQ teacher.

NCLB Initiative: Title I Schoolwide and Targeted Assistance Programs

Current NYC Statistics:  There are currently 1170 Title I schools in NYC.  Of that number, 970 schools are implementing Title I Schoolwide Programs, and 200 schools are implementing Title I Targeted Assistance Programs.  The NYC Department of Education initiated the first citywide Schoolwide Program effort in 1990.
� Elementary and middle schools only. 


� Includes only those 2004-05 SINI and SURR that have been identified by SED as of May 2005 as definitely continuing to be identified as SINI or SURR for 2005-06.


� Includes all elementary, middle and high schools identified by SED as of November 2005, including 259 schools that participated in the Spring 2005 process. At these 259 schools, only newly admitted students are eligible to apply to the Mid-year program.


� Includes only those 2005-2006 SINI and SURR that will definitely continue to be identified as SINI or SURR for 2006-2007.


� The actual number of transfers exceeded 7,000, however due to the decentralized administration of the program in 2003, our data systems did not capture information on all transfers implemented at the school and regional levels.  
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