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I. BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

Introduction

. Max:ly students who are having difficulty in school need different
educational approaches and a wider range of suppport services than
are usually provided in traditional schooi progra:ls. This stuﬁ)‘v
‘seeks . to uncover the extent to which the New York City public
gschool syst.:en enables those students to have access to the kinds 65 \
programs and services that will best meet their needs and help them
learn. studi;s of successful remedlial programs have shown t.f\at

. [
students who are failing in school are frequently allienated from the

traditional schdol setting. Many also need a variety of non-academic

-
*

services, ranqingx from personal and family counseling to part-time
jobs and day care for children, that schools are‘rarely equipped
to provide. The EPP believes that effective cootdinatix with

4

alternative programs and ou;:side organizations can help meet these
students’' needs, .

There are two ways that the aschool system can help young;t.ers
who could benefit from nontraditional or "altern—ative' programs., It
could develop links with outside agencies and community organizations
that provide the services t;‘hat youngsters need, and then develop an L
effective referral system that will direct students to the most
_Qp.priate providers. Or, it could use those same links to shara
expertise and learn about'the successful approaches employed by
outside agencies. 'l‘h.en, 1t could apply that knéwle‘dq_e to lmprove
existing in-gschool remedial programs and to es;:ablish alternative
programs within the public school s;ystem using the techniques that

have proven sffective elsewhere. ’

YUS- W) 6



Both of these methods wlll benefit students. Both also require
a willingﬁess to wérk with outside organizati;ns éhat, this Study
finds, is not often demonstrated by New York City public school. )
administrators or teéshers, or by gtéte education officlals-and U
legislators who allocate the funds and formulate the requlations.
As a result, many students a?e‘ denied access to the px:ogran(_ar;d

v,

services that would help them succeed.

Backgrould and Rationale for Study

The Board of Bducation of the City of New York provides remedial ¢

instruction for. large numbers of ?'tudents within its traditional
school settings. It provides suéplenental classroom instruction in ',
‘rgading and mathehatics with categorical state and federal funds for
approxim&teliv 110,000 students (12% of the tdtal school population)
}dentifled by their scofes on standardized statewide examinations.

Additional aggistance is received by 18,000 students who are held {
’
~ over to repeat the fourth or seventh grade, and by another 12,000

-

entering~hiqﬁ—school students who do not perform up to standards.
For many students, these approaches are adequate; for others

they are not. Last year, 32,000 youngsters droéped out of school

before completion. Studies show that most of them have expgrieﬁced
repeated failure, have failed to amass tﬁe academic credits expeﬂf;;
of their age group, and.despair of ever belng able te‘graduate.(1)

Academic fallure is closely correlated with dropping out. In fact,
»
in the class of 1978, "almost 100 percent of the students who were
~

O e

1. Eilsen Foley and Peggy Crull, Bducating the At-Risk Adolescent,

s s e 2 n M i e A o, — - A

public Education Agsociation, 1984,

-
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helow grade level on étandardized math and reading ;ests by a com-
bined total of ;ore fhan seven years dropéed out of school."{1] Just
as ‘important as-their'acadenic'Eaiiures, students who drop‘outl
gxhibiz a deep sense of alienation from the tfadit}onal school
community, as demonstrated by their failure to make social connec-
tiqﬁs within the school environment, (2)

For such-h%éh-rig} youngséérs, different approaches are needed,
The public schogls cag.;nd should adopt some of these nontraditional
methods. However, in some cases, alternative settings have certain
inherent.advanta@eé ovgr standard school settings. For example,
studies of some alternative schools and coﬁnunityhbasea programs
have shown that removing the student from the school building has
definite salutary effects. These settings are free of n&gative
associations for the student, particularly inpd%tgnt for older stu-
dents and dﬁbpoutg.qrhltarnative programs provide saail, suppor tive
. environments where'studgnts can &hvelo§ close personal relationships ‘6
with staff apd with other students who share common praoblems.,
.Conmunity-baSed nonérofit organizations, especjally, have greater
community agceptanca and are more élqsely linked to the youngster's
" home life, often employing local residents as instructional staff.
The instructors alse have more flexible hours than school-baszd

'y . teacher's do, sﬁ‘they can make home visits or hold evening sessions.

A major federal pilot project, linking school attendance and jobs

—— — . —— —— e — - - [y
.

1. New York Public Schools, "The Dropout Reports,” October 16,'1979’

2. Foley, op. cit.
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for high-risk teen-agers, .concluded that the availability of

alternative educational programs accounted for most of the increase _ ,

in return—to—school rates acconplished by the project (1)

Furthermore, as employment training experts dg;cializing in

.hlgh—risk youth have learned any single approach is rarely suffx—.

cient. Highly disadvantaged youngsters have a range of needs,
including academic remediation and basxc literacy inetrdctlon; Q:%

work readiness training and work experience; individual and fanily
. _ s
counseling; and concrete services'suéh as housing, medical)attention,

day care, and eveh eash stipends. The schaools can meet some of these

needs; others are‘ketter addressed by other agencies. The key is to"

. *
bring all the appropriate resources to bear in a coordinated fashion

L]
(9 »

to meet the individual needs of each chiln. Success in job trqininq
érograns, such as tthe conducted under the rederal Youth Bmployment
Demonstrations Project Act, has depended upon the range of services
that can be linked together. and coerdinated according to the needs

of particular youngetere.(i) . _ ' .

Schoolisystens can and must do much more to apply the lessons

. . -

from successful alternative programs to their remedial efforts. There
is a great deal of room for improvement in school-based remedial pro—
grams if the schools are ever to fulfill their basic mie;ion to enable ’
all children to learn, ‘However, in some cases, a bureaucracy_ such as

the New York City %oard of Bducation does not have the flexibility to

- o S e S e e i M. S S . AP . S A

1. power Demonst'ation Research Corporatlon, “Findings _on the
IEPP Demonstration,” April 1983. \ .

A

2. Lefkowitz, Bernard, Jobs for Youth: What we_Have Learned Bdna

-—-a-.-_... . ——— . o —

M. Clark Foundation, 1982.,7

Us-~ . '
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\ . ' . ’
< tailor individualized programs, nor, are they‘equipped to provide an
adequate ranég of social services to medt the extraordinary %needs
of some students. However, as this report will show, there' are
community grbups‘and,othgr institutions in New York City that have

the capacity to provide many of these services. Though not.univer~

N sally of high quality, some of these programs have demon%}rate§ ;\\ '
qarkéd success yith high-risk youngsters. By uorkin; c}osely_with \\g\
them, the public.sbhéols can take advantage of additional opportuni; \:\
ties to meet students needs, The Board must view alternative : Q\‘

¢ -

programs as partners in a common ‘cause, not competitors for funds.

Instéad of Spending energy resisting {;e encroachments of.ogher

organizatii#s, scﬁool officials shou;d be facilitating cooperation .

with them. Ironically, there are also succes#ful al;efnative pro- :ﬂ .
grams within the school sys;eu, but these too are not well coordinated

with mainstream educatioéal prograis.

Also, just as outside agencies can be important resources for

schools, the sch601 system has invaluable asgsets that it can make

‘ available to the community. Foremost among these assets‘a%e the

school buildings thgmselves. Althéugh ideally structured and .
equipped for younésters' uée, this resource goes largely unused
durfhg_non—school hours, and schools remain Lnsula;ed from their
surrounding communities. The Board of Education must see its
school buildings asepotential centers of community educaiional

. activities, and must suﬁstantially increase community access to

- its facilities., )
. +

o YUS-1/1 10
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When close working relationships are developed, students can .

receive the services_most‘appropriate for them from those providers
who are b;st"eqﬁlpped to serve them. However, this ideal situation
rarely occurs, ‘Thi§ study‘?rigina{ly sought to identify the barriers
to such cooperation and propose ways of overcomigg them, 1In fact,
the report does reveal some obstacles to cooperation 1; reétriétiée |
funding or regulatory requirements, and othe;s that emefge from
personnel and credentialkfgsues.' wWhat it also finds, however, is
that these obstacles are easily surmountable if the will to do so

L~ e

exists. The real problem lies in the fact thqt xnstiggtions are

»

jealous of their turf and concerned about_gioteating t;lir funding,

their Eowe:L>and'thair repytations. Even where fdnding is shared,

as in the case of City University-sponsored remedial. programs, there

is little if any programmatic cooperation., Obviously, fiscal incen-

tives and eased regulations can help, but only if the gaal of

. coordination has been accepted.

This report will also describe’ 'some models of schessful alter-~

native programs, and wili demonstrate that fuﬁ?inq for educational

remediation need not be limited to tradlitiopnal school systems.
£ . .

Of course, community-based organiéat;oﬁs cannot replace in-school
préqramg; they are meant as a supplement, Nér‘does their existence
relieve the schools of their basic re390n51551ity to educate all our
children. '}mi;e'some fear that difficult-to-educate children will be
pushed ou£ of the public sc;;ol system if‘viable alternatives exist,
this need not §e the case and every precaution must be taken to quafg

against such an abdication of responsibility. Finally, the‘dedélop—

ment of an alternative systBm must not be an excuse for government

YUus-1/1
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to siphon off funds from the public.schools. Each,se;ies anfinpo;,
. . ) . ) M
tant need, and each must be sueportéd.

P -

k) . ! 1y
A few examples of close coordinatiom betweenlkchools and outside

‘agencies do exist and sone,nechanigus.ier financing such cooperation

are in place. This study seeks to encourage policy makers on the
state and local levels to expand these efforts and to explore further
alternatives to the current ways of funding and‘aduinistefing rewedial

programs, so that children may have full access to the services nést
. A : - -

“

~ appropriate for them. . ‘ .

'It should be noted t.ha‘t'the report 'Ls. limited to pfograns in
angmnative settings, Ln?}udinq those operated by the 3oard of |
Bducation’ and those Operated under private nonprofit auspices; it
does not deal with traditional 1n—sch99}-genedial progra-s. Fur ther-

more, the researcher made no attempt to gvaiuatg individual programs

in&epeodently. The'piograis are described'for'il;ustrgtive purposes

‘ - :' . - .
only, although they all enjoy excellent reputations within the .field

as documented by the assessment data reported in the.casé-stuéleé.

A study of alternative programs fof remedial skills training

is important because participation in today's workforce requires

literacy. Service jobs, to a much greater extent than factory jobs,
call’for good oral and written skills, and a hiqh—qualltx'secondary
education is generally the minimum prerequisite, vifﬁually eliminat-

ing high school dropouts. A recent survey found that only 18 peréent

of all jobgms@ace open to those without a high sghool diploma.(1)

- - - o

. in and Joanne Duhl, "BEducation, -Equity and Economic
Excellence: The Critical Role of Sedond Chance Basic Skills and
Job Training Programs,” unpGblished paper, Ford\ Foundation,
August 30, 1984, .

A

0o
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, “Ti ate in New York City hovéré_ar&dpd 40 percent.
. . Wsters, high school droésg;s are likely t? -
" 9 ently employéd t'.hrough:cmtg.hei.:''1j...fet?.ne;;‘?_~

8 Ls enormous. The effective

[

issue that must concern not only

A L
use of remél on resources is
¥ 3 '
Ty . the schools, but also society a) large. -
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II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS -
- ~
1. The Board of Bducation gas restricted the growth of alternative
programs and has impeded links to comunj.t}-based organizations, For example:

° Outreach and Literacy Ce'nteré, .'Lapor:tant' avenues for retaining high-
risk younqs!:ers, have received little recognlition or financial
support. New literacy and .remedial funds have been designated for
use within the high schools rather tt;an for these alternative programs

N + (PD. 33-38)7 ot .

. . ,
° - Only three O0f the prog\:ans\o launched with new state attendance ’
funds have included outside agencles: two district programs and one
at the high school level.” At least one of these a.genci.es has been
required to /Ase Board par.'sonnel (pp. 47, 55); :
3 \
° Rental fecs .and hiqh custedial fees p'revent community organizations
from usinq school. bulldinga for afr.er-school programs (pp./ 53-62);

° Only students who have been discharged from school may t:ahe Adult
and Continuing Education (ACE) high schood equivalency courses.,
This means that students wishinq to obtain a diploma through ACE
must drop odt of school, thus-1imiting their abil.ity to return t:o
regular high school if they so desire (pp. 23, 30).

2. The vast majority of funds for rmdiat.ion is restrictaed to the
Board of Education. Even some staté programs for adults over 21 and welfare
-recipients are conducted by the Board. City colleges offering GED prc‘tans g
must subcontract with the Board and use Board personnel in order bo geL
federal funds. .

R :

The notable exceptions ara: the Federal Adult Bducation Act, which
allows states. to designate nonprofit recipients; the fedaral Job Training
partnership Act; and the city's new funds (from the MAC surplus) for literacy
programs. The latter is a model for cooperative fynding, since local funds -
are combined with state-administered AEA.funds, to reduce paperwork and
reporting requirements (pp. 16-20). . '

3. Recent changes in state regulations have made high school equi-
valency programs potentially more effective, In-school programs wlll be
.open to 16-year-olds who need not officlally drop out of school ‘first. The
programs must provide support services and students will be allowed to take
the examination more readily. However, students cafnot accumubate r'egular
academic credits in equivalency programs, thus discouraging them from returning
to school (pp. 30~32).

» i e et 3

4. The six OQutreach Centers sponsored by the Board of Bducation, origi-
nally envisioned as time-limited transition programs for students returning
to regular high .schools, have become successful alternatives to the reqular
giz‘sten because of the intensive sQpport services they offer. However, they
are unfairly and inadequately funded, they have not been expanded, and their
status is diminished by their staff's lack of equivalent titles within the

o

. 1
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school system. similarly, two literacy centers for students with little or
no reading skills, a population that is severely underserved, have been
denied adequate funding, while new funds for literacy programs have been
designated for use within traditional school-basad programs . (pp. 33-36). °

5. Judged by student campletion rates, Board of“Bducation remedial

ams .for those with the .lowest-level skills, though more wide-spread,
.are not as successful as programs run bg;gpNY or community-based organizations. -
However, Board—qggpsored_GED_proqra-s serve more students and are more
successful than others (pp. 24-30). .

6. CUNY is a leader in developing curricula and assessment techniques
for its basic skills programs for incoming freshmen. CUNY also has had a
great deal of success with its continuing education programsg and learning
centers providing both basic skills and English as a Second Language courses
as well as GED and noncredit courses. However, despite the fact that the
colleges must gsubcontract with Board of Biucation for their high school.
equivalency programs, there is no formal structure for CUNY and the Board to
- share expertise or staff development and no financing mechanism exists to
fund such collaboration. Funding for CUNY's learning centers is plecemeal
since’” there 'is a great deal of opposition to colleges sharing funds which
traditigngyiy have gone to local education agencies and their personnel (pp.
318-44). ‘ ‘

7. Of the 18 community-based organizations that raceive gtate fundsg .
for sic skills instruction, at least 15 have higher success rates than the
. Board of Education. Their advantages include: small gize; flexible staf ing;.
. their own curricula; and flexible hours (pp. '44-48). )

~
-

- 8., Very fev‘connunit§—basgd remedial programs have any formal thes
t with the Board, other than operating after-school programs (pp. 56-63).

.

9. The Job Training Partnership Act, CETA's replacement, earmarks
eight percent of its funding for basic skills training, The employpent
training is administered by the State pepartment of Labor through the local
Department of Employment. The local DOE also controls the education component
contracts, but these are administered by the State Department of mducation.
The numerous administrative layers for JTPA have resulted in disastrous
conflicts and delays so that cooperation between employment training and
education providers has been severely impaired (pp. 49-52).

10. Chronic truancy, often the first sign of a student in academic
trouble, is not.systematically tracked by the school system. Approximately
. 140,000 students are absent daily. Resources for addressing chronic truancy
" have been drastically reduced. At the present time there is no central
policy or plan to establish & comprehensive attendance program that fits
truants’ needs, while the Bureau of Attendance is being dismantled (pp.
53-%6).

11. There ara relatively few comprehensive remedial programs for younger
students compared to those for teen-agers, and financing for such programs
is scarce (pp.55-56). ‘ '

{5

-
“
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. ' ' III. RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall Reco-endation

» -
s With the large nunbers of students who are failing despite

txaditional re-edial efforts, school officials and qovernnqnt
officials who set education funging policy must broaden thefr out~-
look to embrace more fully the alternative settings and innovative '

approaches such as the ones described in this report. They must

:“ make every effort to increase sthdents’ access to the variety of

services that will best meet thcir'needs;'and to refer students‘

. to aggrogtiatn_nggga-s. "Such a policy can be inplenented at

various IQVle and by’ dtffetent agencies in sevenpl specific ways

described below:

t ‘ L]

) i
Board of Education Action . . : >

L ?hé Board of Education should expand its High School

\a

BEquivalency proggams to take advantage of hew state ragulations

b

allowing 16 year-olds to take eﬁrlchod GED courses without being
discharged from school. Students should have full access’to these

.‘prog:a-s as an alternative to dropping out.

2. The Board of Education should increase programming for young
éeople with low-level readi;g skills. Literacy Cenfeié sﬁbuld be
linked to the Outreach Centers to increase these studgnts' options.
The Litéracy Assistance Center should direct the inVineﬁent of'
the Literacy Centers in the deve}opuent of literacy programs within

the high schools,

o YUS~-1/3 i6
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3. Outreach Centers have established a good track record,

buf-their funding and supervisory system need to be upgraded in

order to become legitimate in their colleagues' views and to attract
and hold good staff. Teachers.who aré Ln charge of centers shoqwﬁ

be promoted to assistant principals. Outreach Centers need quer

*

capita funding formula that provides adequate levels of supéorﬁ

for the special needs and varying eﬁrpllnents of‘théir students,
. ) ®

4. Truancy among younger studeats is one of the first'lnﬁicah

tors of acadeuié trouble. A central Board of‘sducation policy
must be established to govern a conérehqnsive attendance ?rdgram
that fits truants' needs. The present information system can and.
should be modified to ésllect centrally individual attendance

- data, which already egist at the classroom level. School attendance

programs should be dvordinated with community organizations.

i

5. School facilities must be made more wldel? available to
community groups for after-school and remedial prqgrand. Joint
<
efforts between communities and schools can work only if the Board

of BEducation sets a strohq policy to that effect and demonstrates

its willingness by opening the schools after 3 PM and increasing
district allocations to encourage experimehtation. Agreement
with custodians to reduce schooh~oé;ning fees must be sought and
additlional fundsnfrOf the city and state should be puréued to

accomplish these purposes.

6. The sahool system should targét funds (perhaps including
the new state attendance impgovement funds) and provide assistance

to replicate in several school districts the community/school model

17
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1
of Grand Academy in CSD 1. For a pilot program, funds should be

added to Module 5, and one community school district in.each
borough wiﬂing‘ to experiment with agency linkages should be chosen

through a competitive proposal process,

N ’

State Action

(4

7. public collexges~ and community-based organizations should be
., v
nadé eligible for state npioynent Preparation Pducation (EPR) fupds.’
The EPE program is a baai;: skills pr:oq;:'an for those over 21, an area
where both the CB0Og, and CUNY ‘h-ave denonstrat;d s\;cce;s. _ Sinila::ly,
_the state Welfare Bdut;ati;ﬂ Program, ihich'allocat:es $1 million to.
the Board of Education to provide remedial educatién to adults on

welfare, need not be restricted to the Board. ' .

8. A fugdfng mechanisa should be created for CUNY's learning
p - .
centers, which =¥ve, demonstrated their potential for serving a needy
population. ‘rhe; first step is the funding of pilot comprehensive
"learning centers throuqhou?the state at both the segondary and
higher education lavels. This new central funding should include
the financing of counséling gservices to enable students to link

with other kinds of services such as job training and development

programs; and the financing of administrative support.

9, State regulations should be amended to allow students in
High School Equivalency Programs to earn partial credit for academic

courses, ihus enabling them to return to high school more easily.

Yus-1/3 2 8
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10. The few experiments with state and citf joinp fund;ng and
joint reporting that now exist must Zontinue and expand. The
coopération betwagn the State Bducation Department's Di#ision qf
. Adult apd Cohtlnuing gducation and the city's literacy pfograms -
has just bequn thiough the ;erging-of Adult Educafion funds and the
H?C surplus. . Other agencies involved tn lit;racy proé;ans such as
the Division of Social Services aﬁd théAEep;rtment qf Enplbyheht
ned to join the'experinent. ' | ¢ f . «

11. The rapid growth in literacy programs requires a state and .
local emphasis on program accountabiliéy.A Proof must be sought that
literacy programs, regardless of their curriculum or teaching s;affg,
are pfoviding quality instruction. Common student assessment ifistru-.
ments for students entering and 1eav1ng'the programs Qould allow for

.
better comparability and monitoring. .

*

‘ Joint Action . . A (;h}’

12. The Board of BEducation and CUNY should define ways to work

*

together on staff development in remediation, an area in which CUNY

has developed vasat expertise from which thé Boqrd‘can benefit.
“Three methods are‘poss;ble: joint funding; ;armarking of new
school staff development funds for CUNY colleges; or using the
Literacy Assistance Center as the link in staff development between
the two insﬁitutions.
13. Programs under the Job Trgining Partnership Act are difficult'
N :

to administer. The Department of Employment shou‘d, at the least,

limit its paperwork by modifying Lts information system and ceasing

YUS-1/3 i9
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‘the recertification of JTPA Earticxpants referred by other agencies
‘where they have eready been certified as JTPA-eligible. Ome

state agency should adninister?the programs. DOE should consider
lengthening its six—mqnth training cycle, which éeverely limits

remetiial efforts.

- 14. A redesign of the federal Summer Youth mploy;aent Program
combining summer jobs and remediation for high-risk youth has been |,
éropos;d by the PFord Poundatﬁqn. Such‘a proqram'yould allow |
entering high éch&bl stqeents tb'earn a wage while improving their
basic skills, and give them an-incgntive to stay in school. It

- should be tried.

.
)} '
.
.

-t
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. v, FIQANCING REMEDIAL EDUCATION

The formal and inpliéd requirements of fundiﬁé often Eend to
shape educéiional proqra;s. The legislative and requlatory restric-
tions as wpll as the implicit incentives in reinburseqentlbatterns
deternine the amount of creativity and flexibility éllowed in
prggrannind.

| In_order to understand the ptoblemsvof ceordination among

. remedial prdgrans} therefore, it is important to be aware of éheir

,._ funding streams.
v - [

-

Adult Education Act (AEA) '

In FY 1984 New York State received $6.5 million under the
Federal adult -&it;.cation Act (;\EA) .. These funds are 't.he principal
source of éuppdrt for 6@31¢‘educatiop in NYS for‘those who are~16
or over and out of schobl. The éurpose of t;e fun@é'is to enable

. adults to'ébhégnge';heir edﬁcation and become more employable aﬁd
more productive.' ?he mqjot concentration of funds is for adults
with less than a 9th grade reading and naqh ability and for non-
English speaking adults. |

Until 1979 AEA ﬁunéed only prograhs offergd by local school
districts. An amendment to the Act in 1979 spongsored by Senator‘
Jaéob Javits extended eligibility to other aéancies to operate
adult basic edlication instructional programs 1f states permitted.

New York was one of the few states to take advantage of the Javits

amendment. In FY 1983-84, 24 organizations, including the Board of
L]

21
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-designated for New York City. These funds, which

* . =17-

.
)

Education and CUNY colleges, received AEA funding totalling $2.76

million. (See Appendix for complete listing.)

Welfare Education Program (WEP)

In FY 1983-84 New York Stgte provided $4.46 million for basic

education fof those on public assistance, Half of this nonej is |

)
P .

school systems only, are combined annually with the AERA pfogran.

are limited to

High 8c$ool Equivalenﬁy:;

In FY 1984 New York State prgéided $1.9 million in .categorical
monies to local school districts for high school equivalency [
prograns.‘ of éhis, more éhan $900,000 were allocated sg the ‘NYC
Board of ﬁﬂucation, The§§ programs are limited to students‘who'are
at least 16 yeard of age and rqading‘on at least the 7th q;ade}

v, -

lavel. In 1979, four community colleges sub-contracted with the
° _

Board and offered a high school equivalency program, commonly
called GED or Genaral Educatién Degree. This grew to seven colleges
in 1983-84., While the'colleqes must use Board personnel, the
colleges formulate tﬁe policy governing these programs. For th;
198485 school year, high school equivalency funds for those under

21 years of age became part of the general school operating aid
£
formula. This change permits the funds to grow every year as the

reqgisters 1ncrease, For those over 21, a new program was created.

({See below.)

YUS~1/4
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. Employment Preparation Education Act (EPE) ..

In FY 1984-85‘ﬁew York State cregted a new formula aid to

!

provi&e $5.8 million for adult (21+) education programs. This
newly created funding would use state funds for adult basic skill .
education similar tp the fedaral Q?ult ‘Blucation Act. . ﬁ;wever,
unlike the fedetal funds, these state dollars can be used ;nly by
school districts. The Board of Blucation will recegye $2.21 mil-

. lion in these dollars.

Refugee AsBistance Program (RAP)

This state p;ogran'is aesigned to help rqfugeeg on.public
aséistance to become self-sufficignt. RAP iﬁcludes an English
fanguﬁge trainihg program for which several connupiéyfbased
. organizations and CUNY colleges receive fﬁnding. While small, the

program offers four levels of English as a Secowi Lanquage (ESL) .

-throughout the state. ogton the program is conducted side by side
with the ESL component of the AEA program. RAP is administerad by

‘the NYS Department of Social Services which awards contraéis éo

those CBOQ, the Board of Plucation and CUNY colleges that wish to

-

conduct RAP classes. In FY 1983-84, New York State provided $0.75

million for RAP. New York City's share was $320,000.

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

This federal Act is a replacement for CETA and provides job

training for youth and unskilled adults. Within each state's

allocation, 8% of the funds are for educational programs. The

’

1mportance of the education components was demonstrated by the

federal youth employment projects which linked remedial education

23
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. 9
and work experience. This part of JTPA has become known as the

, "8% Basic Skills® cohponent and is administered jointly by the |
D N N A
i New York State Bducation Department and New York City's Department

. of BEmployment. Currently 15 New York City organizations, including

S

the Board of Bducation, are under contract to deliver basic skills
trainintho youth 16”years“und*oldgr.‘ $3 6 million is d?sxgnated

v
for the 8% Basic Skxlls program in New York City.

'MAC Surplus

A surplus fron_thg city Municipal Assistance Corporation
! | funds this year resulted in a ;ew city-funded literacy program,
: with $7.5 million being'set aside t#is year and $35 million planned
over the next four years; This funding was largely a rgsult of
the work of the Mayor's office and the Literacy Task Force which
demonstrated ;he'extent of iiliteracy in this city. The funding
< .
has been divided anong sevaral groups: $1 million to CUNY $1
million to CBOS, $3 million to the Board of Bducation, $2 mi¥lion
. to the public libraries, and $.5 million to the Literacy AsSLStance
Center. (A list o¥ ;;cxpxents i's xncluded in the Appendix.) The
funds were combined with thd state-administered Adult pducation

funds to reduce reporting requirements,

Totals

The total amount of* city, state and federal funding for re‘fdlal
» .
skills programs is summariZed by the following chart.

R 3
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Eundinq
Source

1. ABE

2. WEPt S

3. HSE?

. mwer

5. RAP "

6. )JTPA

7. MAC

TOTALS

FY '83-84 FY

be

-20- .

BASIC SKILLS, ESL AND GED FUNDING *

New York State and Local Share

(in millions of dollars) '
. A Y ¢

‘ ~
New York State New York City

'84-85 FY

FY '84-85

4 183-84

$6 .50 $6,.50 $2.76 $2.76
2.96 4.46 1.00 2.23
1.94 None 0.98 None
None 5.80 #* None T 2,21 e
0.75 10.75 0.32 0.32
6.40 7.90 2.90 3.60
None None ~/. "~ None 7.50

. |
$17.59 $25.41 $7.96 $18.62

* Data obt&ined from SED Depar

t Restricted to the local education agency.

** Egtimate.

4
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Additional Funding for Remediation

S~ <

An additional potential funding source for certain remedial ‘pro-
grams was passed this spring in the State Legislature. The program,
Attendance Improvement and Retention, sponsored by Assemblyman Jose

Serrano, .is to identify students at risk of bécoming truants and to

promote their retention in school. Technically, these funds arézz:::x;‘;/\\

~

)

not for rauediai programs, H§wever, attap&ahce‘inproveqent and
remediation are intertwined in ;;od programming. o;er $27 Qillion
was made Qvailable to thé state; $22 million of.that came to the - | ‘. AN
New York City- schools. ' | ,//

. In-school remediation has also been funded by the federal and
state govermments for many years through two major funding sources:
Chapter I of the federal Education Consolidation Iﬁptbvemént Acf
(ECIA) and the Pupiis with Special Educational‘ueeds (PSEN) waightim%
in the state operating aid formula. ’

Chapter I funds (formerly Title I of the Elementary, and

&

secondary Bducation Act) are ta‘rgo-t& for educationally and econo—
. . _ .

mically éisaé&antaged cgildren. In 1984,vﬁew York City received ] <
$192 million in Chapter I funds, $5 million less than the year
before. |

PSEN aid is directed for students reading below a statewide
reference point on the PEP tests administered in the third and
sixth grades. PSEN funds for New York City in 1984 totaled T,
$96. 3 Rillion. .

Both of these funding streams support supplemental classroom .
-« ' : Fl PR

services within the traditional school setting, and are‘nbt there—~ -

fore, a part of this study.

Yus-1/4
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V. SERVICES FOR OLDER YOUTHS
. - |

gyriad remedial proanmsfor youths-16 years of age and older -
exist in.New York City. In general, each is sponsored by one of
three str;cturésé the Board of Education; a City University college;
or a private nonprofit organization. Although théy all serve a
sinilar.population aéd offer sinilar-ser;ices, there is little
interchange among tﬁe,three structures. In fact{there ié co;péti—
tion anong‘theu for‘studants and funds. Bach séﬁpsor has its
stfengths and weaknesses, but thére'is little sharing of expertise

N ;nd almost no.joint developnent.of curricuia and materials. Even

worse, students must find'app;opfiate programs by chance, since
there is no referral system to hels,theQ entoll.in the progran‘best
suited to their needs, |

This sectlon describes the pxogians offeted by these th?ee
structures and identifies areas where better coordination would

improve students' access to appropriate programs as well as the:

quality of the services offered.

A. Board of Education Programs

Drogguts

The school system provides remedial instruction on an onqoihg
* .
basis. Students who wish to lea‘n)ve the regular programs but remain

=

in the public schools may enroll in alternative schools that are
~nriented to high risk students or may enroll in GED programs sponsored

by Auxiliary Services in the High Schools (ASHS). thder new state

regulations, high schools may offer high school equivalency programs

‘ aYUS-1/5 ’ e
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for 16 to 18 year¥olds.' These programs require more“fns;ructional ‘

hours thap regul§r GED-prograys, and nusF offer sugbdpt services,
Students who 90 not benefit from tradit;oqal in-school fanedial

prdgrans often drop out of schoql. .If they do so after reaching

16 yagrs Bf age, they are.elidlble to eéfoll in addlt ;ducation .

programs, run by the Division of Adult and Continuing Education..

(ACE) (either- in English aéfa Second Language (géﬁ) classes, basic

skills classes for those with low reading levels, or the more

-~

advanced GED progrgis), Qr Ehose programs offered by co-ndnity-bp;ed

‘ organizations. Students who have accunulatﬁd few high' school creditg

and have little chance to obtain all the required credits fer a

. high scﬁooi"diplg-a'often enroll in one of the Continuing Bducation

programs that lead to a GED,

Unlike the in-school GED programs, the ACE programs at this time

are limited to#studonts who are at least 17 and discharged from school .

for one year. These requiremsents liniﬁ the options of students who

do not wish to be officially labelled asqdrqgguts; and make it very

difficult for students in GED programs to return to high school if

. sthey so desire.

+ ‘ i

ACE programs are available at various lévgls of
attainment. Classes are érovided throughout the cjty both day and

evening, and all instructional classes are free. The programs are

limited to academics. Other needs such as job training and.job

development are not, except in a few cases, addressed, and there

is no system of referral to oqggg;ggggggggmthat might provide these

——— -

services,

. g s ettt

o8
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Basic Skills ‘Programs

The quality of the Board of Education's remedial courses varies
throughout the city. When compared to CBOs and CUNY collegés, the
L3 . B

Board of Bducation is particularl} weak ih. BSL and basic literacy

¢

courses. However, it is.difficult to compare a bro&d-bhsed school

program to small connunityfbased,orqanigations. First 'unlike other

programs, Board of Education adult and continuing educational programs
are spread thfoughout the city in every neighborhood. Second, young

adults who anroll in basic literacy or ESL programs found on college

- - L]

campuses could be the more ambitious students while less motivated
students may enxoll in neighbarhood Board—spohsored programé. Yet

ﬁhesé differences do not entirely explain the differance in the

4

quality oglthe programs, Ovar the years community-based organizations
T

and CUNY colleges have created strong programs particularly in the,

areas of basic bﬁills and -ESL. . .

~

when comparisons are'nade among the‘poard of‘bducatioqﬁprogra-s,

CBOs and chY, the -Board does not fare as wgil in beginning courses. -7y

(GED programs é;é dlscus;eﬁ in thc next section.) The apecific
statistics are listed in Appendix A and sumnarized'bel7w. In the
ESL and 1itatac;}pro§r;ga, at least 15.g99ncies d; better than the
Board programs. 'Aﬁ tye n%?dle lsvel,,fok students who stért with a

£fifth grade reading level, the Board's success rate is average

compared to other.programs.

Students' Success Rates )
. . T~ . .
ALl AEA Programs Board of ®d BOE Rank . Among
. # Sts. % Completing . # Sts. & Completing All Programs .
1. ESL : 4,054 43.85% 2,604 39.69% 16 out of 18
. ”
2. Basic Literacy B .
’ 0 to 4.9 grade 1,117 16.64% 545 29.86% 17 out of 19
3. Middle Level _ ‘ .
5 to 8.9 grade 3,374 °~  28.09% 2,597 27.94% 9 out of 18
* See Appendix A, 29 N

* SED Data 1982-83. Success is measured as the number of students who completed
the specifically designed level within the categories, ESL, Basic Ipteracy and
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The Board q{ }ducation has much to learn from the success of {

the others in the basic skills programs. Unfortunately, in the past
3 —

there has been little interchange among CBOs, CUNY colleges and

- staff 'involved iﬁ these programs. Howaver, with the major infusion
» .

of MAC funds t?}s year, éerious attenpﬁs are being made to link staff

’ " among these institutions. The Literacy Assistance Center, an inde-

'pendent nonprofit technical assistance organization (see p. 50), .

g has agreed to provide staff development workshops for all teachers of

literacy, regardless of their institution.

There must of_course be guarantees that, regardless of the
institution that is providing the reneq;ation, there is accountability
that-the programs offered are of high qualityf"n good beginning has

been the work of the State’s Division of Adult and Continuing Biuca-

tion which has established a small but easy-to-fsad data base that

.

L - permits the kinds of comparison drawn in this study. The next step

is a more comprehensive student assessment system to diagnose parti-
. s .
cipants®’ needs, so that the students can receive appropriate services, .

A common assessment system to replace the currant pletﬁora of tests

v

would also allow for more comparability among programs. One coapre-

hensive student assessment system is fully operational in California
’ »
and is being field tested in ¥ive other states. Accountability is

tmportant, and certainly, with the expansion of literacy programs

1n the city, it 18 time these types of assessments were considered.

General Eﬁuivalency Programs

As mentioned, thé Board of ®Bducation offers several lavels of . Q

‘ .
remediation training ranging from basic skilds and ESL, through pre-

L]
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'GED and ‘GED préparation.‘ It has a great deal of e;perience‘in
¢+ ' operating GED proqra-s.in particular. These programs have been
offered by Adult and antihuingiﬁducation (ACE) since 1973 for out-

. )

of-school youths, and by Auxiliary Services for High School since
1969 for in-school youths. High schooi equivalenéy programs are
offered at more than 109 sites throughout the city. 1In adéltion,
the Board oversees high schpol5equ1§alency programs at-CUﬁQ, since
the state nigh Sehool Bquivalency funds are reserved for -the Board
which subcontracts with CUNY. sade community colleges charge a fee
“for the GED.ptoqraﬁ and receive no Board funds for the program.*

The original GED programs in tﬁe United States were cteéted T
during World wWar IT for young people whose education had been | /;fa
disrupted by national service. Nationwide, over 500,000 people
obtain diplomas an;ually thkough a GED program. The national GED
test battery consists'bf fi?e tests: Writing skills, Science,
Social Studies, Reading Skills and Hathenatics. If a person failsa
any or all parts of the exam, he/she can takep§ny part again.. Thé
New York State Education Department establishes eligibility require-
ments, minimum test scores, and ad;lnistera the test. In New York4
State, 89,000 people took the exam in 1982; over half Of them from
New York City.

Auxiliary Services for High School (ASHS) offers a way for

students who cannot attend regular day high school to complete their

¢ education without having to be officially discharged., ASHS offers

. e M . — — —————— i —

.

* These programs are not included in our data base,

) E]{U:‘ YUs-1/5

31




-27-

several programs at 13 sites, with at least two in every borough
except the Bronx, which has only one si;h. Its GED programs are
in BEnglish and Spanish, providing up to 150 hours of instruction,
mostly in three-hour evening segments. )
CUNY also offérs GED programs either through a fee-based
program oi a free‘progra- paid for by Adult Eduéation.fuhds given
' to the Board of Education. . (See pp. 38-44 for a full description |
' of CUNY remedial programs,) Students 16 and older can obtfin a
diploma free by‘enkolling Ln‘ohe‘of eleven colleges that sub-
contract with the qurd. These programs have been offered free
gincg i990, when the Boafd'agreéd, aﬁ the City Council Praesident's

urging, to share its high school equivalency funds with CUNY.

CUNY offers a substantially different and more limited program

than the Board's At lower costs,

CUNY's program 1sﬁa continuous e@rcllnent system ;hqg is 8
weeks long in duratién with a two-week recruitment pofiod.*'rhev
program runs three hours a niqht‘for two nights a ‘week. It is
‘short—tern and limits instruction to only the necessary hours and
curriculum needed to pass tha.GBD or part_of the GED for a parti-
cular student. This means that far fewer Lnsgrdbtional hours are
offered, In 1982-83 CUNY's instructlion hours totaled 5,994 while
the Board ;f Education offeraé i9,406 héurs.. Thi; also means that
the GED cost at CUNY is less, as deaon;trated by the following chart.

Comparative Costs of GED Programs*

R

Amount of Grant Number of D%Elﬁﬂﬂﬁ Cost per D{plona

ot ety e O — - —— - - -

HOE $814,584 3,483 $234 .

CIINY 166,940 . 2,455 68
e 32
Q ¢« Ccalculated from 1982-83 data in letter dated nctober 20, 1983,
EBJK; from Neil Carr, State Education Depar tment, to Rada Milentiyivic,

CUNY, and from BOE, Office of Adult and Cbntinuing Educatlon data.
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The BOE has a much broader program - literally averaging 100 to .150

hours of instruction as compared to a limited prescribed ambunt to each

GED student enrolled at CUNY. It ié of primary importance that CUNY

explore the.qegree'to which the limited number of ins}ruétiohai hours

may be affecting the number of their students who pass the GED exan.
Both programs assess students, enroll them in coutse;u?rk‘and

N
then refer those deemed qualified to the GED exam. In contrast to

the Board of Education's lag at the ESL aﬂdnbasic literacy level,

the Board demonstrates as strong a program or strongér than CUNY
: :

at the GED level. In the following chart, the higher enrollmént

- rate indicates th#t. the Board permits more students into its GED
proqtan; and the greater percent of en:011;A to referred indicates
that,&he Béard also refers more students to the exam. Finally, the .
chart shows that in 1982-83, the BOE studénts_h&d‘a better sucéess
rate, aven though the BOE was lass selective in r;ferring students
to the exam.

In total the Board enrolled more than 8,000 students and
raferrad 59 pat&ent of them to the axam. Of these 7% percent
passed.  In contrast, CUNY enrolled fewer_;han 7,000 students,
.Jﬁferred almost. the same percent (58) of them to the exam, and had
a4 62 percent passing rate. On evéry grade level except the lowest,
the BOE consistsnfly referred a larger portion of its enrollees to
the exam and it had a higher success rate goE avary grade level.

One important note: 1f Kingsborough Community Célleqe's GED
program were anl;;ed tn CUNY's statistics, CUNY's success rate

would be similar to.ﬁ‘L BOR's. "Howevér, Kingsborough no longer

sub-contracts with the BOE, and now offers only a fee~based program.

4
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Comparative GED Enrollment, Referral, and Passing Rates
for CUNY and BOE

. . CUNY , BOE
Reading level 7-8.9 - .
# Students enrolled o 3,594 <. 4, 200
# Students referred to exam 2,030 2,144
Percent, referred to exam 56% S1s
# Students passing exam 907 1,174
Percent of those refarred passing exan ' 45% : 55%
Reading level 9-9.9
# Students enrolled 1,237 2,237
7 # Students referred to exam 655 1,501
Percent referred to exam - 53% 67%
# Students passing exam 421 1,218
Percent of ‘those referred passing exam 64% 81%
Reading level 10-10.9 ‘
# Students enrolled ' 993 919
# studenty referred to exam ‘ 576 592
Percent referred to sxam ) 58% 64%
& Students passing exam : 460 487
Percent of those referred passing axam 80% 82%
. " Reading 11+ .
. ¥ Students enrolled ) 1,088 - 876
# Students referred to exam 720 ° . 641
Percaent referred to exam. - 66% 73%
# Students passing exam 667 604 '
Percent of those referred passing exam 93% 94
Totals
All enrolled 6,912 8,232
All referred to exam 3,981 4,878
Percent raeferred to exam . 58% . 59%
Students passing exam 3 2,455 3,483
Percent of those referred passing exam 62% (AR B

Note: BOE Data 1982-83 taken from statistical collection of all
GED programs offered hy the BOE.
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It is clear that the Board and CUNY can learn from one another.

CUNY ought to examine the Board's programs for possible upgrading of

its own GED programs, while the Board ought to gxanine CUNY's assess-

ment techniques which produce such a cost-effective targeted program.

The GED program, whether CUNY's or the Board's, offers an import-
tant éervice_tofthousands of students in the city. Yet, students

who do not want to drop out of school are seriously limited in their '

choice of a GED program. If they have reached 17 years of age, -they

must béadischaréed before they can enroll in Adult and Continuing

 pducation or CUNY programs, which are very numerous and located

throughout the city. If students wish to remain in school, they

are currently limited to one of the 13_Prograns offered by ASHS or

those in-school programs now beiqg developed under the new state

" reguiations.
The discharged status has several disadvantages:

1. It labels the student as.a dropout even if that student
enrolls in a GED program. The discharged status labels
the student a failure and ignores the mobility of some

. students who, because of personal reasons, choose to leave
school and then return, not to their old high school, but
to a neighborhood program they have heard.about. Since
the program is operated by Adult and Continuing Educatlon,

' that student remains in the diseharqed category.

2. Requiring the students to drop out tirst creates a crack
for that student to fall into. There is a lagtime between
. discharge and enrollment in Adult and Continuing Education
courses, during which the system may lose the student
entirely.

-

Countering the argument that students should be permitted to
transfer to adnlt and continuing educational programs without being
) |
discharged is the fear that principals will drive poor students out

of their schools and into GED programs. Of course, schools must

o YUS-1/5
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continue their remediation efforts and strive to meet these student's
needs. Transfers should be monito;ed so that schools which seem
to have excessive traﬁsfers could be closely watched., But this
potential abuse should not deter permitting students more.alterna-
tives. 1In addition, the evidence is that the existence of alter- -~
natives does not increase "push-outs.” The Outreach Cénters have
not received increased referrals from the high schools in the phst

‘

two years (see pages 33-36).

!

On the plus side, the state's regulations for in-school GED

_ programs for 16 to 18 year-olds have recently been revised to make

the program more effective and more accessible:

1. Students may now enter GED programs at age 16, rather
than having to wait until they are-17;

¢
2.. Programs for ‘alternative high school equivalency programs
can be financed by the Serraro funds; ., -

3. Programs- must provide subpleuantal services as well as an
- academic program; '

- .

4. sStudents can take the GED when they demonstrate readiness.
These amendments provide opportunities that have not previously
existed. Students who are hopelegsly behind in the.accumulation ¢)>
of credit needed for graduation now have an alternative. They nay
move into a GED program more quic%}y, an@ they will }eceive more
than just instruction, ,

Howevaer, the drawback still remaiﬂs'£hat students are not easily
able to return to the reqular high school for a requlir diploma, 1If

they are 17, they must still be discharged first, and they do not

accumulate academic credits in a GED program. Lg_the regulations

were amended so that students could i!?eive some credit in the

——— . - -— -
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equivalency program, they would have the option of returning to a

regular high school without an inordinate loss of time. There'is

precedent for this since students in high school may ‘now earn up

to a total of two elective credits for remedial courses. ‘The Regents

Action pPlan has also provided a mechanism for students to earn up to

six and a half credits by establishing competency through a test.

Alternative Programs .

As tg; school system has sought to respond to an iﬁcreasing'
qunber of students droppin§ out of school, alternative programs
within the school system have been created CO\neet the needs of

- students gho no longer can tblerate the traditional high school
setting. According to a recent PEA study of alternmative high
schools,1 students perfor-ed better in the altérnative sahools
than they had in their ptevious schools, despite the alternative
schools' deprq;siqg physical plants and lack of resources. with the

‘ appointment of a Superintendent of Alternative Schoels, these piqh
schools have had an aévccata in the system. Outreach Centers and
Literacy Centers, especially, have alway; had a separate and unequal |

status and require this same opportunity to upgradk their standing.

A nqjor barrier to the effective coordination of these alternative

programs with the school system is that they are denied adequate

funding and status within the system. The Board currently resists

altern&tiva settings and prefers to put its resources into the large
high schools. Yet the alternative prograkg’demonstrate success

where the regular high schools fail.

—— A i, e A A A Al A Bt e ln. Py

.

' Eileen Foley, "Educating the At-Risk Adolescent,® Public Bducation
Association, 1984, )
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Outreach Centers

g
e e . i
- -

Outreach Centers, established in 1979, provide a wider range

3
of educational and support services to dropouts (16-21) shan the

programs offered by ASHS. Outreach cénters were originaliy vieyed
as a tenpﬁrary placement to Qelp adolescents return to the edu&a—
tional systea, The.qqiqueneas of the Outreach Centers lies in
their appfoach to the stud;nts' needs throﬁgh intensive guidance
and remediation {see Women's City Club Report "A s;rvey of Six

threach Centari'). . The program is not simply a class in an

- evening high school where a student preparas for an exam; rather,

it includes an intensive intake procedure and individual and group

counseling so that students can understand their problems and
strengthen their attendance and education. The Centers are péxnitted
/ .

to keep stpdents for only a year and_tﬁen must seek their élacé-ept ‘
in an appfopriate learning environment. However, they have'quickly
become an Alternative to‘§he reéular hiqh Qchool system, Students.
do not wish to leave. What wvas o£iginally conceived as usgﬁpl to
students returning to fhe system -~ intensive counseling, part-time
employment opportﬁgitiea and ;hild care facilities ~- has now

. . / .
become a qanuine_alternatiQe'to a large impersonal high school
where the student does not experience adequate support.

The OQtreéch Centers have been quite successful. The 1983
Women's City Club study reported that, of the 9,220 students served
by the centers since their inception, ove; 6,800 have been placed
1n other programs or received a degree, In 1983-84, almqst.4,320

students passed through the gateg of the Outreach Centers. Of

thegse, 545 were referred to other programs, 899 were placed in high

vf;n /5 a8 -



~34-
schools, 312 graduated, 748 were discharged without a degree and
1,812 are on register this fall. While the average daily attendance
ranges from 33 to. 70 percent at the various centers, the average is
52 percent. Considering that 6ut£each Centers deal with the most
difficult pogulation, thase statlstics are inpressive. When the
Outreach CQntartlﬁgTbinally began some feared that high schoo‘:j
principals would refer poor students to them. This has not occurred.
Mott students wht came into. the Outreach Centets:;rg‘nét referred
by their high schools. What'has occurre&, instead, is that hundreds
of students are attracted back to ;;hool thqpugh the Outreach :
Cnntars, and then retutned to’ the high schools.

A 1981, at the Chancellor's reduest, Bank Street College
evaluated the Outraach Center program, and reported that the Centers

were quite successful tn bringing adolascents back to school and

keeping them in school or at the Cepter. Over 55 percent of fhe

- students sampled remained in their first placement site and another

17% remained in the second placement.? )
Wwhile several reports and dwrtainly current statistics demon-
strate theé success of Outreach Centers as an important alternative

in remedial education, it is obvious that the BOE does not accord

the Outreach Cefgﬁrs much significance. Within the Board, the

OQutreach Center Program is denied the status required to gurvive

1n the bureaucracy. Although the Centers have existed since -1979,

~

their heads have not been designated assistant principals. Wwhtle

2 pank Street College of Fducation Evaluvation Team, “1980-81

Program Evaluation of the Adolescent Outreach Program.”
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such personnel problems may not seem major, the lack of offici;l
recognition caﬁ prevent the Outreach Centers from being ;h accaéted
part of the educational_systéu. Without adniniétrators or appro-
priate status to speak for thenz the'CenteFa are iqpored in many
high school meetings, and s}ten have no representation ;t all;
Without adequate advancement within the Outreach Centers, st;ff
tend to gain experjience in the Outreach Centers and tﬁ;h go on to
.regqular high schoois where they can égxain benefits dhd‘proper *

~ certif iqation .

L | - oy ‘
As another indication of th;\peglect suffered by the Outreach

Cencsrs, the funds from the state attendanqg,and_;etention ingrovunent

g;ograns were not allocatad to then. There has been no e;gansion of

LY

the Ougggach Centers at a time when Board of Education should be

lookihq>for successful alternative programs gg;egggpd and rqg;icaéa

with the new funds. Although the Board allocated $8.4 million of

-the Serrano funds to Ehe Division of Higq Schogols, none of the funds

were designated for an expansion of Outreach Centers, despite their

excellent track record. Over $3 milljon alone was designated.for

-

the PREP program within reqular high schools, a program which the
EPP has severely criticized. This decision clearly demonstrates. the

~,
bias of the present administration in favor of traditional high

v

schools over alternatives. It is imporéant, if more funds are

going to be committed to PREP, fhat the EPP's critique be seriously

-

examined and the problems with PREP corrected.

2

-

Nqét important, Outreach Centers are inadequately and unfairly

funded. First, unlike other high schools, they are not funded on a

4

; .
formula basis. For other high schools, the fundan fotmulg self-

L 4
fO
LS
Fy
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adjusts .each semestar as enrollmentf or course offerings increase.
In contrast,'the Outreach Centers have a static fundihg level based
on a specific staffing pattern. They can receive additional funds

only after a new analysis of needs. The second §nd more cyucial
.'problen\is the level of funding.‘ For fall 1984, the average level
of ﬁunding for the high schools was one unit for every 18.07 students,
At that time, based on the number of students on register, the
outreach Centers received one unit for every 15.89 students. This"
is better than the avernge ( the fewar students per unit, the richer
the funding), but not as well-funded as sons schools, which received
up éo one unit for every 14:61 students. However the registers at
the 0u£r;;éh CeAtars-tand to lnérease during the year (unliie the
reqisters of the reqular high schools which tend to fall). Last

7 year 8 register peaked in the spring (April 1984) at 2,154 students,
" versus 1,812 for the fall, demonstrating thQICente:s success in
attracting students. That increase brought the funding down to
'only‘one,dnlt for ovar§ f8.89 students, considerably worse than

the average; ‘Thls funding is pqrticularly inadequate considering
the high ;eeds of the Outreach Centers. It aiso does not reflect
‘thoge students who receive one-time information and referral or

shor t-term assesirent and servicdes. Although these services cost

money, the students are not counted on the register.

Literacy Centers - . ‘

. In October 1982, jL a raegult of the Youth Literacy Task Force,
{
a joint'project of the Mayor's Offlce and the Board of Bducation,

- . . » N
two Literacy Centers were established in the school system: one in
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the Bronx serving 120 students, and dﬁe in Brooklyn servin§ 148 «
students, the Literaqy Centers condentrate:upon those dropguts
whose feadlné is below the Sth grade level. Students are offered
fouf hours of instruction daily in small classes. When thef began,
the Literacy  Canters received refartals from the Outreach’Cbpters,
which had bee;‘fldodod by older students with minimum %pading
skilis.‘ If they were to succeed, these students could not be
referred back.to,hiqh school q?.to GED_prerans aﬁd many haq_ilready
been at the Outreach éhnﬁb:s“&or a while. fhe L}t&racy Centers have
quickly tillod to capacity{ and. now attﬁact many stqdents éhrough
word-of-wouth. Linkages have bsen made with the wﬁne;'s and Infants'
Nutritioﬁal Program dqy;are programs for welfares mothers.

To a certain degree, the Outreachlcﬁnters and'Ltteracy Centers
have common problems. Both ar; seen as stepchildren to the system;
they are not achoo;s but rather altergative.érograns within the

-

Division of ﬂigb‘Schools. Until Literacy Centers are firmly estab-

blished, they should be linked to the Qutreach Centers where their

work complements the Outreach Centers' efforts. The Board has

begun a useful experiment to serve the most needy_yo&ng‘geqé;e

.with the fewest options. The Literacy Centers fill an outstanding

and pressing need; they should be encouraged and effectively linked

with the whole spectrum of remedial services offered within the

school systeam.

with the establishment of the Literacy Assistance Center (LAC)
(see page 48), there is an obvious opportunity to encourage lnte—
gration of the Litéracy Centers and the school system, LAC's task

is to provide technical assistance to liteéracy programs. Buf the

A
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Board has not asked LAC to help the Literacy Centers. Rather LAC

was asked to‘provide a h;gp~school based in-service program. This

is typical of the stepchild' status of the alternative prograns.'
Resou:ces are first given to the traditional high school; alterna-

tives are given less or ignored. 1In this case LAC can help integrate

‘the staff of.the Literacy Centers with staff in other prograns;

B~ CUNY: An Untggggd Resource for Older Youth

LA

e e « o———— g a

CUN! has two najor prograns that address re-ediation needs;
one for.students with a high school diploma'or its equivalent who

have been accapted into CUNY; the second for adults without a high

school diploma or pquivalﬁnt. ‘In both areas CUNY has been a leader

in devéloping remediation technique, but the Board of Education has

ﬁog*psed ihose approaches,

[

. . .
CUNY's Remedial Programs , ~

CUNY has committed, an increasing amount of its own resources

to reued{ation because of the poor performance of incoming freshmen.

C i

L X

‘As a rasponse to a sdbstantis} number of entering freshmen who

needed assistance in the b&si;:' skills areas (reading,.writinq, and

mathematics), CUNY created the Instructional Raesearch Center'(IRC).

In 1976, the Trustees broadened Lts mandate to conduct assessnenés

of incoming freshmen so that a minimum competency level was

established throughout the CUNY system. Since 1978 all students A
must take the Freshman Skills Assessment Program (FSAP) conducted

by the IRC which tests ther 1ln three subjects: writing, reading and

«

mathematités. Students who do not pass a subject must take non-credit

43
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bearing” basic skills courss before continuing-in the colleqge.

State funding supports unprepared students through the Supplemental

Tuition Assistance Program (STAP). Currently, over 6,000 CUNY

faculty and 60,000 students ara involved in basic skills programs.

Since its inception, the IRC has collected and disseninate&
information about basic skills. The Center provides a forum for

basic skills faculty within CUNY to share their education theories,

ski8ls Assessment Program, the center directs nationwide research on
basic skills development and provides expertise so institutions .
outside CUNY (othot-collages or local school systems) can' improve

'
their teaching of basic skills. However its services are only rarely

used by the Board of Bducation and then only on an ad hoc basis when

r 2 -

¢

a speaker is requested by a Board ‘administrator.

Cértainly CUNY is not the only universi-tsr that has thousands
of incoming students‘with ;.hiyh séhool dip}éﬁa or its equivalent
unable to do college ;ork. In a nationwide survay of 1,269 institu-
tions co;ducted by IRC, 8 out of 19 universities had some courses
in basic skills, although most have jyst bequn to.addtess the need.
Because of its early start and strong leaderghip, CUN? is ahead of
other universities in its expertise in basgc skills teaching, in
development of assessment tools to aécurately test incoming students,
and in the création of materials and staff development to improve ’

the quality of basic skills teaching.

A ]

CUNY's Remedial Adult Programs -,

While there are a number of college-based remedial courses for
students with GEDs or diplomas, remedial courses and funds for such

i4
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courses for thosg'without high school diplomas are scarcer. Support
‘for proérans fof students before the GED or diploma stage has just
begun to develop on a wider scale. CUNY Chancellor Joseph Murphy's
) first step in this area was the appointmént‘of/nr. Augusta Kappner,
who is highly réspected in the'ﬁield ;f continuing aducation, to

the position of Dean of Adult Continuing Bducation within the Office

‘of Academic Affairs. Dr. Kappner was Dean of Continuing Bducation

-at Laguardia, a progimn known for its linkages to seocial and empley-~ -

ment services for its students.

CUN;'S AMult and Continuﬂng Education Office has two problems:
aestablishing theyleqitinacy of A‘univetsity system's involvement in
noncredit courses, partiéulatly those remedial in naﬁure: ;nd
finding Qays to adequ§¢ily finance such involvement. One has only
to examine the enormous‘COnnitnent and success some of the community
colleges have had with basic skiils, BSi and GED programs to know

»

that colleges.belong in this arena.

CUNY's Learning Centers

Several four-year and community colleges have established

learning centers that service the community with a variety of non-

‘credtt courses. The York Learning Center is probably the bagt known

of thase centers in New York City, and there are other successful

canters upstate.

The York lLearning Center focuses on providing comprehensive
r
learning opéortuntties to the Jamaica, Queens community around it.
The Center raises over $2 million through a variety of grants,

. contracts and private support. York College provides the rent’

and utilities,
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The model this Centar has provided is of major importance to
linking CU§Y college to the needs of community residents who are in
desperate need’of all kindsg of reﬂedi;l programs. Students can
attend beginning literacy classes and go thrquh their GED program.

With appropriate educational skills, students can then.be helped

" in their job\searc¢h. ' v

This comprehensive lod§1 provides educational’continuity and
increased. opportunities for anpioyhcnt to those in the gredtest .
need. With the proper incentiveg, CUNY could creata_such learning
centers at each:of itg community colleges.

Unfortunately the opposition is formidable. The State Bluca-
tion Department and the t;achets' union have long held that collegas
should not be tnvo;Ved in this type of remedial ;ork. But the
potential is en;;noua. York has providéd oépbttunity in a low-
income community wh;te none aexisted before, and it hasglinkod
remedial skills programs to job training and other support pcpqrégs.
Ideally, such learning centers could be financed on' a pilot basis
by the state. Similar comprehensive learniné centers that exist
in other parts of the state all have major financinq problehs.

' The centers use almost all their funds for direct instruction;
little is available for labs and counseling. The importance of
adult and continuing education is widely acknleedqed, but there
has been little movement toward providing adequate support. Pilot
projects could be created throughout the state that would be compre-
hensive learning centers and providg the full range of services -~

remedial coursework, support services, labs, job tratning, and

¥

Yus-1/5 i 6



-42-
development. Such pilot programs need not be limited to higher
education; rather both local school districts and ingtitutions of

v

higher learning can be involved.

Funding

CUNY finances adult and continuing education in one of two
ways:.ei£ﬁer through the charging of A fee which allowp the college
to appl} for a gnall‘anount of state aid, or through various g;ants
from the limited sources of funding as described in the financing
section of this report. CUQY permits colleges to pay the rent and
atilities for adult and continuing education progras. |

One source.of funding for CUNY i3 the fedefal Adult Bducation

Act funds administered by the state, Four colleges receiva AEA

L}
[N .

‘funds to offer education courses for those students not ygt reading

at the 8th grade level and hence not able to prepare for the GED
axam. Three of the four colleges have a higher success rate than

the Board's. The one college that does not have a high success

‘rate concentrates upon Serving an illiterate population, tradi-

-tionally the nost~d1t£icu1t to educate. In addition to the GED

and basic skills levels, all four colleges receiving ABA funds
offaer an ESL component and all of these are more successful than

the Board's ESL courses.
A 4

CUNY has lobbied to amend the High SChoollzquivalency Act so

that funds go directly to CUNY rather than to the Board for sub—

e

contracting. This request had fallen on deaf ears in Albany. ‘Now

* that High School Equivalency funds are merged with the Employment

Preparation Bducation funds, CUNY will agk for EPE funds to bhe

drLstributed to colleggs and CBNs as well as to school systems.

47
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CUNY has few ties to the public Qchool system which is the
source of most of its students. The 11nkages~that‘now exist are ad
hec, with individual principals and superintendents calling the
Instructional Research Center fox: speakers. On occasion a conferénce
provides some internction between the teachers of the-public school

system and CUNY basic skills faculty. There are no formal linkages

1]

an@;no sethods other than informal networking that permit the staffs

of the two institutions to learn from one another.

-

The greatest barriers to networking are prejudice and money.

Board of BEdmcation staff resent the lighter teachiﬁg loads and smaller
clasgses ;f CUNY faculty. Remedial classes at CUNY usually contaiﬁ
;bodt 26 students, while public school teachers have class sizes

over 30. However, a more sigﬁifiqant problem i; the lack of money

for the two institutions to share expertise. The Board of Bducation
says it cannot afford to pay CUNY renedial faculty to taach high
achool teachers their nethods; nor will it pay for teachers' tine

to attend CUNY seminars. And CUNY cannot be expected to fund .

staff training for the New York City‘public schools. At the current

time, few dollars from either institution are going into staff

§evelopnent, let alone dollars to be shared with another institution.
(Tﬁe Literacf Assistance Center (p. 48) has the only eiperiment in
joint staff development.)

Appropgiate funding 13 the key to linking these two resources.

In order to utilize CUNY's expertise, methods of financing a colla-

boration with the Board of Education must be found. One possibidity
: _ - .

Y

would be to finance staff development as a joint project between

YUS-1/5 8
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the two institutions. Another is to fund staff davelopment for the

Board, but set aside a certain percentaée of the funds to be utilized
by outside institutions of higher education. In any case, the staff

- training should be conducted by CUNY's basic skills staff, not instruc-
) ‘ LY
tors from the teacher education divisions. BeFfore collaboration can -

begin, a structure including the financing, must be in place.

~C. Community Based Organizations: Resources Awaitiqg_necogniﬁion
t

The State Bducation Department finances 24 oxrganizations other

than the Board of Bducation through the federal Adult Bducation
program. Four of these organizations are colleges; the renainder,ire

a variety of organizations with a history of comsmitment to téaching

~ {

basic skills,

The community based organizations range in saze from four
classes in English as a Second Laq@uaqe to 10 classes in six week
éycles offering a ranqé of skills. The requirenénts for teachers
also vary. Most programs require a Bachalor's degree; few rqquire a
Msster's. The pay is usually between $16 and $20 an gour. -Full time

i teachers may earn $20,000 a year. All progtaﬁs stressaed experience |
in teaching litaracy over any other qualification for teachers.

The programs had hourg that ranged from norning-to night while ..
most had at least an evening component. Instructional hours range
from aight to 15 ﬁours a week, with some full-time programs. Their
curriculum was almost always their own. Some concentrated upon a
liLfe skrlls curriculum that stressed everyday needs. Others stressed

a phonics approach in basic literacy.

[
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- All the programs had linkages with social se;vicé agencies and
many had active contacts gith job training programs. They frequently
referred their students to an appropriate next step.

Not every 'CBO is successful., However, of the 24 organizations,
18 have a higher rate of success than the Board's. The CBOs attri-
butad'their,succesé to saveral factors:

-

‘- P ~
1. Small size -~ None of the organizations have more than
600 students for the year. All had class size of less

¢ than 20; two offered one-to-one tutorials.

2. Teacher saloctioﬁ - The organigations choose their own
" teachers and do not wish to use BOE teachers.

3. Ourriculum - All have their own curriculum,; one organi-
zation uses the state's curriculum but augments it,

4. /éb-aitaent - Most are open at least 9 to 5, and almost
all offer evening and summer courses. .

L

The Board of Education and CBOs have little contact with each
N j

others. PFew CBOs use Board teachers because they say the taachoi:'

hours are inflexible and they will not use the CBOs' curricula..
Most of these éBOI were established through a now-defunct )
federal program, Basic Skills and Bducation Proficiency (1979 to
82). Financed by Title II and IX, Part B of the Educational
Amendments of 1978, this national program funded nonschool agencies

to teach basic skills., In its three years of operation, the Basic

-

Skills program provided national leadership through extensive tech~

A . 3
nical assistance and country-wide networking, while the progranm

was known for its sophisticated technical assistance, community

organization staff members identified other characteristics of the

P

program that they appreciated: networking, strict evaluation and
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flexibility in altarinq-proposai; and requesting budget modifica-
tions. When the funding was cut in 1982, the CBOs continued with
funding from the federal ABE program administered by SBD,'al£hopgh
many had to reduce their program offerings.

A good example of a:co;nunity—based organization that serves
older youth with ie-ed;al skills p&ograns is one serving‘over 1,200
people a year. (The program director; inter;iewad asked that their -
agencies remain unide;tified.) éqtablishedlover 24 years 'ago in the
Yorkville‘area of Manhattan, this private.ly-fnnded organigation -
places disadvantaged young people ;n‘private seétor jobs. The
students receive counseling services, educational services and job
placement. This otganization does nof want any relationship wiéh

»~

Board of Education because they have developed éhei; own curriculum
and want the fléxibility to ‘use that curriculum. The organization
also Qants teachers who wi}L/wbrk from 9_to-5 a;a the:b!é%e does not
Qant ﬁb use Boar& of Eﬂu;ation tﬁaéhers.”

Like many organizations, this one has‘established close ties
with other agancies. Itssends more than 40 clients a year to the

»

Bank Street College Basic S&ills program. In addition links havae-

. been created to local hospitals and clinics for clients who may

need medical assistance.
Another CBO in the Bronx has achieved recognition within the
city and state for 1ts accomplishménts in teaching the illiterate.

There are few programs for the absolute nonreader. This CBO teaches

*only nonreaders and has developed a curriculum specifically designed

for them. Once again, this CBO has no relationgship with the Board

¥

of BEducation. The CBO wants to train rts own teachers and use 1ts
o
ol
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own curriculuwm, a curriculum that has besen documented as highlf
successfﬁl.

Anotﬁer CBO, operating ‘with volunteers rather than p&id s,taff
a; t.eacher; , Serves over 600 si:udents a year throughout the city.
A highly committed small central ;t.aff trains" volunteers who work
~on a one—to—onhe basis with those in need of basic 11terac;y training. -'
This organization ?g;yressivoly seeks private con.t.ributions, cbr:pqrate
and foundation funds. It has no formal links to the school sytem

although the staff was hopeful that tha establishment of the Literacy

S
L]

Assistance Center would be the catalyst to create more networking
between the Board and CBOs.

Unfortunately, the current administration at the Board of

Bducation has.established a pattern of ignoring agencies that have

‘demonstrated an ability to work. v,i‘ih difficult students.. For instance,

the recent state funding for attendance ilprovénent/dropqut pravention
has pr;sented an oppo:tuni& to open the schools to a l::oader com—

. nunity‘.‘ Howsver, t;te High School Division has contracted with only
one program, to eventually serve 12 high schools, Furﬂ\emora; this
agency, E‘ederat.‘;:on Employment and Guidance Servicf , which has
operated a successful dropout prevention program, Operation Success,
for several years, has had to agree to use Board of BRducation perj
sonn_elj (t.eachers or gquldance c.ounselors) as counselors for t:’he first
time th.is year in order to qualify for the new funds. According to
prog‘;an personnel, this will restrict some of the program's flexi-
bility especlally with regard to hours and the freedom to choose the

moé\t committed and enthusiastic staff., Although it may be unrelated,

participation in the program has declined this year.

. .
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D. Literacy Assistance Center

The newly created Litaragy Assistance Center (LAC) is an
independent not-for-profit organigation whose mission is‘ to promote ’
tﬁe‘expanéion of effdéiive literacy.instruction for older youth
(14+) and adulﬁg in New York City. Thewbenter does not operate
1itetacy‘éroqrans. Instead,:it fulfills its nission~in two ways:
first, by increasing the access of educational and sociél seryice

agencies in the public and private sectors to the information,

planning aeg training services that they nega to serve non-literate

youth; and second, by advocating increased allocations of public

and private resources to literacy services.
The Center's primary targets for support are the major public
. e

" institutions that provide literacy training: the. Board of iﬂucation;

o

the City Universitﬁ; and the public libraries.

The Center will be é clearinghouse for information on iitaracy
issues and raeasources: iite;acy;otiented‘resgarch, local program
descriptions, instructional materials and teéﬁniques; an& current
information on funding sources and policies. The Center will
provide a fbrﬁn for the requiar_exchanqesof igformatibn amonqg -
practitioners. It will respond to requeasts from puﬁlic and privaté
agencies for technical assistance, It will establish an information
system and provide analysis of data collected on literacy.

The ‘advent of LAC is important in the promotion and expansiOn
of literacy services. Although it is too soon to judge LAC’Qs

success, its mission is essential.

|
o
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E. JTPA: Turf Fighting Between Agencies ’ S ¢

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA),-a-federal job
trainihq énd employment program, began in October 1983, JTPA
replaced CETA with the aim of qreatér pr;;ate.sector involvement
ane greater state involvunént. Under JTPA, éach state-establishes
a Job Train%ng ceotdinating Council, consisting of business repr;-
sentatives, state agencies and loca1 gdvernnents, to plan, coordinats;-
and ,;onitor the programs., New York is di\;i‘ded-i.ntt‘) ‘service delivery
areas each with ;ts own Private Industey.Council that works 19'
partnership with local elected officials. While most of the fundQ«
are for job tfhininq and employment programs, ih recognition oé the
fact that many untrained peoéle also have need for academic ren§dia—
tion, eight percent of the JTPA funds in each state are earmarkaed
. for the teaching of.basic skills.. While JTPA vas de;ignod by the -

Eede;al government, thg state plays a leadership role in the allo~

cation of fun§s. The state has ailoc;ted 79 perc&nt of.the funds

to job training, but nothing prevént; the §taté from using part of

these funds to supplement the minimum eight percent set-aside for

remedial educatidn. The education component Ls particularly impor-

i

-

tant for New York City, where most ’of t.hg traii‘f\ing programs are

for clerical jobs whicﬁ require hiéh readin abiiity.. In'New York"

' State, the State Bducation Depa tﬁent has th ;esponsibility of
administering the basic skills component, Since the statefs
Department of ﬁabdt,conttols the training funds énd fhe state

Education Department has control of the remedial funds, a close

working relationship between the two agencies 1s needed. .

4
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The original design of this cooperation was that local educati&n
érovlders copduct pqyic skills pré!rans and recruit thelr students
from the trainegs in;the job training programs or.recruit students
who, when conpletinq'their remedial Studies, would enter a JTPA job

trainlng‘ptogral. This coordinatioq_petuoen education and job .

_training, while absolutely necessary, has never worked in practice:

as it was envisioned,

NNV

* of the almost 5 Ooq'people that the‘education providers planned
to enroll in the JTPA Basic Skills prograns in 1984, approximately .
2,300 actually participated and fewar than half of these were

youths, Late starts and difficulty tecruitinq account for most of

lthe'shortfall. ‘The state‘haé.connitted $2.9 million for PY 1985 ’,

and the Depa;tuent éléants-serve 3,000 youths this year.

The local educat&zr providars and the Departnent of Enployne;: .
had a great deal of difticulty coordinating adninistration and pro-
gram services. The first yaar of operatidh was, in the words of CBOs,‘

"a d_master:..' . Of the 24 'organiza;ti’ons ‘with a history of teaching

s

bagic skills, seven estthisﬁed/JTPA 8% Basic Skills'-Programs.

Those Interviewed to date had‘EQP following obsarvations:
. ¥ - -

Y. There was conflict between the state BEducation Depar tment
and the local Department.of xﬁploynent (DOR) so thék every
policy question was debatéﬁ endlessly between the- twg
agencies and aften there WRQ ‘elther no resolution or /
contradictory decidions. ‘For example, a questlon a:ose on
whether. forelgnérs had to reqfitsr for the draft. this
was debated endlessly. Another was whether a recipient
of Yood stamps could be in the 5& Basic Skills Program.

2. There was no coordination for referrals of students bntween
the job training programs and the educational programs.
Finally, ln search of students, ed?catiqnpl providers
recruited their own clients, which' resulted in conflicts
with DOE about their eliqib'lity.,

. C N .
Yus-1/5 o9 .



¢

3. Payments were hopelessly behind. The program hegan in
October and the first payment wasn't received until January
or February. The payments continued to be late, and
education providers have difficulties paying their staffs,

4. Their harshest criticisms were regerved for DOE's mazé of
. paperwork. All educational providers must make certain
that their students are certified, i.e,, meet all the
eligibility requirements, to be in the JYPA program. While
the paperwork is burdensome, what exacerbatss the problem
is that students must be recertified as they move from one
program component to another. It is not enough to once
prove that the student has registerdéd for the draft, has
a cartain income, social security number, birth certificate,
etc., it has to be proven more than onca, This is a night-
mare particularly for small programs that have few adminis~
trative staff. For sxample, when the Training Assessment
and Placement (TAP) Centers refer students to the flucation
programs, they first discharge them from the TAP Centers.
If an educational provider wishes to have a TAP client in
its program, all the paperwork must. be reptocessed. As
one CBO repregentative said, "It make no sense. We are.
drowning in a ssa of paperwork.” ' :

. 5. DOR requires that training programs operate in six-month

' cycles, so the educational providers also have to operate
in six-month cycles. This is educationally difficult,
particularly if programs work with youth who are non-
literate and must achieve an eighth grade reading level
to qualify for job training programs.

The Basic Skills Pr&gidcrs have valid conplgints, but many
of thelr'problgné.can be traced, not to . DOE, but to .the laég of
coordination setuaen:thq_two state agencles ;nd the latenéss‘in the
entire proposal précess that SED established. “This l;teness has

been repeated for the coming fiscal year, The request-for-propbsal

" for July 1, 1984 to June 30, 1985 was issued in June 1984. There

is no way that the Basic Skills Providers will be funded before

the late fall even though the job training programs will have

started at the beginning of the fiscal yeagf‘
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Wh;n local DOE otfici;ls were asked about the complaints of
tthe education providers; their response was that the State Education
Depar tment adninist;rs that program. DOE officlials did state that
they had agreed in principle that the recertification was not

necessary but that changes had to be made in their information

~system baefore they could change the fgguireaent. Most of the

internal -anageacﬁt problems should have been regolved. DOE has
had a year to resolve the recertification ilssue that results in
eno;nous papsrwork for these‘educational prograns.'

The JTPA program ﬁas inadequate linkages between remedial

education and work experience for older youth. A propoe;l'by the

- Pord Foundation calls for a redesign of the Summer Youth Employment

component of JTPA. This would provide intensive remedial eduél—
tion coabined with work experience for entering high scppol students
who have been ildentified as high risk. This erPOSal is based
uéon the recognition that summer jobs are q‘ptinary source of -
initial-job pxperience and income for disadvantaged youth. At the
sane‘tine, summer can bekused to provide renediation.for youth who

need it and who risk the most from falling behind over the summer.

If remedial education were combined with work experience during

the summer for high risk youth, those youngsters would have an

incentive to remain in school and to achisve academically. The

national proposal calls for such a program for each successive

. summer for these students during their high school years. This

type of program, if well planned, could provide major incentives
for high~risk youth to remain in school, and could be a model for

coordinatinq funding and services Eoridisadvantaqed youngsters,
r
a'¢
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VIi. SERVICES FOR YOUNG STUDENTS

4

A. Truancy and Remediation

One of the first predictors of poor academic work %s truancy.
The more students miss school, the further behind Fhey'fall, until
‘éhei eventually become so discouraged that leaving school géens to
be the only réaspnable alt;rnative.

Truan&y is a warning signal. This sysﬁen has over 130,000
pupils abaent'on anf qiven day; '0ve; 78,000 are from the connuhity
school districts (of whom 9,000 are speclal ‘education students),
52,000 are absent fron the high schools and 4, 500 are absent fro-

*

special educ&;ion citywide programs.
The‘inahillty-of ﬁhe school system.to address the needs of the’

chronic truant is only too clear. Staffing is at a minimum.  The

. : central Bureau of Attendance pas,noé had a difectot for years. In
the early 70s, ?he cenkral Bureau was.restruqtuted and decentralized

' its attendance. functions tb the 32 ccnmugity school districts.,

ﬁéfore the.fiscal crisis, there were 351 attendance teachers and

31 supervigors in the distrlcﬁs. A; a resulé of‘drastic funding

cuts Qinde 1976, there are 80 district attendance teachers, six.

supervisors and little c¢lerical help. Bleven:districts ha#e only

one attandance teacher each,

Of course, the lack of an attendance teacher is not necessarily

-

- an indication that attendance ls being ignored. If the proper

attendance plagg were being drafted and implemented and if proper
attendance procedures were being followed, there would be evidence

, that ¢Shs had fouﬁgrQLhnr means of dealing with attendance problems,
[

-

‘ e
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(In fact, the EPP has previously recommended differentiated staffing
and contracﬁing with outside agencies fq; dealing with attendance
issues.) However, only two CSDs report statistical information
regarding aﬁtendance staff to central, and some districts do not

use th; proper forms to repott‘pﬁpil absentees. &ﬁe central Divisions
of Special Bducation and High Schools fare no bettar. The central .
staff of attendance teachers in 1979 was 110. Tcday it is comprised

of 92; only 75 of these assigned to the Divisions.

The first action the school system needs to take is to nédi{x

its information system to track andlidentigx,individual students,
School officials could then establish éolicias that would address

the individual student's n;eds. Hodlf;catipns of the information
system (known as OSIS) are minor since the data already exist at the
classroom level. what is required is that school officlals see
truancy, particularly among younger gtudonts} as a problem that

needs to be addressed. The clé;r intention of the Serrano attendance
improvement legislation was that school systems identify and help
chronic truants; this school system haginé; coliected daé; &t ;ﬁé
disuicc level or for individual students that would fulfill this
need. ﬁbJ;ver, as a result of a task force headed by the Public
Education Association, a system to do this is scheduled for installa-
tion this springe.

The second action that needs to be taken is that programs

- ———— o —y— = T - A " - -
-

¥

qggpasizinq_gigggict-vide‘Attendance need to be developed and

- i, o= i e O PP

resources must be given to these programs. The resources could be

in the form of personnel (feachers, clerical help, paras) or in

y -
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the form of funds to link schools to community agencies that promote

f
- attendance.

The EPP has made the following recommendations: strict monitor-

ing of school attendance plans should be implemented; community-based

organizations should be contracted to_ggovide_putreach attendance

services for high risk youth; and basic changes must be made in the

information system. Another group, the School Attendance Coalition
"ddvocates a central‘nonito;ing and technical assistance unit ;;
part of an ovérall plan t§ improve attendanée.

The school system's response so fa% has been to reorganize ﬁhe
Bureau of Attendance once again. Pfoposing structural changes is s
not the answer. First, the Board-gf Education should focus upon an
overall policy and agreement on program development, and only thén
make structural changes to £it an ovqsall'plan. Whether or‘nqt
the Bureau of Attendance should be drastically altéred is dependent
upon the type of aqtenéance progran‘that worﬁh for studentQ.

Certainly administrative changes alone will not help.
The schoolg' unwillingness or inability ﬁo work with other

agencies is demonstrated by their reaction to the Serrano-sponsored

attendance lmprovement funding. Although one clear intention of

~the Serrano legislation was to increase the involvement of community

organizations in truanqxﬂg;ogfans,‘anx>twg>such fbint_ggoq;aqg

have been launched at the district level: qgg;petween a dlq&g&g&

v ——

and a CBO, and one involving a district and a private university.

- -

For younger students, there are only a few programs that seek
to address the lack of basic skills beyond the normal remedial

classes, - Classes financed by state 'PSEN funds address only one

Y1S~2/2 60
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problem, poof reading, without addressing the problems that have

led to the need for remedial skills and without seeking less tradi-

tional methods or settings. Unlike programs for older youth, there

is little financing and conseqpent{x‘1ittlegg§g§nsloq_pf alternative

ggqg;ais that do make a difference in students' lives.

LY

B. Schopl Volunteer Program

| 6ne of the largest re;ediai programs and the one involvingu
the largest number of outside people is a volunteer program ;alled
the New York City 8chooi Volunteer Program (SVP). K In the program,
which is sponsored by the Board of Education and:receiges private
contributions,.local ;esidents tutor chiidren in the schodls in a
volunéeervcapacity.é SVP has over 27,000. volunteers, Af wvhom approx-

imataly 7,500 are tutofs, helping 61,000 students in need of reme- )

diation. - Rasearch has shaown that strong personal one-to-one rela-

-

: ¢ ‘
- tionships are a major factor in school motivation. In addition to

tutorial gservices, SVP is now offering two special projects: one

3

in career egpcation and'nentoringAat'Park HesE High School; and

the other in early intervdh§£on. While the Volunteer Program does

‘not limit itself to younger students, the majority of the volunteers

work with younger students., SVP is oné of the oldest tutorial
programs in the country - 29 yéaré. The SVP has éonducted its own
evaluations and found that in.a sample of youngsters (7,652) tested,
over S3s made galns of at least .one year. An ln-depth evaluation

of all the students as well as a longitudinal study of the students
- .

served in this program would be useful in evaluating this program.

YUS-2/2 €1
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With the advent of its newhproqrans, SVP is starting to

consider a more comprehensive program !o; students, rather than
) simply tutoring. Th;s ?s very desirable, since the proven techniques

fof high-risk foungéters in elementary and junior high schools all
involve a multi-faceted approach. All in all, the School Volunteer
P:bgra- makes a valuable contribution to remedial education.

The model progﬁéns p:esanted below illustrate other appéoachas;
all multi-faceted. They are only three of many that e;isg‘ih the
city, eaéh one uniquely tieli to its particular client and community

needs, (City agancles, including‘%he Youth Board and the COQnunity

‘ Deve opnent agency, contract with many connunicy organizations that_

' conduct remedial and tutoring ptograns.) They illustrate that

school-coundnlgx;}inkqggs lead to comprehensive programs and that

such programs are limited only by. the ralﬁétance of some school

officials. .

‘C. Three sxa@gips of Renedlal Programs that Make a‘Ditference

Students in elenentary and junlor hiqh school do not have as

nany alternative fhnedial programs to choose from as do high school

*

studenta. Unfortunately, there are few alternative proqrans for
. younger students. HOQUVer, of those that do exist, many have had

.excellent results with this age group.. These programs divide into

*

full-time sehoolsprgqtams and after-school programs.
\ 8
One of the best full-time remedial programs fog young people
" is Grand Academy. Grand Academy was initiated in 1982-83 as &
collaﬁgrative effort between Community Sehool District #1 and Grand

'

Street Settlement. Tﬁe pfogram was established at the gettlement

L
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house in an effort to remove students from the traditional school
_environment where they constantly experienced failure and to tie
the school program to the community close by. The program has.

-

two components, ingtrucéional and supportive, offered in an inte-
grated and complementary fashion; CSD 1 provides thé‘teachgrs,.
while Grand Street Settlement is under contract with csﬁ 1 to
provide the social work, vocational guidance and aftar-school
services., CSD 1 paid $85,006'to Grand Stféet Settlement in the
figst year of the academy to provide these éeriices. The personnel
function-as a taan‘reqaralesi of tﬁelr component.

Grand Aq’deny served 30 fifih grade and 69 eighth-grade "Gates .
Extengion® féouble heldover) students in 1983-84. fhe students

received a year of intensive instruction in classes of 15 in the

basic skills., 1In addition, there is a full program which includes

|y A . . . . A
acadelib subjects and the arts. The students also receive extensive
{ . * L
port systems - outreach and home visits to youngsters who miss
R 601, personal and family counseling for problems which interfere
with school performance, an'after-school program, and an introductory
vocational preparation program. .
The Grand Academy had significant success with a difflicult
population in both attendance and reading: ' \\\
Average Daily Pre-Program During Program
_Attendance . 1981-82 ‘ Fall 83 Semester
Categories ' % Students % Students
80~100% . 49.3% 74.3%
60-79 30.9 17.1
Below 60% 19.8 _ 8.6
Total . 100.0% 100,0%
L
.3
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Replication of a community/school collaboration model need

not bae difficult, what is heeded is technical assistance and seed

money. School officials who have such eggprtibe can provide that -
ot

expertise to other districts. If seed money were made available

through a centralﬂgynd, then that technical assistance could be

forthcoming. But school officials must be willing to experiment

. -

.
Anothex area ripe for joint efto:t! is aftat-school_gggggans.

Although there are many after-school programs throughout the city,

in general school buildings are substantially unde:—utilized during
non-school hours. Usually funded by Youth Bureau funds, after—school
centers prﬁvide‘assistance in homework, instruction in arts and.

rl

physical education. The Youth Bureau funds have bacome a naior

source of funding that keeps the schools open after 3 p.m. and thus

offerqqggggrtunities to link the schools to communities in many vays.

while many programs, of varying quality exist, one ig highlighted .

here, chosen because of its comprehensiveness to represent the -
excallent models thréughout the cfty.
The Center for Family Life in Sunset Park was begun in 1978 as

L]
a neighborhood program with comprehensive services for all families
/ .

" in the neighborh « It has as its goal direct services for families

in all facets[of their lives, includihq education and employment,

Its activities are extensive and thoughtful: }

1o 59ven-day-a-week'avaflabllity to'people in the community;

2. Comprehensive assessment, evaluation and counseling
»
services.

. ' s
v4
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3. Linking individuals and fanilies to community agencies
such as nedical legal, vocational agencies;

4. Sponsorship of an Advocacy Clinic to assist families
in housing needs, etc.;

5. Community school projects at P.S. 1, P.S. 172, and P.S.
94 in Sunset Park to link parents with the school so that
the crucial link between the school and student work; : e

6. Job counseling, job search and job placenant for all | ) - -,
people over 16 years of age. . :

These nre only some of the many services provided by this k>\\\\\\\\
orggnlianlon in Sunset Park. One of its central themes is‘;nat the .
schooi is a najof foqgn‘in eff;;ting development of the entire
connunity.n.at P.S. i both fanil} §roqrans and after—s;hoql centers
are offered. Tha';fter-n;hool center fonuses on tutoring those

students iho need help. At P.S. 94, a partnership was created

) anong‘school adninistrators, staff, parents and coumunity agencies,

Community Planning Board 7 has‘established a Hu-an Services Cabinet

Trunncy Conniftee‘aade up of publié‘and voluntary organizations in
sunset Park. While the program is new, children's truancy at P.S.
94 is decreasing. This type of program provides anﬁle‘linkages

between schools and the resources‘in the community. The resistnnce

to such programs, according to several people in the schools and

in the CBO, lies in school officials’ fears of losing control.
Another pnogran with comprehensive services to nigh risk youtn

is the Rheedlen Poundation. The major prpgrams are the Trdancy Pre-‘ 1 -

vention Program, located at Rheedlen's headquarters, ;nd Center ‘54, an

after-school program at JHS 54. :Richard Murphy, Direntor of Rheedlen,

makes a close cBnnection between truancy and school failure and delin-

quency. The earlier truants are identified, the more successful can

YUs-2/2 85
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be the preientiv.e progrmi. The programs serve’ truants ages 6 to 12 in
. a4 highly structured academic and social atmosphere.
'rh.e‘cost. of renting the space at JHS 54 for 32 weeks, 18 hours

o a wéek, is $17,000, mainly for custodial fees. After-school programs
spend much of their Youth Bureau funds on custodial fees.‘ The daily
custodial fee for an afternoon sesslpn is $34.66. The Youth Bureau
has a’ $4.7 million budget for after-school programs, $500,000 of
which is paid :b keep schools open from 3 to 5. The Youth Bureau
used tb‘pay close to a $1 million to keep the schools open in the
e;ening'at a higher rate but, because of the expenge, now concen-
‘trates upon at&emoon pr:ogrm.

‘In order. for aftar-school_gggg;ans to exist, the schools

need to be qggn at reasonable or no cost to CBOs. The noqf costly
problem aftaréschool programs face is openinq schools. Funds
needed for program must be invested in renting the s_chopl space,
The mdst convenient and best facilities for students are schools.
As Hi#phy said, s&i&, *Schools are ‘t‘he’only good space in poor
_nelghborhoods, éhey'te héit;d,/they'r built to take kids, But.
Q\H.Lr_ecr. services are limited..

the rent is J;:orﬁitant." As a réfult,

' Joint efforts between communities and schools can work only if

the Board sets a strong policy to that effect and seeks appropriate

-

funding. Welcoming community groups into the schools and reducing

custodial fees through negotiation with the union, increasing dis-

| trict allocations to encourage experimentation, using differentlat':_e‘g

staffing patterns in non-traditional settings -- all would make

iqllaporatlon eagsier and more effective and would faciliAtgte }:.}1(-:_

replication of successful programs.

) - 66
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VII. CONCLUSION

. The picture painted in this report is one of a wealth of
- - * ‘ *
© resources, at least in talent and creative ;hinking if not neces-

sarily in money, that exists in New York‘cit , especially with

:egard‘to older youths. Boweyer, it is also ohe of isolationism
and fierce territorial protectionism, lThe Board of Bducaiion is

- - péeluctant to share stegents (i.e.; money) vith c

tions oe'other'institutions. ‘EVen under its own ahepiqfs, there
are constreinté upon the free flow of students to aiter ative
settings. This "bunker mentality” is enforced in‘plban \ ehete
-struggles are played out to retain power within traditioﬂal pro-
' fessional and Lnsxitucioeel organieatibns.

" Yet students wgo cannot keep pace ofﬁen feel alienated by
exactly those treditionel franeworks, as evidenced by the profound
statement of rejection they make when they drop out. ‘

x_t is important. to note that the public schools can.and have .
served the needs of tee vest‘majority of their students, However,

- - | all the literature points ‘to the conclusion that, for some high-rigk
stu&ents, a greater variety of individually-tailored approaches and
euppo:;s must be brought to bear. In some cases, the school system
can provide these and itAshould make every effort to do so by
incorporating the methods used in alternative settings. In other
cases, closer coordination with outside agencies is the best way of
providang theses services, Regardless of the provider, the primary
goal is that channels be ?pened.so that students have free and full

/
access to the variety of services that New York City can offer.

R .
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Li tefacy Programs Sponsored by Pederal AEA Program

Agudath Israel of Mmerica (Agudath)
5 Beekman Street .
New York, NY 10038 - . . ‘

Armenian General Benevolent Union ( Armengen)
39-11 618t Street .
Woodside, NY 1377

Associated YM-YWHAs (Assocy's)
3300 Coney Island Avenue '

", Brooklyn, NY 11235 ' '

BHRAGS, Inc. (Bhrags) <
1212 B, NY Avenus ) )
Brooklyn, NY 11212 - - '

AR

Ty

Bronx Community College (BronxCol) ‘
181 Street & University Avenue :

Gould Hall, Rm 417

Bronx, NY 10463

.
s

Bronx Edugational Services, Inc. (Ed Ser).
3422 Bailey Place - .
Bronx, NY 10‘63 .

el

e~

Centrafa'ducaoional Caribe
260 Audubon Avenue

Forest Hills Adult Center
67-01 110th Street -
Forast Hills, NY 11375 S

Fortune Societ’y (Fortun)
229 *Park’ Avenue South
New York, NY 10003

A 2
.

HANAC, Inc.
15 Park Row -
New York, NY 10038 :

- £8
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Joseph Bulova Schoo

40-24 62nd Avenue « ‘
Wwoodslide, NY 11377 ) t

LaGuardia bamuni ty Oollegé
31-10 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, NY 11101

-~

Literacy Volunteers of NYC
° 270 vest 70th Street
New York, NY 10023 -

Iocal 237, Teamsters Union
216 West l14th Street
New York, NY 11561

-

Malcolm King: Harlem Collkege Extension .
2090 Adam Clayton Powell Blwd.
New York, NY L 10027

. .,
NYC Board of Education o
347 Baltic Street T )
Brooklyn, NY 11201

PN

New York City Tachnical Collaege (NYCTech)
300 Jay, Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201

? . ’
‘PROMESA t
. 1776 Clay Avenue - - .
Bronx, NY 10457 . ..

*

Queens Public¢ Library
89-11 Jerrick Blwd.
"Jamaica, NY 11432

.Ri verside Adult Learning Center (Riversid)
Ri verside Church

490 Riverside Drive

New York, NY 10027

.
. o
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Solfdaridad Humana (Humana)
107 Suffolk Street’
New York, NY 10002

- SunSet Park Family Health Center (SunsetPk)
150 S5th Street :
Brooklyn, NY 11220

¥b£i_0011090' )
[ 150~14 Jamaica Avenue
- Jamaica, NY 11451
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A-4

I. SED, AEA, ESL.DATA IN RANK ORDER BY % STS. COMPLETE

PROGRAM ‘ RANK ESL ESL: COMP. SSTS. COMP.
'Y

CCEC 1 51 40 78.43
LAGUARDT 2 52 40 76.92
HANAC 3 103 72 | 69.90
<  RIVERSID 4 361 250 69.25
SUNSETPK 5 121 83 . 68.60
JOSBUL 6 8 ‘5 62.50
PROJCALL 7 156 97 62.18
YORK 8 - 308 189 61.36
QUEENSLIB 9 . 39 23 " 58,97
. BRONXCOL 10 120 67 : 55.83
) ARMENGEN 11 58 30 51.72
AGUDATH 12 276 .14 51.09
: HUMANA 13 343 .. 165 48.10
. . NYCTECH 14 146 . 69 47.26
ASSOCY'S . 15 301 | 128 " 42.52
BE 16 6561 . 2604 39.69
PROMESA 17 63 24 38.10
BHRAGS 18 179 27 15.08
Total i 9246 4054 43.85

II. SED, AEA DATA (Beginning Literacy 0-~4.9 Grade lLevel)

PROGRAM RANK ABE 0-4.9 ABE: 4.9C ABE:.&C
FORSTHIL 1 164 133 81.10
QUEENSLIB 2 4 3 - 75.00
CCEC 3 40 29 72.50
SUNSETPK 4 25 18 72.00
PROJCALL 5 61 42 68.85
ED SER 6 87 ‘ 53 60.92

* FORTUN 7 76 | 39 51.32
LAGUARDI 8 56 28 50.00
YORK 9 91 40 43.96
OAS1IS 10 37 16 43.24
MALKING w 49 21 42.86
HUMANA 12 141 57 40.43
BRONXCOL - 13, 36 14 38.89
LOCAL 231 14 96 34 .+ 35.42
JOSBUL 15 9 3 33.33
BHRAGS 16 104 32 30.77
BE 17 1825 545 29.86
PROMESA 18 11 30 27.03
NYCTECH 19 203 40 19.70
Total : 3215 1178 316 .64

b
. »
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.

III. SED, AEA DATA (Literacy Middle Level 5-8.9)

PROGRAM ' RANK ABE 5-8.9 _ABE: 8.9C ABE: .%8.9C .
. PORSTHIL 1 110 - “85 . 59.09
.CCEC - 2 23 i - 12 . . 52,17

LAGUARDI . 3 283 21 : o 42.76

FORTUN 4 ) 69 .26 37.68

SUNSETPK ,ﬂ” 5 4s ‘ 16 35.56

JOSBUL 6 . 20 6 30.00

LOCAL 231 vi 187 ¢« $3 . 28.34

PROMESA 8 107 . - <. 30 : . 28,04

BE 9 10583 T 2957 ‘ '27.94

YORK 10 102 28 . 27:45

BRONXCOL 11 30 - 8 . - 26.67

NYCTECH ) 12 102 15 L 14.71

OASIS 13 113 .15 . 13027

MALKING 14 72 . : 12.50

QUEENSLIB 15 10. 1 " . 10.00

PROJCALL 16 128 12 . 9,38

HUMANA 17. 19 - 0 : 0.00

BHRAGS 18 7 ) . 0 0.00

Total ‘ 12010 3374 .« 28.09

72

Q. YlS~2/4




APPENDIX - B

Adult Literacy MAC/AEA Programs

4

enc

Agudath Israel of America
S5 Beekman Street

' New York, NY 10038

American Reading Council
20 West 40th Street
New Yark, NY 710018 ;

Associated YM~YWHAs of
Greater New York

© “3300 Coney Island Avenue
" Brooklyn, NY 11235

_Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration

*

Corporation
1368 Fulton Street
Brooklyn, NY 11216

BHRAGS, Inc.
1212 Rast New York Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11212

Board of Blucation
Office of Adult & Continuing

- Pfucation

110 Livingston Street v
Brooklyn, NY 11201

Bronx Community College

Division of Continuing Bducation
181 St. & University Avenue
Bronx, NY 10453

Bronx Educational Services
3422 Bailey Place
Bronx, NY 10463

Brooklyn Public Library
Grand Army Plaza
Brooklyn, NY 11238

Joseph Bulova School
40-24 62nd Avenue
Wondside, NY 11377

Source: Literacy Assistance Center
¥t
Yus-2/%



Agency

Centro Educational Caribe
260 Audubon Avenue
New York, NY 10033

Chinatown Planning Council
13 Elizabeth Street
New York, NY 10013

Church Avenue Merchants
Block Asgociation

474 Rugby Road

Brooklyn, NY 11226

City College of New York
Division of Continuing Bduacation
Convent Avenue & 138th Streat
New York, NY 10031

College of Staten Island
Division of Continuing BEducation
715 Ocean Terrace -

Staten Island, NY 10301

Conmunify Services Society
of New York
. 105 East 22 Street
New York, NY 10010

District Council 37
125 Barclay Street
New York, NY 10007

The Door
618 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10011

For tune Society
39 West 19th Street
New York, NY 10011

Good Shepherd Services
Family Reception Center
441 Fourth Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11215

Haitian Centers Council
50 Court Street
Brooklyn, NY 11210

3
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Hellenic American Neighborhood
Action Committee

31-14 30th Avenue

Astoria, NY 11102

Highbridge Community Life
Center, Inc.

75 West 168th Street
Bronx, NY 10452

Hostos Community College
Division of Continuing Bducation
475 Grand Concourse

Bronx, NY 10451

Jobs for Youth, Inc.
1831 Second Avenue
New York, NY 10128

Kingsborough Community College
Division of Continuing Education
2001 Oriental Blvd.

Brooklyn, NY 11235

LaGuardia Community College
Division of Continuing.Education
31-10 Thomson Avenue

Long Island City, NY 11101

Herbert H. Lehman College
Institute for the Study & Promotion
of Literacy v -

Bedford Park Blvd. West

Bronx, NY 10468

Literacy Volunteers of
New York City, Inc.
270 West 70th Street

New York, NY 10023

Malcom King College
2090 adam C. Powell Blvd.
New York, NY 10027

Manhattan Community College, Borough
of Division of Continuing E4.

199. Chambers Street

New York, NY 10007

NAACP Project Rebound
270 West 96th Street
New York, NY 10025

‘.
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Agency

National Congress of
Neighborhood Women
249 Manhattan Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11211

New York City Technical College
Adult Learning Canter .

300 Jay Street

Brooklyn, NY 11201

New York Public Library
St. Agnes Library’ .
444 Amsterdam Avenue °

New thE.Urban lLeague
1500 Broadway
New York, NY 10036

Non-Traditional Bmployment for Women
105 East 22nd Street -~ Room 710
New York, NY 10010

PROMESA, Inc.
1776 Clay Avenue
Bronx, NY 10457

Queens Borough Public Library
89-11 Merrick Blvd.

Jamaica, RY 11432

Queens Collage

Department of Linguistics
65-30 Kissena Blvd.
Flushing, NY 11367

Riverside Adult Learning Center
490 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10027

St. Rita's Inc.

Adult Learning Center
275 Shepherd Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11208

Shaarei Zion
1475 47th Street
Brooklyn, NY 11219



ency 4

Solidaridad Humana
107 Suffolk Straet
New York, NY 11219

Sunset Park Family Health . :
Center of Lutheran Medical

150 55th Street ~ Room 2417

Brooklyn, NY 11220

Teamsters, lLocal 237
216 WNest 14th Street
New York, NY 10011

Touro College School of ¢
Ganeral Studies

' 30 West 44th Straeet

New York, NY 10036

;g; Union Settlement
Association, Inc.
237 East 104th Street
New York, NY 10029

thited Bronx Parents, Inc. -
173 Prospect Avenue
Bronx, NY 10455

York College ‘
York College Learning Center
90-40 150th Street

Jamaica, NY 11451

YMCA Elasar Project
215 West 23rd Street
New York, NY. 10011

b . ——————— e, R it



