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PREFACE

February 1990.

School districts throughout the Nation are developing and imple-
menting educational programs designed to impr e teaching, learn-
ing and school management. One such improvement approach is
the Effective Schools concept. Its major purpose, based on evolving
research, is aimed at effectively teaching the school’s curriculum to
all of its students. This is accomplished by a school district’s focus-
ing on its unique needs, and on at least five characteristics which
research shows to be present in schools that have been noted to be
effective:

—strong instructional leadership

--a clear, focused mission

—a school climate which allows for high expectations for all
students

—consistent and frequent monitoring of student progress

—a stable, orderly, and safe school environment

In addressing those unique needs, school districts have sought to
achieve additional characteristics based on Effective Schools re-
search. Among these characteristics are:

—strengthened home/school relations, and
—more time allocated to academic study

This report provides a description of how nine school districts
an! at least one county education office located in various parts of
the country developed and implemented an Effective Schools pro-
gram, based on their own definition of identified needs. They nro-
vided extensive data and other materials to committee staff, and
Congressional Research Service staff. In this regard, Congressional
Research Service assistance was invaluable to the cemmittee in
producing this report.

It is important that members of the Education and Labor Com-
mittee have access to this report in light of the inclusion of Effec-
tive Schools programs in the Hawkins/Stafford Elementary and
Secondary School Improvement Amendments of 1988. This report
will aiso be useful to educators, interested citizens, and others in
learning how a select number of school districts adopted school im-
provement methods based on the Effective Schools concept.

I believe that this report will be helpful in assisting the members
of this committee in addressing avenues of Federal assistance in
improving the Nation’s schools, as part of the committee’s over-
sight and legislative purpose.

AucusTtus F. HAwkINs,
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor
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INTRODUCTION

The Congress of the United States recently enacted legislatior di-
recting Federal financial assistance to the implementation and ex-
pansion of educational projects based on the Effective Schools re-
search. As defined in the legislation,! Effective Schools projects are
intended to:

(1) promote school-level planning, instructional improve-
ment, and staff development;

(2) increase the acacsmic performance of all children, par-
ticularly those who are educationally deprived; and

(3) achieve certain characteristics in participating schools
that are identified in the Effective Schools research.The char-
acteristics which reportedly distinguish effective schools from
others are:

(1) strong and eifective instructional leadership;

(2) a focus on basic and higher order skills;

(3) a safe and orderly school environment;

(4) the expectation tl‘;at nearly all children can learn; and

{(5) ongoing assessment of student performance and program
effectiveness.

In July 1987, the House Committee on Education and Labor
issued a repert entitled Increasing Educational Success: The Ef(ec-
tive Schools Model (100th Congress, Ist Session). That report includ-
ed 3 detailed analyses of different aspects of the Effective Schools
research and a selection of previously published articles and stud-
ies that form part of the Effective Schools research base.?

This current report provides a somewhat different perspective by
focusing on how 9 individual school districts and 1 county educa-
tion office are implementing their own Effective Schools programs.
These districts and county office were selected for inclusion in this
Committee print because their programs adhere closely to the defi-
nitions laid out in the Federal legislation. As the Effective Schools
provisions in the new legislation are implemented, the prior experi-
ence of these and other schrol systems in establishing and carrying
out Effective Schools programs will be important for determining
how Federal assistance can best support districts in that process. In
essence, the Committee asked these districts and county office to
tell the “story” of their Effective Schools programs by completing a

! Chapter 2, Title I, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by
P.L 100-297, the Augustus F Hawkins-Robert T Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Im-
provement Amendments of 1988 Chepter 2 is the Federal education block grant program There
are also Effective Schools provisions in Chapter 1 (compensatory education program) of the Ele-
rznentary and Secondary Education Act utilizing a nearly identical definition to that for Chapter

2 Thehmtroductmn to that report provides a review of the development of the Effective Schools
researc
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questionnaire that contained 7 relatively open-ended questions (de-
scribed below).

Much of the Effective Schools researcl: is based on the efforts of
individual principals and groups of teachers to raise the academic
performance of students at particular schools. This, essentially, is a
“bottom-up” process. The Committee’s focus on school districts
offers an opportunity to explore how the research can be applied
through a “top-down” process, from district central office or county
office to individual schools.

SELECTION OF DISTRICTS AND DATA GATHERING

Through reviews of the relevant literature, consultation with Ef-
fective Schools experts, and discussion with officials of the U.S. De-
partment of Education, Committee staff identified a number of in-
dividual school districts that reportedly had Effeztive Schools
projects in place. After additional data gathering, about 20 school
districts and a county education office providing technical assist-
ance to many districts were chosen to receive a questionnaire that
asked the following 7 questions:

1) Which of the characteristics identified by the Effective
Schools research are you trying to achieve? (Five of these char-
acteristics are listed in the Committee’s letter to you. If your
school district has identified other school characteristics,
please include these in your responses.)

2) What are your program’s goals? (These would be in addi-
tion to the characteristics identified in the Effective Schools re-
search and would include such things as (a) narrowing the
achievement gap between minority and majority students, (b)
raising all students’ achievement test scores, or (¢) improving
student behavior and discipline.)

3) What indicators of program progress are you measuring?
What have been your results to date? (Please indicate whether
you are conducting detailed evaluations, longitudinal analyses,
or comparisons of participating schools to other comparable,
non-participating schools. Among the indicators that might be
monitored are test scores, dropout rates, or attendance rates.)

4) How is your program being implemented? (Is participation
in the program voluntary or mandatory for the district, for in-
dividual schools, for school principals, and for school staff?
Also, please describe the involvement in the program by the
district’s central office, the school board, the State educational
agency, the teachers’ union (if any), outside agencies or con-
sultants, parents, principals, and teackers.)

5) How much does your Effective Schools program cost, and
what are its sources of funding? (If available, please provide
total and per pupil annual funding required to implement the
Effective Schools program, and annual amounts of assistance
from the Federal government, State government, local govern-
ment, and private sources.)

6) What are the characteristics of your school district?
(Please describe your school district, providing the following in-
formation, if available: number of schools by grade level, aver-
age daily membership, average daily attendance, percentage of
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average daily membership from different racial and ethnic
backgrounds, percentage of children receiving free school
lunches, overall high school dropout rate—indicating how this
was calculated, percentage of students enrolled below modal
grade, district’s average pupil/teacher ratio, average per pupil
expenditure.)

7) What are the characteristics of the schools participating
in your Effective Schools program? (If possible, please provide
data similar to that used above in question number 6 to de-
scribe the district as a whole.)

Following analysis of the responses to the questionnaire, 9 school
districts and 1 county office were selected for inclusion in the Com-
mittee Print:

. Caldwell, Idaho
. Clovis, California
. Joliet, Illinois
. Kansas City, Missouri
. La Joya, Texas
. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
. Prince George’s County, Maryland
. San Diego County Office of Education, California
. South Harrison, Missouri

10. Spencerport, New York
These districts and county office were selected on the basis of how
much their programs reflected the legislative definition of an Effec-
tive Schools project in the new legislation. Committee staff also
sought to achieve a degree of geographic diversity, a range of en-
rollment sizes, and different racial and ethnic representation
among the districts. The San Diego County Office of Education was
included because, in its role as a provider of technical assistance to
schools within many districts, it may offer important insights on
how to facilitate establishment of Effective Schools projects at the
district level.

LoD U OB =

DiscussioN

The following pages provide a brief discussion of the responses
made by the various school systems. No effort has been made to
perform a rigorous analysis of the questionnaires for several rea-
sons. First, the questions are generally open-ended, eliciting re-
sponses that vary substantially in terms of detail and kind of infor-
mation. Second, it was determined at the outset of this prriect that
no undue burden was to be imposed on districts agreeing to partici-
pate. As a result, Committee staff made only a limited number of
follow-up contacts with the respondents to clarify some of the infor-
mation provided. Finally, although the respondents include many
different kinds of schools systems, they are not statistically repre-
sentative of districts across the country.

The systems’ responses to each of the questions is considered
briefly below. Following this section, the Committee Print provides
a detailed description of each district’s project based on the ques-
tionnaire responses.
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CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The questionnaire sought to determine how the school systems
were defining the characteristics of an effective school in their
projects, that is, what were the practices and attitudes that are
characteristic of suck a school.?

Given the selection process, :t was expected that all of the re-
spondents seek to achieve the characteristics delincated in the Fed-
eral legislation. What is important is that each expands upon those
core characteristics. Fur example, the Pittsburgh public school
system adds a number of effective teaching characteristics tc the
core school characteristics. All but one of the districts add signifi-
cant linkage between home and the school, or the community and
the school, as a characteristic. Many include substantial “time on
task” (portion of in-school time actually devoted to academic study)
as another desired characteristic. Thus, it would appear that, for
these districts, the core characteristics may be necessary, but not
sufficient, to portray an Effective School.

OVERALL GOALS

The questionnaire asked school systems to describe their overall
goals for students' performance and abilities. These goals are the
outcomes that a school system wants to achieve as a result of help-
ing its schools acquire the characteristics of an Effective School.

Respondents often define their goals as improvement in student
achievement test scores, attendance rates, dropout rates, etc., and
through a comparison of different groups of students. For example,
the Prince George’s County school system is seeking to narrow the
gap between the test scores of white students and minority stu-
dents. Others, such as Spencerport and Joliet want to close the gap
that separates children from different socioeconomic groups.

Many of the districts specificall* recognize that the performance
gaps between different groups of students will not have been suc-
cessfully closed unless lower performers are brought up to the level
of higher performers. Prince George’s County, for example, sets as
one of its goals that a greater share of its students will score in the
highest quartile on its tests.

A number of the respondents, such as Spencerport and Joliet,
have established goals that, once attained, should be maintained
over time. In these two districts, to be considered successful, a
school must maintain the overall levels of performance for at least
3 years. For schools that have yet to attain those levels, the dis-
tricts require that there be annual improvements in the perform-
ance of students.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The descriptions of this aspect of the various Effective Schools
projects included in this report are p- -ticularly uneven. The Com-
mittee questionnaire sought to identify the specific measurements
used by school systems to determine whether they are succeeding
and what results had been obtained to date. Some of the differ-

3 T:ese characteristics are often referred to cs the “correlates” of the Effective Schools re-
searc|

9
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ences among the respondents’ descriptions are due to the ability of
the school districts to provide the requested data. To some degree,
the relative newness of these projects may also have precluded
elaborate delineation of results. (Among the oldest projects is that
in Spencerport which began in the 1982-83 school year.)

Given the nature of the overall goals (described above), it is
hardly surprising that testing is a key irdicator used by every dis-
trict. Other indicators include student attendance rates and drop-
out rates. Clovis measures the level of student participation in
team or group activities; Pittsburgh looks at how frequently stu-
dents are retained in grade; Kansas City looks at enrollment levels
in gifted and ‘1lented programs and in remedial education pro-
grams. Students are not the only ones whose performance is as-
sessed. La Joya monitors teacher turnover and teacher attendance
rates.

With regard to testing, the districts appear to use a combination
of national norm-referenced tests (test takers’ scores are compared
to the performance of a nationally representative sample of test
takers in some prior year) and State basic skills and minimum
competency tests (typically, measuring whether students have mas-
tered desired slills).

The results reported to the Committee are varied, precluding
comparisons among these school systems. It is also no! possible
from the questionnaire data to conclude that particular Effective
Schools projects have been successful. Nevertheless, officials of
many of the districts described in the following pages assert that
their projects have indeed improved educational outcomes.

IMPLEMENTATION

The specific implementation process differs from district to dis-
trict. Nevertheless, there are certain key steps that all, or nearly
all, of the districts have taken to establish and implement their Ef-
fective Schools projects.

Teams of principals and teachers, with parents and community
representatives sometimes included, are established to bring differ-
ent groups together to develop support for the project and to imple-
ment it. These teams are typically created on a school-by-school
basis for the explicit purpose of developing an improvement plan
for an individual school. These teams also often monitor and evalu-
ate the building level plans and amend them if necessary. In some
instances, teams are created at the districtwide level to coordinate
and monitor the implementation of the project.

_Outside assistance, most frequently in the form of technical as-
sistance, is a recurrent feature of the implementation process. This
assistance is often provided by State education personnel and by
private consultants, some of whom are university faculty.

Instruction and training in what constitutes the Effective Schools
research and how to implement an improvement program based
upon that research is typically provided to administrators, teach-
ers, and other staff.

Needs assessments are an integral feature of nearly every effort
described in the following pages. Such assessments are among the

ERIC 10
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initial steps taken to identify what the various groups in the educa-
tional process believe to be problems.

Mandatory participation is the rule for the schools in these dis-
tricts, with the exception of the efforts by the San Diego County
Office of Education. In all but one of the districts responding to the
questionraire, every school in the district is involved in the Fffec-
tive Schools project. In that one district, Pittsburgh, only a small
number of schools participate, yet they are chosen by the district’s
central office and have to participate.

Structured implementation characterizes most of these districts.
The process has a number of definite, precise steps that have to be
taken. The roles of key actors, such as administrators, teachers, or
parents, are defined in advance. The process often has stages for
monitoring and evaluating the efforts to date and for modifying as-
pects of the process if necessary.

COSsT

From the responses provided, it is not possible to determine the
average cost of implementation among the respondents. It proved
difficult for most of the districts to provide precise cost data for the
Effective Schools activities. Often the project is fully integ. ated
into the or-going activities of the district and, therefore, not sepa-
rately tracked.

Some Federal funds support these districts. Several districts
noted that they used some of the Chapter 2 education block grant
funding for Effective Schools activities. Additional Chapter 2 funds
should be available for these activities when the new legislation is
fully iriplemented.

Of special interest is the situation in Kansas City where desegre-
gation litigation has generated State funding for the district’s Ef-
fective Schools project.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICTS

The districts described in this Committee Print range in size
from an enrollment of less than 1,000 (South Harrison) to an en-
rollment in excess of 100,000 (Prince George’s County). They pro-
vide a mix of urban, rural, and suburban environments. They in-
clude districts with hardly any minority representation among stu-
dents (e.g., Spencerport) and districts enrolling mostly minority stu-
dents (e.g., La Joya).

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAMS

With the exceptions of San Diego and Pittsburgh, all of the
schools in each of the districts participate in an Effective Schools
project. In Pittsburgh, it appears that the participating schools
enroll a more economically disadvantaged student body (measured
by receipt of free school lunch) than does the school system in gen-
eral. The average size of participating schools also is larger than
for all Pittsburgh schools; class size appears relatively similar.

11




QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

This section provides much of the detailed information
provided by the school systems in response to the Commit-
tee's questionnaire. To the extent possible, text from the
actual responses is reproduced below. To keep the Commit-
tee Print within an acceptable length and to keep the de-
scriptions accessible to a broader audience, it was neces-
sary in many instances to provide only excerpts. Also,
paraphrasing of districts’ responses is provided below at
times. Please note that all text taken verbatim from the
questionnaire responses is printed in italics.




CALDWELL, IDAHO

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The Caldwell School District’s More Effective Schools Project is
remised upon the following findings drawn from the Effective
gchools research:

* Virtually all students are educable when edurability is defined
as pupil acquis:tion of basic school skills.

* Research concludes that the school effects are more powerful
than familial effects. This conclusion must not be taken to
mean that there is no familial eff:~t in pupil acquisition of aca-
demic skills. In some families, ba.rground does not limit a stu-
cent’s ability 2 acquire basic school skills. But some families
cz_usenhance student achievement well beyond basic school
skills.

e There is a rositive zorrelation between academic student
achievement and staff expectation.

* A~ emphasis upon learning, upon academic achievement, is the
prime purpose of public education.

* Teachers and principals can and do make a key difference in
the quality of education each child receives.

* A school building is a co>mplex social system with a set of
norms, beliefs, and patterns of behavior which can facilitate or
hinder learning.

Collaborative, cooperative, collegial, st;pportive, noncoercive

planning, especially at the building level and accompanied by

support from the district office personnel, is the key approach to

tmprovement.

The building principal has a key role in estab’ishing the cli-

mate of his or her building.

* Change is a process, a series of related events. It is ..ot one
event.

* Ideal change fosters ownership and commitment by all partici-
pants.

* In many ways the schools in our district are effective. Our chal-

lenge is to make them more effective [by putting] the current

educational research into practice.

The effective schools project involves all school pcrsonnel.

Because the climate of a school is dependent upon all of its oc-

cupants, the individual school building as a whole is the strate-
ic unit for planned change. To obtain change, attention must
faid to the culture of the school; focusing on the behavior of

individual teachers or students is not sufficient.

Focusing on effective schools research may necessitate realign-

ment of other priorities within the building.

t)]
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OvVERALL GOALS

Among the goals described by the district are the following:

Our district does achievement testing on an annual basis and
those results are shared in the “Report Card”. The school dis-
trict is in the process of developing criterion referenced tests for
mathematics and reading. The school district is using the test
data to evaluate its effectiveness based on student outcomes.
The district is looking at the test data to determine if equally
high proportions of low and middle income students are master-
ing the essential curriculum. We look at the socioceconomic
sdtatus of our students as we evaluate the standardized test

ata.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The Caldwell school district will be producing annually a
“Report Card"” giving detailed information about the characteris-
tics and performance of each school in the system.

In 1988, three elementary schools entered an accreditation
“warned status.” The district has assigned a vice principal whose
time will be divided among the three schools.

Caldwell uses the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) in

ades 1-5, 7, and 10. Grades 6 and 8 take the lIowa Test of Basic

kills (ITBS). The 11th graders are assessed on the Test of Achieve-
ment and Proficiency (TAP), a statewide program of assessment.
Idaho also administers the Direct Writing Assessment (DWA) to all
8th and 11th graders.

Two of the district’s schools have been identified by the U.S. De-
partment of Education in its school recognition program.

IMPLEMENTATION

The school system’s implementation process is focused on train-
ing and sensitizing its school administrators to the content of the
Effective Schools research and ways of implementing a program
based upon that research.

During the 1984 school year the Caldwell School District was
first introduced to the “Effective Schcols” research through
presentations by our superintendent, Darrel Deide. The admin-
istrators’ monthly in-service revolved around the research that
was being conducted in this area. A list of major research find-
ings, principles, and assumptions were developed and became a
part of the school district’s belief system. [The findings were de-
lineated under “Characteristics to be Achieved’’ above.]

As the school district continued to raise the awareness level
of the administrators in regard to the “Effective Schools” re-
search, the district determined that the research is apiplicable to
a suburban school system and all levels of that school system. It
provides a most powerful model for studying and developing
plans for school improvement. As a result of the continued
training and dialogue within each building, discussion has cen-
tered around educationally significant topics.

A definite process is emerging as the schools are looking at
implementing an effective schools project .ithin their build-

iq
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ings. Briefly these stages include: Awareness, In-service, Project
design, Needs assessment, Formulation of building plans, Im-
plementation, and Evaluation. At this time various schools are
at different stages in this development. As goals are developed
by the administrative team in each school building for the
1988-89 school year these goals will tie in with where that
building is in its planning and implementation.

The administrative team of the Caldwell School District has
continued on-going extensive training in the areas of the effec-
tive schools research over the past year. This training has in-
cluded a two credit class through the College of Idaho, [an] “Ef-
fective Schools Workshop™. . . .

The school district administrative team also spent three sepa-
rate days in drive-in workshops sponsored by the Idaho School
Administrator Assistance Center. . . . These workshops tied
into the effective schools research by specifically translating the
most current research on effective leadership and student
achievement into practical, proven day to day strategies the edu-
cational leader can use to maximize teacher and student
achievement. . .

As the “Effective School Research” project continues in the
Caldwell schools, it is essential that every school believes that
all children ca’. learn and that all teachers and administrators
can help them. Nothing less is acceptable. Most important, this
expectation must be conveyed to students. As participating ad-
ministrators in [the] Caldwell effective school project we must
take an honest look at ourselves and our role as instructional
leaders. The challenge of everyone committed to effective schools
is exciting, threatening, promising, time consuming and some-
times painful.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The Caldwell school district consists of 3 elementary schools, 1
middle school (grades 6 and 7), 1 junior high school (grades & and
9), and 1 high school. In February 1988, the system enrolled 4,077
students—75 percent were white, 24 percent were Hispanic, 1 per-
cent were Asian, .2 perceat were black, and .4 percent were Native
American.

The estimated dropout rate for the district rose slightly from 23.6
percent in 1987 to 24.2 percent in 1988. This rate is calculated by
comparing the number of graduating seniors to the number of en-
rolled students 3 years earlier.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All schools are participating in the Effective Schools program.

Imgly
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CLOVIS, CALIFORNIA

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The Clovis Unified School District, in Clovis, California, is trying
t(f)f achieve the following characteristics in its Effective School
effort:

* a system of school-based management, with strong leadership

from the principal

* [a] focus on academic achievement

* high teacher expectations for all students

* a clearly stated accountability system, with frequent monitoring

of pupil and program progress

* commitment to [the] proposition that all children can learn

* [an] emphasis on school attendance

* parent and community involvement

¢ co-curricular involvement of students [described below]

* [a] safe and orderly school environment

OvVERALL GoaLs

Clovis has set several specific goals or outcomes that it is work-

ing toward. The system wants to:

* [Ensure that] [a]t least 90% of all students graduating from the
Clovis Unified School District will qualify for entry into the
California State University system.

* Enable every student to maximize his/her capabilities in mind
(ac)ademics), body (physical fitness), and spirit (attitude, charac-
ter).

* Insure that at least 90% of all students read, write, and com-
pute in mathematics at or above grade level.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The school system is collecting an array of data, linked to the
overall goals and characteristics being sought. The following are
identified in the system’s response to the Committee questionnaire:

CURRICULAR. Test results from outside, secure tests—Cali-
fornia Assessment Program and Advanced Placement—are used
as instructional quality indicators. Curriculum alignment with
recommended state frameworks, and appropriate evaluation of
student achievement, should foster success in these state and
national assessment programs.

CO-CURLICULAR. Outcomes of team or group participation
in athletic contests, musical performances, and a wide array of
activities from academic decathlon to forensics and debate, are
quantifiea to receive a rating for each school.

(12)
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT. Parents and community
evaluate school climate and campus appearance. Parent partici-
pation in schooi and district advisory meetings and parents’
ratings of the overall quality of each school also contribute to
this category. Survey of all parents is conducted annually.

SCHOOL MANAGEMENT. Student attendance, clean
campus, and classroom care are evaluated. Student attendance
is quantified through a formula based on percentage of unex-
cused absences per enrollment. Parent teams judge the appear-
ance of each campus, once per semester, using established crite-

ria.

OTHER QUALITY INDICATORS. Individuals, student
groups, and schools are noted for achievement of national,
state, or local awards. Number of students eligible for Califor-
nia State University admission upon high school graduation,
SAT results, and exemplary or distinguished school recognition
add to the school’s rating.

These indicators constitute a critical component of the Effective
Schools effort in the district. The data gathered are used as follows:

Progress toward goals is systematically and frequently moni-
tored in each category by school. This feedback to school princi-
pals provides data to support decisions made relative to curricu-
lum, resources, and program priorities. The data also contrib-
utes to a School Report Card issued at the end of the school
year. The report card includes twenty-one additional factors
which include vendalism, class size average, ethnic and socio-
economic description, dropout rates, etc.

Each school receives an annual rating that reflects how well
accountability criteria are achieved. The categories are Superi-
or, Excellent, Good, or Needs Improvement. Survey and test re-
sults, along with other quantifiable data, make up an vbjective
rating scale.

As provided by the school district, the following results have
been achieved:

The CTBS [Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills] was adminis-
tered annually through 1986-87. Student scores in 1972 were in
the 40th percentiles for reading, math, and language. In 1986-
87, 92 percent of the K-8 students were on grade level or above
in math, 82 percent in reading, and 87 percent in language.
Since 1980, the district’s California Assessment Program scores
in all areas have been above or within the expectancy bands for
similar school districts. In 1986-87, eleven of fourteen schools
scored above the expectancy band.

SAT scores have increased progressively over the past three
years. District norms are above state and national averages.
Both female students and Hispanic students score above state
and national averages on the SAT in the comparison with their
respective subgroup norms.

The success rate on Advanced Placement examinations has in-
creased from 13.4 per 100 students in 1984, to 35.8 per 100 stu-
dents in 1988.

The high school dropout rate by ethnic group is very low in con-
trast to national norms.
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* School attendance rate is an average of 93.4 [percent] todily
present daily and 99.1 [percent] either bodily present or on ex-
cused absence.

* Vandalism is less than $2 per student annually.

* Three schools have received National Exemplary Status—one el-
ementary, one intermediate, and one high school. Several others
have been named distinguished schools at the state level.

* Five schools were nominated in 1987-88 as Model Compensatory
Education Schools by the California State Department of Edu-
cation, on the basis of minority/ethnic student achievement.

IMPLEMENTATION

All schools in the district participate. The district’s accountability
system, which drives the effective schools program was established
in 1972. There is an ongoing motivation at each site to work effec-
tively each year and to better performance from year to year. The
district is one of the few in California in which teachers are not
unionized. Roles of principals, school staffs, parents, school board,
and central office staff can be described as follows:

School Board and District Administrative Functions

Leadership. In their leadership roles, the school board and d.s-
trict administration are responsible for the cornerstones of Mission
and Accoun‘ability.

Mission. In setting the mission, the board and administration
articulute direction and goals that provide consistency of pur-
pose across the district. The desired outcome is to unite the
entire district into an educational team with common vision,
providing a framework for sound educational decisionmaking.

Accountability. Greater freedom and autonomy at school sites
require accountability to maintain standards and to provide
feedback for program improvement. . . .

Results provide an annual performance report to each school site
which serves as a report car(fgnd as a basis for annual planning.
Results are also reported back to the community through School As-
sessment Review Teams (SARTs).

Support. An equally important function, in response to school site
autonomy and decisionmaking, is support. As principals, with their
staffs, formulate plans and identify necds, the superintendent, other
district administrators, and school board become “variable remov-
ers” and resource allocators. . . .

Principal and Site Level Functions

Principal. The principal, as “captain of the ship,” has full au-
thority within the parameters of district-set mission and goals, to
function as chief executive officer at the school site. Determination
of “method and “content” are site leadership’s domain. . . .

Program Development and School-site Budgeting. Program devel-
opment and school-site budgeting are determined by student per-
ormance goals and by diagnosed student needs. Teachers diagnose
individual student needs, determine resources required to meet
needs, and develop a strategic plan for the entire class. Once devel-
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oped, the plan is submitted to the principal for discussion. . . The
collection of teackers’ classroom plans at a site become the basis for
the principal’s strategic plan for the school. . . .

Site plans and budgets from each of the schools fold into the dis-
trict plan and budget. The final result is a comprehensive district
blueprint for action, which supports improved studer.t performance,
determined by school-site personnel.

Porent and Community Participation. Parent and community par-
ticipation in the management process is provided through School
Assessment Review Teams (SARTs) at eacfzJ school. These teams in-
clude the principal, selected teachers, and parent volunteers. . . .
SARTs serve as school advisory councils, working cooperatively with
school staff on educational issues and serving as school-community
liaisons. . . . A district level SART is made up of parent representa-
tives and principals from each school site. A major undertaking of
the district SART is an annual Parent Survey. The survey results
are used both at school sites and at the district level in the account-
ability process.

CosT

The Clovis Unified School District does not have an ‘“effective
schools” budget. The district believes that development of effective
schools is the result of effective management, planning, and judi-
cious use of normal funding. The district’s a.d.a. allotment falls
within the lowest quartile in comparison with other districts in the
county and the state. The state revenue limit for 1988-89 is estimat-
ed at $2,779 per pupil.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

Historically, CUSLD ([Clovis Unified School District] has been
rural in nature, wiii. a significant number of migrant families from
Mexico and Southeast Asia choosing unincorporated areas of the
District as a home base. Now in the path of urban development,
however, its composition is changing to a more urban-suburban pat-
tern.

While the District 1s changing, all segments of the socio-economic
spectrum are presented with a preponderance of the population in
the lower middle quartile. Although the District projects an image
of affluence with well maintained, attractive schools and facilities,
it is actually a low wealth district. Its operation budget per pupil is
one of the lowest in California for unified school districts o/Pcompa-
rable size.

The school district has 21 schools—15 elementary schools, 2 in-
termediate schools (grades 7 and 8), 2 high schools (grades 9
through 12), 1 continuation school, and 1 adult education school.
fgr{‘) (;:(;w 1988-89 school year, the enrollment is slightly more than

Of the school enrollment, 73.3 percent is white, 16.3 percent is
Hispanic, 6.6 percent is Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.7 percent is black,
1.5 percent is American Indian, and .4 percent is Filipino.

Twenty percent of enrolled students receive a free lunch; 12.6
percent of students’ families receive Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children (AFDC).
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The annual dropout rate for 1986-87 was 4 percent. This is the
percentage of 10th through 12th graders who drop out each year. A
dropout for this calculation was defined as any student who has
been enrolled in grade 10, 11, or 12, but who left school prior to
graduation or the completion of a formal education, or legal equiva-
lent, and who did not within 45 school days enter another public or
private educational institution or school program, as documented by
a written request for a transcript from that institution.

The average pupil/teacher ratio was 30.6/1 in 1987-88.

The average per pupil expenditure in 1987-88 was $3,334.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All of the district’s schools are participating in the Effective
Schools program.




JOLIET, ILLINOIS
(District #86)

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

Our School Improvement Program, based on Effective Schools re-
search, revolves around the following correlates:

¢ Clear and Focused Mission

¢ Instructional Leadershi

» Frequent Monitoring of%tudent Progress

* Safe and Orderly Environment

* High Expectations

* Home/School Relationships

* Opportunity to Learn—Time on Task

These correlates are not presented in any order of priority.

The District #86 definition of an effective school is:

An effective school is one in which all students learn the
basic curriculum regardless of their previous academic perform-
ance, handicap, I’[amily background, socio-cconomic status, race
and/or gender. For a school to be effective, two standards must
be achieved:

Quality—The achievement level of all students must be high.

Equity—The distribution of high achievement is consistent
across the major subsets of the student population.

OvVERALL GOAlLs

The goal of our School Improvement Program is to raise student
achievement in a manner that reflects both quality and equity. As a
result, we have established lonirange districtwide achievement
goals and individual building goals.

The long-range goals are:

District #86 considers a school to be effective when it has
achieved or exceeded the following standards:
1) 5% of students must demonstrate mastery at the 80%
level or above on criterion referenced tests.
2) On a norm referenced test all students must score at
the 50% percentile or higher, based upon national norms.
3) There shall be no significant difference in the propor-
tion of students demonstrating mastery of the basic curricu-
lum as a function o[ socio-economic status as indicated by
the educational level of the mother.
4) The above criteria must be attained for a minimum of
three consecutive years.
Should a school not be effective according to the above defini-
tion, the following must occur:

an




18

1) There shall be an annual increase in the proportion of
the stuccnts who demonstrate mastery on the criterion ref-
erenced tests and norm referenced tests.

2) There shall be an annual decrease in the discrepancy
between the proportion of students from the lower socio-eco-
nomic class demonstrating mastery of the basic curriculum
as compared with the proportion of students from higher
socio-economic classes demonstrating mastery of the basic
curriculum.

In addition, District #8€ requires that each building disaggre-
gate their student data to assure that there is equity across sub-
groups. Example: Low socio-economic vs. average or affluent, boys
vs. girls, black‘z vs. whites.

INDICATORS OF SucCCEsS

We are presently utilizing standardized achievement tests (lowa
Test of Basic skills) and are in the process of implementing criterion
referenced tests in each academic area.

Since we have explained to the Board that it will take three to
five years to make an impact on student achievement, we also use
the evaluations that are built into the individual School Improve-
men; Plans of the buildings. [See discussion below in Implementa-
tion.

In addition to reporting student achievemen: data, they are re-
Zuired to report and document progress and success of the activities

uilt into their School Improvement Plans.

. - . Student progress will be reviewed annually by the faculty
ard submitted to the Superintenden:. The following information is
to be submitted to the Superintendent for review by the end of the
school year: 1) achievement test results by grade for the present year
and the two previous years in quartile report form for reading, lan-
guage arts, and math; 2) disaggregate/d] analysis of achievement re-
sults by building; 3) criterion referenced test results of student mas-
tery by grade for language arts and math; and 4) disaggregate/d]
analysis of criterion referenced test results by building.

IMPLEMENTATION

School Improvement Process

The Joliet Public School Board and the Superintendent of
Schools, serving as its chief executive officer, assume ultimate re-
sponsibility for implementation of the School Improvement Process
in the district. The Board accepts responsibility for determining
policy and goals, and in providing sta(};/p with appropriate financial
and human resources. The Superintendent uccepts responsibility for
assuring that the practices undertaken in the process ar ~onsistent
with School Board intent, are educationally sound, ané . in com-
pliance with legal codes and state statute. The Superintendent is re-
sponsible for p-oviding the leadership necessary in helping the dis-
trict focus on its stated mission and achieving standards of effec-
tiveness.

Since each school building is unique, flexibility is needed in de-
veloping instructionzi programs that will assure achievement of
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District goals as they relate to school improvement. The District de-
fines the role of the principal as the instructional leader. The prin-
cipal provides the leadership to help the school focus on its stated
mission and achieve the District’s standards of effectiveness.

One of the first major steps in the school improvement process, at
the building level, is the selection of the staff members that will
become the building level team. The team selected will work in col-
laborction with the principal to implement the school improvement
process in the building. The major function of the team is to prepare
a three year school improvement plan by which student achievement
will increase. Once the plan has been developed the team will be re-
sponsible for implementing, monitoring, adjusting, and evaluating
it.

Building Level Team

Elementary teams will consist of three staff members, the princi-
pal, one central staff member. The junior high teams will consist of
six staff members, the principal, and one central staff member.

Each building will ﬁ’ also select two alternate members. Once the
team has been selected the names of the members and alternates are
to be submitted to the Assistant Superintendent of Instruction for
final approval. Each staff is expected tu determine tenure of team
members and develop a means for rota.ing and replacing members
on the team.

The role of the building level team is crucial to the school im-
provement process. It is essential that the team reflect the make-up
of the total faculty. Selection of the n.embers can take place in a
variety of ways.

It 1s recommended that each team 1e°ceive initial training in
group dynamics and planning. This training can be provided by
principals and team members or provided by district staff. It is the
responsibility of the team to de’ermine additional training and re-
quest resources needed.

One of the functions of the team during the first year is the estab-
lishment of specific means for communicating both formally and in-
formally with the faculty. It is important that the faculty is made
aware of what is being discussed by the building level team and
given an opportunity to provide input and feedback throughout the
process.

As a school enters the School Improvement Process, one year is de-
voted to assessing building needs and developing a three year school
improvement plan. During this year each building is provided sub-
stitutes for the team to meet nine half days during the school year.
In addition each building is provided a building fund of $1200/Ele-
mentary, $2400/Junior High, to conduct meetings as needed and
purchase resources necessary for completion of the plan. Once the
plan has been written the school enters into the implementation
stage of the three year process. During the first and second years of
implementation the District will provide substitutes for the team to
meet four half days each year to monitor and revise the plan.
During the third year of implementation a team is again given sub-
stitutes for nine half day meetings to reassess needs and develop a
plan for the next three years.
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Development of the School Improvement Plan

Each building is required to submit a written three year school
improvement plan. The Improvement Plan must be based uron as-
sessment of needs in regard to 1) student achievement, 2) assessment
of correlates, and 3) archival data.

The plan submitted to the District will serve as a working docu-
ment which highlights the overall needs, the building mission,
goals, and objectives and outlizies activities which wiil assist the
building in reaching their stated goals.

-+ . This year we have implemented a district monitoring system
in order to evaluate on a regular basis the individual building
School Improvement Plans. Re[erenced below is the manner in
which we monitor the individual plans at the district level,

Monitoring

School improvement will be monitored both at the District and
Building level. Monitoring at the school level will be determined by
the building level team as described within their plan and carried
out by the building staff.

The District will be responsible for monitoring the building proc-
ess, implementation of the plan, and improvement of student
achievement.

During the planning year a resource person is assigned to the
building team by the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent
of Instruction. The resource person is expected to attend all sched-
uled building level team meetings to provide assistance in develop-
ing a three year plan. As a member of the team the resource person
provides information in regard to current research in education,
staff development, past practices, successful programs operating
within the ﬁstrict, and efucational practices pertinent to the devel-
opment of the plan. The major 10le of the resource person is to fa-
cilitate the development of the plan. During the implementation
process the resource person is utilized as needed.

Upon completion of the first draft, the plan is submitted to the
Assistant Superintendent of Instruction by March 1 of the planning
year. After reviewing the draft the Assistant Superintendent will
schedule a meeting with the building level team to provide feedback
and an opportunity for discussion.

The final draft of the plan approved by the Assistant Superin-
tendent of Instruction is submittetf by May 1 to the Superintendent.
The Supcrintendent will review the plan and indicate in writing ap-
proval or recommendations for revision by June 1. A faculty meeting
will be scheduled with the Superintendent in the fall of the first
year of the plan to discuss student achievement and support needed
to implement the plan.

-« . In summary we can say that our School Improvement Pro-
gram was a top down, bottom up process. By that I mean we sensi-
tized the Board and the staff to the need for the program. The
Board then authorized support of the program districtwide. At that
point management took on a resource and support posture to the
buildings. It is for that reason I think we have been successful. The
program is reaily driven at this time by the individual buildings.

ERIC 24
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CosT

Since it is a districtwide program where everyone is involved, in-
cluding Special education and Chapter 1 and all supportive pro-
grams, we consolidated our staff development money in order to pro-
vide released time over a three-month period for the individual
building level teams to analyze their building needs and develop
school improvement plans.

School Improvement Implementation Expenditures

Item 198687 198788 (Projected)  (Projected)

Consultant Fees .. . S14,516 | $8.426 38,426 84,213
Conference Costs 3,300 2,975 1,500 1,500
Stipends ... ... .. 6,760 4,050 3,900 -0-
Substitutes ... .. .. . 4320 5,675 10,950 10,700
Building Fund . 9,600 10.800 9.600 -0-
Needs Assessment . .. . -0- 700 700 700

Totals o 838496 836626 835076  $12.118

Funding Sources for 1987-88

Approximate

Cost/Funding
Source
Staff Development State Grant . $9.929
Chapter 2 Federal Grant . e 17,400
Reading Improvement State Grant PR R 2,897
Special Education Federal Grant (.94 142) " o w 5,000
Curriculum Budget... ... 2,000

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

Joliet District #86 is a K-8 district with approximately 8,700 stu-
dents. We have 21 buildings plus special education and preschool.
We operate 17 elementary buildings and 4 junior highs with a staff
of approximately 1,000 employees.

We are our own administrative district for special education and
offer a program for every handicapping condition. We have a large
Chapter 1 program, bilingual program, gifted program, vocational
education program, etc.

The district’s student population is approximately 56% minority
with 40% being black and 16% being Hispanic. Free lunches are
provided for 61% of our student population and another 7% receive
reduced price meals Joliet can be described as an urban district
with a representative low socio-economic population.

The district’s average pupil/teacher ratio is 21.7/1 with an aver-
age per pupil expenditure of £3,480.00.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PRCGRAM
All schools are participating.
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KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACRIEVED

The Effective School characteristics that the KCMSD [Kansas
City Missouri School District] is emphasizing are:
1) Clearly defined goals and objectives.
2) High expectations for all students by instructional leaders
and instructional staff.
3) Strong effective leadership by the principal and instruc-
tional staff.
4) Creation and maintenance of a safe and orderly school cli-
mate conducive to teaching and learning.
5) Continuous monitoring and evaluation of student progress.
6) Positive Parent-Community involvement.

OvEeRALL GOALS

The program’s goals are:

1) Improvement of academic performance with a major em-
phasis upon significant annual improvement of student achieve-
ment in reading and mathematics with the objectives of reach-
ing or exceeding norms in these areas.

2) Provide a systematic, continuous planning process at the
school level which emphasizes the cooperation of the community
and staff in the development and implementation of Effective
School Improvement plans which address school-site and dis-
trictwide goals.

8) Provide a process to improve skills in developing school im-
provement plans and to increase the effectiveness of instructional
activities at the school-site level.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The indicators of program progress that are being measured are:
1) The ITBS [lowa Test of Basic Skills] TAP [Test of
Achievement and Proficiency] standardized tests, and AMMAT

[Missouri Mastery and Achievement Test] criterion reference/d]
test.

2) Student Grades.

3) Enrollments in advenced or honors courses, gifted pro-
ms.

4) Enrollments in remedial programs.

5) Dropout rates.

6) Student Attendance.

7) Student, parental and teacher attitudes.

(22)
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According to the district, over the past 10 years, its secondary
school annual dropout rate rose to 7.7 percent in 1981-82 but fell
steadily since then to 2.6 percent in 1987-88.

The dstrict reports that its overall attendance rate appears to
have been relatively stable since 1981-82. Between 1986-87 and
1987-88, the rate fell from 90.7 percent to 89.6 percent.

IMPLEMENTATION

Thr state of Missourt funds the Effective Schools program in the
following amounts: schools with enrollments of 90% or more black
students receive $125,000 and schools with less than 90% enroll
ment receive $100,000. Decisions on the expenditure of the allocated
amount are bused upon a plan developed by an existing school advi-
sory committee for each school.

Each school principal is responsible for forming a School Site
Planning Team. The team has thr. . major tasks:

1) To develop a,. Effective Schools Improvement plan utiliz-
ing the Effective Schools correlates.

12) To implement and assist in monitoring ana assessing the
plan.

3) To prepare an evaluation report summarizing the imple-
mentation of the plar. Each team has a team chairperson.

The role of the principa! is critical in guiding the team to develop
a plan that ensures the inclusion of the current Effective Schools re-
search and appropriate activities to meet siudent r.eeds. The school
district of Kansas City, Missouri formed the School Advisory Com-
mittees (SAC) to achieve cooperation among community people and
school personnel in order to improve education and schools in ac-
cordance with the s~hool district’s goals. The school district[’s] . . .
Board of Educatio. has specifically empowered the School Advisory
Committees to achieve the following goals:

* advise the principal of concerns among students, parents, and

community members.

* study developments of various kinds as they affect the local
school and the district.

* plan and carry out ways by which parents and ot’.>r citizens at
large can become regularly and appropriately informed about
their local schools and the school district.

* facilitate the communication and discussion of school and dis-
trict issues between individuals and among groups.

A SAC member is represented on the School-Site Planning team.
Decisions on how the Effective Schools funds shall be spent is based
upon a School Improvement Plan developed by the School-Site Plan-
ning Team. The team makes recommendations to the Board of Edu-
cation [with] regard to how these funds will be spent at the school
which they represent. The Board of Education reviews and takes
action [on] the appropriateness of these expenditures. All schools
with program are required to participate. The program gives equal
emphasis to both school-wide factors and classroom instruction.

The program involves familiarizing the school staff [with] the rel-
evant research, conducting needs assessments, and formulating and
implementing School Improvement plans, and assessing results.
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The School Improvement plans are critiqued for their efficiency;
do they incorporate the required steps necessary for improving test
scores? This is one checkpoint. The plans are evaluated for their ef-
fectiveness; did they do what they were intended to do? This is the
second checkpoint.

Cost

On February 19, 1985, the KCMSD submitted to the [Federal Dis-
trict/ Court an intradistrict plan that proposed systemic educational
improvements that would provide enhanced educational climate
and achievement opportunities for those students remaining in ra-
cially segregated schools and that would foster voluntary integra-
tion. In particular, the plan cited certain characteristics of schools
with effective academic programs. Tiese characteristics include:
clearly defined goals and objectives; strong .eadership by the princi-
pal and instructional staff; an orderly and safe climate; high expec-
tations for students; continuous monitoring; and parent involve-
ment. The District requested financial support for implementing Ef-
fective School programs for all schools with reading scores falling
below the national average. The District estimated the cost of imple-
menting the effective school project at $4,100,000, based on data
showing that 41 of 50 elementary schools were below national norms
in reading.

In its June 14, 1985 Order, the Court awarded fuading for imple-
menting the Effective Schools component. For the 1985-86 school
year, this included $75,000 for each of the 25 elementary schools
with over 90% black enrollment and $50,000 for each of the remain-
ing 43 schools. The Court ordered this amount to increase for the
1986-87 school year to $100,000 for the schools with over 90% black
enrollment and to $75,000 for the remaining schools, and for the
1987-88 school year to $125,000 and $100,000 respectively. The Court
directed that during the 1985-86 school year that the funds for im-
proved student achievement were to be spent on components con-
tained in the district plan in accordance with decisions by the
KCMSD. . . .

In its 1986 Order, the Court allowed the Effective Schools pro-
gram to expand to include four special schools—Fairview, Delano,
Anderson, and the Teenage Parent Center—and approved $75,000 to
be divided among the four schools on the basis of student popula-
tion. The total budget approved for the Effective Schools component
for the 1986-87 school year was $5,275,000. The Court further or-
dered that with regard to the effective schools program:

KCMSD shall not institute any procedures or strategies
which would result in normal district level activities being paid
for by the Effective Schools component. Nor shall KCMSD
reduce any present district level activities and place the finan-
cial burden on individual schools to purchase these services uti-
lizing Effective School resources.

The KCMSD implemented Effective Schools programs in the
1986-87 school year. Earh school developed its own site plan
using guidelines prescribed by the Associate Superintendent of
Llementary and Secondary Operations.
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The Court approved the funding requested for the Effective
Schools component for 1988-89 through 1990-91 in its Order of July
25, 1988. The KCMSD has reviewed the approved budget for 1989-
90 of $7,025,000 and has determined that the District will need
87,025,000 to continue the program approved by the Court.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The Kansas City school system has £2 elementary schools (with
various combinations of grades up to grade 6); 9 middle schools
(grades 6-8); and 9 senior high schools (8 have grades 9-12, 1 has
grades 6-12). The district also has 6 special schools, among them a
teenage parent center. The district’s total average daily member-
ship (ADM) is 35,171. Slightly more than 50 percent of enrolled stu-
dents receive school lunches. The annual average dropout rate for
all secondary schools in 1987-88 was 2.5 percent; the rate for senior
high schools was 3.9 percent.
$5'Iéhe district’s average per pupil expenditure for 1987-88 was

,617.41.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All schools in the district participate in the effective schools pro-
gram,
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LA JOYA, TEXAS

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The La Joya Independent School District is striving to be an effec-
tive school district characterized by the following:
* a safe and positive school climate where teaching and learning
are emphasized and rewarded
* high expectations by all members of the organization and a
commitment and dedication to the belief that all students will
achieve success
transformational instructional leaders who effectively commu-
nicate the mission of the district to staff, parents, community,
and students
a strong instructional focus which supports academic achieve-
ment for all children by stressing academic goals, objectives,
and priorities
* continuous monitoring and reporting of pupil and program
progress through the use of test instruments and other non test
related data

OvERALL GOALs

In order to operationalize our philosophy and beliefs in a compre-
hens‘ve and organized manner, the district has adopted the Out-
comcs-Driven Developmental Model (ODDM)—called the La Joya
Independent School District Framework for School Excellence. . . .

The ODDM is built on the premise that neither illiteracy nor fail-
ure are inevitable or acceptable consequences of schoolirg for
ANYONE. Through ODDM, La Joya schools are expected t> become
“success-based” rather than ‘“selection-oriented’—establishing the
instructional management procedures and delivery conditions which
will enable all students to learn and demonstrate those skills neces-
sary for continued success. . .

sired oulcomes are those exit behaviors that we are striving to
accomplish with all of our students. They include:

1) having a positive self-esteem as a learner and a person

2) performing cognitively from low to high levels—both criti-
cally and creatively

J) demonstrating effective process skills, inciuding problem-
solving, communication, decision-making, accountability, and
group process skills

4) functioning as self-directed learners

5) showing concern for others

6) demonstrating proficiency in two languages—English and
Spanish

7) effectively utilizing computer technology, and

(26)
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8) developing and maintaining phjsical well-beirg.
In order to accomplish these desired outcomes, the La Joya Inde-
pendent School District has identified the following goals:
Goal 1—To develop and implement support 3ystems that will
enhance teachirg; and learning
Goal 2—To develop and implement administrative support
practices that will enhance the instructional programs
Goal 3—To develop and implement practices that will pro-
mote community support and involvement, and foster support
from the Board of Education
Goal 4—To create conditions that allow for transformational
leadership, by providing staff members opportunities for profes-
sional growth, participation, and leadership

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The La Joya school district is monitoring the progress of its Ef-
fective Schools program through indicators focusing on students,
staff, and parents/community.

The student indicators include attendance, dropout rates, partici-
pation in special programs (among them, bilingual education, spe-
cial education, and gifted education), performance on basic skills
measures (Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills, Com-
prehensive Test of Basic Skills, and Informal Reading Inventories),
promotion and retention rates, and performance in “creative/pro-
ductive thinking” (teacher ratings, parent questionnaires, and sev-
eral psychometric testing instruments).

The staff indicators include attendance, turn-over rates, evalua-
tions through the Texas Teacher Appraisal System and the La
Joya Ii)dependent School District Administrators’ Performance Ap-
praisal.

The indicators assessing parent/community performance include
the extent of parental participation in school activities and re-
sponses on parental questionnaires and surveys.

The school district responded as follows about the success it has
had to date:

e Student test scores are steadily improving, particularly in Read-

ing and Writing.

» Student strengths and needs are being more clearly identified

via an individual student diagnostic profile.

* During the 1987-88 school year, the district experienced the

lowest professional turn-over rate in several years.

* Staff participation in after-school and Saturday professional

development sessions increased signi[icantly.

* Numbers of parents visiting and volunteering in the schools in-

creases each year.

* Strong parent participation occurs at Parent Education sessions

conducted by district personnel.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Outcomes Driven Developmental Model (ODDM) being in-
glemented by the La Joya schecol system was originated by the
ohnson City, New York school district. According to the question-
naire response from the La Joya school system, ODDM is the only

ERIC
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total school improvement model recognized by the National Diffu-
sion Nctwork administered by the U.S. Department of Education.

The superintendent of the La Joya school district informed Com-
mittee staff that the ODDM should be considered a framework for
implementing change, not a prescribed program. It is premised
upon the belief that reform occurs when administrators, teachers,
board members, and community work collaboratively. Different as-
pects of the school system are not considered in isolation. For ex-
ample, instructional change cannot be addresses without attention
to curriculum and student outcomes. As implemented in La Joya,
the ODDM resulted initially in two major changes—the system is
now focused on outcomes; and school improvement is viewed as a
holistic process affecting the entire educational program.

The process was implemented in La Joya partly through 2 years
of training. During those initial 2 years, a core group drawn from
every school campus went through 15 days of training. This train-
ing covered the basic research upon which the ODDM was devel-
oped. In April 1987 an assessment of the district’s climate was con-
ducted. The overall framework was then reassessed in light of the
district’s work to date. A continuing appraisal process is underway
wi}tlsh lthe central office sending monitoring teams into individual
schools.

Cost

The Framework for School Excellence is not a packaged effective
school program. It is a “process” model for achieving school excel-
lence. Each component of the model is critical if the district’s goals
are to be realized. The model enables staff to examine district pro-
grams and practices and provides direction for decision making. All
district programs are aligned with the philosophy, beliefs, and prac-
tices of the outcomes-based model; therefore, all federal, state, and
local resources are utilized to support our comprehensive school im-
provement effort.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The district consists of 8 schools—6 elementary schools, 1 junior
high school, and 1 high school. The total enroliment for 1687—88
was 8,450 (average daily membership—8,109; average daily attend-
ance—7,698).

Of that enrollment, 98.6 percent were Hispanic; 1.39 percent
were white; and .01 percent were black. Of the Hispanic enroll-
ment, 43.5 percent were children of migrant families.

According to the district’s questionnaire response, 82.14 percent
of the enrolled students are economically disadvantaged.

The cumulative high school dropout rate is currently above 40
percent.

The pupil/teacher ratio through grade 4 is 22 to 1. The ratio for
grades 5 through 12 is 25 to 1.

The district’s annual average per pupil expenditure is $3,000.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM
All schools in the district are participating in the program.
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PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED
In Pittsburgh, the School Improvement Project (SIP) subscribes to

a combinaiion of school effects correlates. The correlates are:

1) Effective Schools Characteristics

* Strong instructional leadership from the principal

* Regular and frequent monitoring of student progress

* Emphasis on the basic skills

* An orderly learning environment

* Cooperative school/community relationship
2) Effective Teaching Characteristics

* Maximum student time on task

* Appropriate student placement in the curriculum and group-
ing for instruction

* Appropriate pacing and sequencing of instruction to assure
maximum student achievement

* Maximum student exposure to direct instruction from the
teacher

OvERALL GoaAls

The major goals of the project are:

1) To fuse districtwide priorities/programs with local school
improvement efforts.

2) To develop and test school improvement strategies for im-
proving student achievement as well as classroom effectiveness.

3) To develop an ongoing Data Resource Bank (pertinent sta-
tistical/school level data) that will encourage strong instruc
tional leadership, foster instructional problem solving at th:
classroom level, increase the use of data for sound instructional
decisionmaking, and provide longitudinal evaluation profiles.

4) To put into place a computerized monitoring system to fa-
cilitate the use of district and building level data that will: (a)
establish academic standards; (b) verify mastery of basic skills;
(c) assure prescriptive remediation;, and (d) permit principals,
teachers, and supervisory personnel to systematically focus on
student progress and teacher performance.

5) To establish a collaborative problem solving mechanism
(within/across grade levels) to increase the delivery of instruc-
tional services to the learner through shared professional deci-
sion making.
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6) To establish a mu’:i-discipiinary Tapping ! and staffing
process for systemascutly addressing the needs of “at-risk” stu-
dents and narrowing the achievement gap between Black and
White pupils. This process will lead towards early academic
intervention and modification strategies.

?) To establish a student management program designed to
maximize teaching time vis-a-vis student time on task within a
milieu of mutual respect, student responsibility, and self-esteem.

INDICATORS OF SuccEss

The program currently uses a comprehensive assessment procedure
for entering and exiting a SIP school. The procedure requires the
collection and analyses of district/school level data that yields an
in-depth profile of the instructional and climate status of each
building. [ndicators presently being mrasured are:

* Longitudinal achievement profile (seven years of norm

reference[d] data compared to the district)

* Changes in the reading configuration for each building (number
of stlstdents moving from below grade level to on or above grade
leve

* Reduction in the number of retentions and/or overaged students

. Assesszzent of discipline conditions (decrease or increase of time
on task)

* Teacher and student absenteeism

* Student referral rate to Special Education

* Increased parental involvement

- Disagy~_gation of achievement data by race and sex

* Reduction in the number of at-risk students

* Attendance rate

* Number of students referred to the Scholars Program

Strong instructional leadership is another important rogram in-
dicator. In an attempt to measure strong iiciructional leadership
over time, our program agplies an admiristrative assessment proce-
dure. This procedure matches demonstrative administrative per-
formance, as enumerated in the literature, with observable building
level routines, policies, patterns, and scenarios. These observable be.
haviors are then matched with the appropriate skill/knowledge base
requirements for principals to meet the minimum instructional
leadership competencies/products for school improvement.

Program Impact

Results to Date:
* The progrim has resulted in o noticeable increase in basic
achievemer.t oi. norm-reference[d] tests. More specifically, out of

! Under SIP, a student who shows consistent non-mastery of the comronents of the instruc-
tional program qualifies for the next level of SIP intervention. That level is called TAP or
Teache: Action Planning (Tapping) As described by the school system, Teacher Action Planning
rovides a process for mainstream classroom teachers to respond to particular educational and
havioral needs of students within the environment of the regular ciassroom The TAP concept
evolved from the philosophical basis that most students do not qualify and should not
considered for special education placement, and yet many students do evidence behavior and aca-
demuc difficulties that interfere with thewr classroom syrcess The TAP procedure involves teams
of teachers in a problem solving process The accumulated skills and knowledge of the profession.
al team a;e directed at designing strategres to uddress the needs of students.
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twelve schools originally selected for the program, five have
been phased out [of the program] and have maintained a re-
spectable level of continued achievement. Two are currently as-
signed to a maintenance and assessment phase (limited support
and continued assessment), while five continue to receive full
support.

¢ There has been a reduction of discipline [problems] with an ac-
companying increase in time on task.

* Bi-weekly planning sessions have resulted in greater collabora-
tive planning and problem solving at the building level

¢ An increase in parental involvement

® Multi-disciplinary Tapping [see earlier definition] and staffing
procedures have resulted in greater corrective remediation of in-
dividual students, a reduction in the number of student re-
ferred to special education, a corresponding increase in the
number of students assigned to the Scholars Frogram, and an
imnproved process for assisting students who are at-risk.

* The use of district/building level data provide[s] for detailed
evaluation, longitudinal analyses, and districtwide comparabil-
ity assessments.

IMPLEMENTATION

The School Improvement Project in Pittsburgh is mandatory for
individual schools (selected by central staff), for school principals,
and for school staff. The program is based on collaborative plan-
ni;g as well as shared professional decisionmaking.

he program also attempts to forge instructional consensus
around specific program oalg/strategies for increasing the effective-
ness of individual schools. This done by: (1) fusing a clinical analy-
sis approach with the characteristics of Effective Schools research;
(2) using school level data with implementction and chanfe theory;
and (3) combining Effective Schools research with external program
initiatives to systematically alter the behaviors of daily routines,
practices, and policies to assure greater academic output at the
classroom level.

Another essential component of the implementation process is
strong instructional leadership linked to ongoing staff development
training. This component stresses collaborative planning and prob-
lem-solving by focusing on the use of data vis-a-vis an effective de-
livery system in areas of greatest instructional need.

The use of an information/monitoring system provides a coordi-
nated process for collecting and utilizing school-level data for sound
instructional decisionmaking. The use of the data also provides an
ongoing evaluation and assessment profile for each participating
building to determine the success of their action plan for mid-year
correction, feedback, and refinement of the implementation process.

Finally, for the enhancement of school/community relationships,
a systematic instructior.al parenting model was designed and imple-
mented. This model provides a variety of educational experiences for
parents in the areas of parenting training, school curricula, volun-
leerism, and monitoring student achievement at home.

The following is a description of the involvement in the program
by the district’s central office, the school board, the State education
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agency, the teachers’ union, outside agencies or consultants, par-

ents, principals, and teachers:

* Central office personnel provide general assistance in the form
ghalf-day meetings for principals and staff five times a year.

» Central office supervisory personnel provide assistance in cur-
riculum development, staff inservice training, and strategy de-
velopment for effective teaching.

* A SIP coordinating team, w’fich includes six supervisory in-
structional specialists, one special education supervisor, and the
project director, provides overall direction.

» Faculty members in educational research from the University of
Pittsburgh and Duquesne University provide assistance in plan-
ning, documentation, and program development.

* Chapter 1 personnel provide assistance to teachers, at-risk stu-
dent, and parents.

* The SIP, previously assigned to only individual elementary
schools, has been authorized by the superintendent and the
board to include middle and high schoolfs] in the project.

* Pennsylvania State Board of Education has officially sanc-
tioned the overall school improvement plan for the Pittsburgh
school district.

Building level instrctional cabinets, a collaborative protlem

solving mechanism, provide for teacher involvement and shared

professional decisionmaking around the issues of school im-

provement.

* The Pittsburgh Teacher Professionalism Project, a union spon-
sored initiative, provides an ongoing opportunity for teachers
and administrators to work together to advance and improve
the education of all students.

Cost

The School Improvement Project has a current operating annual
budget of $482,659.00. The source of funding derives from the gener-
al school operating budget. There are no outside sources of funding
to operate the project.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

In 1987-88, the Pittsburgh Public School District enrolled 17,116
students (average daily attendaice—ADA) in 47 elementary schoo's
%rlades K-5) for an averaﬁe ADA per elementary schools of 364.

e average class size at this level was 23 students. Nearly 54 per-
cent of the elementary students received free school lunches.

At the middle school level (grades 6-8), Pittsburgh had 14 schools
with an ADA of 6,679 students. The average ADA per middle
school was 477. Average class size was 20 students. The percentage
of middle school students receiving free school lunches was 55 per-
cent.

The school system had 12 high schools (grades 9-12) with a total
ADA of 10,176 students. The average ADA per high school was 848
students and average class size was approximately 24 students. The
percentage of students receiving free school lunches was 29 percent
$t4the high school level. The annual high school dropout rate was

.4 percent.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHCOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

Nine of the system’s schools participate in the School Improve-
ment Project—7 elementary schools, 1 middle school, and 1 high
school. The 7 elementary schools had a average ADA of 427 stu-
dents (average for all elementary schools was 364) and an average
class size of slightly more than 22 students (average of all elemen-
tary schools was 23). About 65 percent of the students enrolled in
participating elementary schools r--ceived free school lunches (some
54 percent of all elementary students in the system received free
lunches).

The participating middle school had an ADA of 611 students (the
average for all middle schools was 477) and an average academic
class size of approximately 19 students (average for all middle
schools was 20). Nearly 66 percent of the students received free
scho;)l lunches (average for all middle school students was 55 per-
cent).

The participating high school had an ADA of 996 students (aver-
age ADA for all high schools was 848) and an average class size of
nearly 25 students (average of all high schools was approximately
24). Thirty-three percent of the students received free school
lunches (29 percent of all high school students in the system did
so). The participating high school’s annual dropout rate was 7.0
percent (system dropout rate was 7.4 percent).




PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The Prince George’s County school district identifies the follow-
ing characteristics as those it is seeking to achieve under its Effec-
tive Schools program:

clear and focused mission

climate of high expectations for success for all students
strong instructional leadership

opportunities to learn and student time on learning
frequent monitoring of student progress

safe and orderly environment

¢ positive home-school relations

OveraLL GoALs

The school system has set the following academic improvement
goals for schools under the program:

standardized test scores . . . will show increases in the percent-
ages of students within the upper quartile, and annual de-
rreases in the percentage of students in the lower quartiles
functional test scores [on the State of Maryland's high school
competency tests/ . . . will show annual increases in the per-
centage of students at grades nine and ten who reach or exceed
the criterion for mastery

the gap between achievement scores for black and non-black stu-
dents will diminish annually, while achievement scores for all
students will increase

criterion referenced test scores will show annual increases in
the percentage of students at each grade level who attain essen-
tial objectives

the percentage of student attendance will increase annually

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

As the program goals indicate (see above), the county is using
various tests to measure the success of the program. These include
the California Achievement Test and State of Maryland high
school competency tests. Students must pass 4 State competenc
tests as a condition for graduation. Test taking can begin in the 9t
grade. In addition, the program’s success is being measured by data
gathered by Effective Schools Audit Advisory Teams (see below).
Indicators that these Teams use include extent of staff awareness
of the research and process for developing effective schools and the
degrg:lof )staff involvement in creating Schoo! Improvement Plans
(see below).

(34)
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The county school system reports that it is meeting its goals.
Among the results provided to the Committee are the following:

* Student achievement in Prince George's County Public Schools
has continued to improve, nearing the fourth, or highest quar-
tile on standardized achievement measures and reaching or ex-
ceeding state averages on high school competency exams. Crite-
rion referenced test results show steady gains in the number of
students who demonstrate mastery of essential objectives.

* During the 1987-88 school year, third grade students . . .
moved into the top 30 percent nationally on the Califorrua
Achievement Test by scoring at the 73rd percentile—the first
time any grade in the school system has surpassed the 70th per-
centile on the total exam. Students in grade five reached the
69th fercentile and those in grade eight reached the 67th per-
centile.

Black students in grades three and five entered the top 40 per-
cent nctionally by exceeding the 60th percentile on the test for
the first time. Black third graders scored at the 66th percentile
while black fifth graders. reached the 61st percentile. Black
eighth graders system-wide scored at the 58th percentile.
Between 1985-86 and 1987-88, black and white students in
Prince George’s County were increasingly likely to pass the
State of Maryland high school competency tests. On the Citi-
zenship Skills test, black 9th graders went from a 55 percent
passing rate to 67 percent while whites increased their passing
rate from 75 percent to 80 percent. On the Mathematics Test,
black 9th graders improved their passing rate from 43 percent
to 56 percent; whites went from 68 percent to 79 percent. On
the Reading Test, the black rates went from 88 percent to 91
percent; the white rates rose by a percentage point from 96
percent to 97 percent. Finally, on the Writing Test, blacks
passed at an 89 percent rate in 1987-88, up from 41 percent in
1984-85. Whites went from 59 percent to 95 percent.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Effective Schools Process is a total schocl system commit-
ment. Therefore, participation in the process is required for ail
schools, all school-based staff, and allp non-school based staff. A
system-wide Effective Schools Steering Committee prcvides input to
the Superintendent of Schools for implementation of the process.

The Steering Committee is composed of central office staff, prin-
cipals, teachers, and parents.

The effective schools program was initially implemented through
workshoEs and retreats conducted for all principals in the school
system. Effective schools researcher Larry Lezotte provided inserv-
ice assistance for the principals. Each school designed its own in-
service plan for its personnel during teacher inservice days. At the
outset, the central office provided inservice training in effective
schools for 7 early-closing days. Since then, the inservice days have
been reduced 1o 4.

The school system has created s ~ “acess of monitoring the imple-
mentation of the program through school site visits by Effective
Schools Audit Advisory Teams. Each Team is chaired by a princi-
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pal and composed of classroom teachers and a central or area office
representative.

The Team spends one day in a school, interviewing the principal
and staff, visiting classrooms and reviewing data. The Team pre-
pares an audit report which gives feedback to the principal and
staff [of the audited school] Problem areas are identified and a
plan to address these areas is developed by the principal and School
Improvement Team [see below] The Teams report on the level of
staff awareness of the Effective Schools Process and research; the
degree of involvement staff members felt they h d in developing
their school’s Improvement Plans [see below]: and the extent to
which staff members felt they were actively participating in the im-
plementation of the process.

Each school has established a School Improvement Team charac-
terized by shared decision making. The Team is involved in the
preparation of its school's Improvement Plan which delineates the
school-based initiatives that will be carried out to implement the
Effective Schools program.

Cost

Costs for implementing the effective schools process have occurred
in the following areas:

1. Staff Development for principals, central office personnel
and teachers. These costs have included consultant fees, video-
tapes, printing, substitute coverage, publications, and conference
attendance.

2. Criterion Referenced Test Development for frequent moni-
toring of student progress. These costs have incluged develop-
ment of curriculum objectives and test items, item bank pro-
curement, test development software, printing, scanning equip-
ment, and paré-time salaries.

Approximately 90% of the cost incurred in implementing the Ef-
fective Schools process have been covered through the regular school
system budget funded by local government sources. The remaining
costs, primarily for administrators’ training, have come from busi-
ness and industry support and grants from private agencies.

Although staff development costs have &en reduced by conduct-
ing local school in-service on “early closing” staff development days,
this is the largest single need for additional support.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The Prince George’s County, Maryland school district is the 16th
largest in the nation with 103,500 enrolled students. It has 171
schools, including 114 elementary schools, 26 middle schools, and
20 high schools. At the beginning of the 1988-89 school year, 44 of
the system’s schools were “magnet schools”—schools with features
designed specifically to attract voluntarily a racially and ethnically
diverse student body.

Of the school system'’s enrollment, 63 percent are black, 31 per-
cent are white, 4 percent are Asian, 2 percent are Hispanic, and .1
gfrcint are American Indian. Of the 5,600 teachers, 29 percent are

ack.
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Twenty-two percent of the student enrollment are receiving free
or redur xd price lunches.

The average rupil/teacher ratio is 21.7 to 1 for kindergarten,
26.4 to 1 for elcmentary grades, 24.8 to 1 for middle school grades,
and 25.2 to 1 for high school grades.

The school system’s average per pupil expenditure is $4,155.

The school system reports a high school (grades 9 to 12) dropout
rate of 5.01 percent.

CHARACTERIS1:CS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All schools are participating in the effective schools program (see
characteristics described above).
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
{County Office of Education)

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

All of the characteristics identified by the Effective Schools re-
search are assessed as part of the San Diego County School Effec-
tiveness assessment process. In addition to the five listed,! the as-
sessment also addresses home-school relations and opportunity to
learn/time on task.

.« . Over 150 schools in San Diego County have used the assess-
ment instruments to build the data base on which their school im-
provement plans are based. The areas chosen for focus will va
from year to year based on the needs assessment results. Schoo
that are also participating in the Cal;’fomia School Improvement
Program must develop improvement plans in the various content
areas and as well as schoolwide issues such as leadership, safe and
orderly school climate.

. . . The San Diego County Office of Education’s Effective Schools
Program utilizes a wide variety of assessment instruments and pro-
cedures to give each school a compreherncive look at itself. Undertak-
ing an Effective Schools program requires a school staff to have the
courage to engage in an open and comprehensive self-evaluation of
its current practices and attitudes. The instructional leadership
skills of the principal, in particular, are siniled out for review in
the process. Once the data are collected and shared with school per-
sonnel, arcas of need emerge. Potential activities for improvement
arise.

OvVERALL GoOALS

The program anls of the San Diego County School Effectiveness
Program are to help school conduct a needs assessment that is based
on the Effective School correlates and to analyze disag?egated test
data in order to develop an improvement plan th it will raise over-
all achievement and narrow the gap between students from different
ethnic, economic, or educational backgrounds. In the early years of
the program, improving school climate or student behavior was
oftex a first priority of the schocl, but was not one of the explicit
goals of the program. [In 1988,] a n.w phase of the school ¢ffective-
ness program was launched, the High Performance Schools Project,
and additional outcome measures were identified and have been in-
corporated into school improvement plans in the 15 project schools.

! See the description of the Federal Effective Schools legislation in the Introduction
(38)
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It should be noted that the San Diego County Office of Education
is an intermediate unit between the state and local school districts
and does not have direct control over the 43 local school districts in
the county. Schools that have participated in the program have
done so voluntarily; .herefore specific goals have varied from school
to school depending on the level of commitment and involvement of
the principal and staff at each individual site. The High Perform-
ance Schools Project initiated in the spring of 1988 represents a
more focused and targeted effort to provide assistance to school that
has resulted in more extensive data collection and follow through to
see that improvement plans are implemented. Each school must set
both ove. all achievement goals and goals that will help to narrow
the gap among different groups of students.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

The primary indicator of program progress is test results, especial-
ly disaggregated results for third and sixth grade students as report-
ed through the California Assessment Program (CAP). Through the
Effective Schools Program, schools have also used the Effective
Schools instruments to assess progress. Given the large number of
schools that requested county services and the limited staff, it has
not been possib?e to track progress of all schools, especially tracking
disaggregated results. Schools that are committed to the Effective
Schools process are monitoring their own progress and annually use
test results to set their improvement goalg Other schools have con-
ducted an initial Effective Schools assessment, but have not fol-
lowed through. It is important to note that among the districts in
San Diego County there exists friendly competition with each one
working hard to help students achieve. Overall, the schools in the
county continue to score above state averages on statewide tests, and
at the same time student enrollments have come increasingly from
minority and low income families making it imperative that schools
find strategies to help all students succeed.

Staff of the Effective Schools program have monitored progress
through an in depth study of ten schools that participated in the
initial E{fective Schools program. In this study a rigorous definition
of school effectiveness was used: the school ){ad to have increased
overall achievement, decreased the number of students scoring in
the bottom quartile, and have students in the two lowest socioeco-
nomic categories out-scoring their counterparts in the state to be
called an Effective School. The study showed mixed results: four of
the schools met the equity definition, three had made important stu-
dent gains but did not quite meet the criteria, and three schools re-
mained ineffective. Interviews were conducted with staff members to
find out why some schools were improving and others were not. The
study showed that the schools that had become effective had made
important changes in their institutional program, in the way the
school was organized, and in the climate and culture of the school.
Particularly important was a shift in attitudes to believing that all
children could learn basic skills and that the teachers were capable
of accomplishing this goal.

In 1988 a case study has also been written about one school that
had participated in the Effective Schools program for two years.

ERIC 43
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This case study will be printed in a volume to be released by th.
National Center of Effective Schools [Okemas, Michigan 48864]. . . .

The new High Performance School Project has developc7 a report
card that will increase the monitoring of progress in the 27 perform-
ance indicators that have been identified, e.g. test scores, dropouts,
attendance, college admissions, vandalism, etc. [see following list]
One goal of the project is to develop a computer program so that
each school can more easily enter and retrieve data to monitor its

own progress.
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Performance
Indicators

§ Assdamic Aduevenen
CAPICA® Tom Senres

ing s;udents pesformance. Each schol's
mm will seloct specr/e per.

ndicaiors as Wrgrs (o wm.
proved student achicvement

7. Presidestial Academic Pliness
Award - The aumber of students atuun-
ing 8 GPA of 3. or preater or scoring "a
orabove" the S0th parcentle lsvel on the
schools sanderdized achesvement s
will be increased.

8. Student Promotien/Retention -
Safeguards and regular educaon inter-
venuons will be unplemeniad s order
reduce e number of students reaned af
their present grade lavel dus 10 scademuc
failz e or ingufTicient wnit credit.

9. College Writing Standards® - The
pacentage of students mesang collegs
‘enirance wnung sundasrds will be in-
creased.

10. Stwdent Seif-Esteem - bnproved
sludent sell-percepuons and feslings
8bout school, classwork and teachers will
bs stned.

11, Sudul'Amuuc‘--A‘ reducuon ia

L. CAP/CAS’ - In effecave school
ALL sudents, regardiess of socioeco-
somic Jcvel, sthrucity, o language profi-
ciency will schseve basic skall proficaency.

3. PSAT/SAT®. Byincreasmg the num-
ber of students the Preliminary
Scholasuc Aputude Tem (PSAT) and
focusing on skulls assessed on the SAT.
improved student performance on sca-
demic measures (orcollege readiness can
be attained,

3. Golden State Examinations® - Proy-
oct schools will be encoursged 1o use the
Golden Siaie Exams as end-of-course
s, County Office of Educs'  ~-
ing servics will be provided.

4. Advanced Placement® . Both Ue
sumber of advanced placement courss
olffnngs and Ve aumber of mudens
pusning AP sests with & score of 3 or
geaur will be increased.

S. CAP Writlag® - The number of stu-
dents scanng 4 or greaier on the CAP
Diect Assessment of Student Wniting
(Aviobrographical incadent, Evaluaton,
Problem Soluuon, snd Repon of Infor-
mapon) will be sigficantly increased.

6 Basic Skills Proficieacy - Basc skili

abeences
will be sttained through 8 planned ncen-
tive spproach.

12, Student Drop-Out Rates® - A
planned approach (0 reducing the num.
ber of students lsaving schoot with no
evidence of reenvolling in the same school
or another school within 45 school days
will be developed w selecied xchools.

13.  Student Suspeasion/Expulsion
Rates - Schoolwids dusciplinary plans
will be refined to expand the number of
aliemauves 1o tradivonal Suspensions.

14, Student Discipling - The number of
discipinary refomils m HPS propc
schools will be reduced by developing &
schaotwide ducipling plan that ts sup-
poriad by the sawse school sall.

1S. Extracurvicular Aclhlllu'_ T

23, College/University Scholarships® .
The number of scholarships swarded ©

34 Career Objectivas® - Ananalysis of
career plans for high school gradusias
and thew job preparedness wall bs com-
pieied. Such resources as the ROP Job
Search Video Waimag will be provided
WPOR request.

4. Sul!Amnﬁm-mh’

P pes-
ucipauon and improved academc per-
formancs will be enhanced m HPS
schools.

16. Vandalism - The snnual inadents of
vandalism and otal dollar value of 13-
pairs sitnbuuadls 1 vandalism will be
roduced.

17. Gradusting Senior Attitudes® -

oroficiency st approp:
grade lavels will be aitained by students.

Senior Exit Surveys of student stitudes

Ape wafl siendance will be devel-
oped, implementad, and evalusied

17. Parent Invoivement - Toassens s~
rent levels of parent isvolvement and
plan srategion that link home and school
in waysthal will snhance sudent schas ve
ment

| * Avpty 0 scantary hocis sy |

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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IMPLEMENTATION

«Participation in the San Diego County School Effectiveness Pro-
gram is volunitary. In general, individual schools have contacted the
county office and asked for assistance. A presentation is made io the
principal to explain the assessment and planning process. The prin-
cipal s singled out on the surveys through the instructional leader-
ship component and because the principal’s responses are reported
separately from the staff’s. Therefore, it is important for the princi-
pal to agree to the process first before a presentation is made to the
whole staff. If the staff agrees, usually by consensus, occasionally by
a vote, the process is begun. The first step is forming a planning
team and conducting the Effective Schools assessments which are
usually completed by the entire staff, by a random sample of par-
ents, and at the secondary level by students. Test data are analyzed
and data on other performance indicators are collected. The plan-
ning team then worg with a consultant from the County Office who
assists them in developing an action plan based on the assessment
data. Some planning teams have actively involved parents. In other
cases parents have been informed and input received through the
surveys. but they have not been involved in the planning and imple-
mentation process.

The involvement from district staff has varied from district to
district. In some districts, once school needs were identified, there
were district resources that the school could turn to for help. In
other cases, the dis.rict was providing resources (e.g. staff develop-
ment) but it did not always mesh with school needs creating tension
and confusion.

Working with district staff is pro'sably one area that was neglect-
ed by the county office. As the staff has worked with schools over
time, it has become obuvious that more attention needs to be paid to
district roles and leadership. Current efforts have involved the dis-
tricts in two ways. First, all schools and their districts participating
in the {,ﬁgh Performance Schools project are required to sign a
memorandum of understanding that thev will provide support and
that project efforts will supplement not supplant district improve-
ment efforts.! Second, the project is working with one entire district
and its six schools to see if this approach has more impact than
workirg with a school or two in a district.

Cost

In the first four years of operation, the county office provided sup-
port for the program through its general fund by supporting two to
four positions for staff members who worked with schools. It costs
approximately $1500 to $2000 per school to conduct the needs assess-
ments and assist with planning and implementation. However,
these services were provided free of charge as part of the regular
county office services to schools. Most of the schools utilizing the
county office’s Effective School assessment frocess have funds to
assist with implementation of improvement plans. These funds come
from the California School Improvement Program, state compensa-

t A copy of the Memurandum of Agreement 1s provided below at the end of this section on the
San Diego program
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tory education funds, [Federal] Chapter 1 funds, and [Federal]
Chapter VII bilingual education funds. It is difficul! to assess per
pupil costs or annual funding required because of the nature of the
program and the relation of the county office to district schools. It
s important to note that additional funds were not allocated for
this program in the first five years of operation. Instead, existing
siujf time was reallocated. Similarly the schools that participated
did not receive additional resources. It is interesting to note that the
schools that made the greatest gains were those that reallocated
their existing resources to address identified needs.

New financial resources have been cllocated for the High Per-
formance Schools Project by the county office. The additional funds
(3188,500) have come from Califo-nia state lottery funds allocated to
the county office. These funds are being used to provide release time
for teachers to engage in planning to attend staff development ac-
tivities. In addition, six staff members and three clerical positions
are funded at a total cost of $495,516 and have been assigned to
work with project schools. The intent of the three year project is to
not only provide assistance to the project schools that results in im-
proved student achievement, but also to develop systems and models
that can be replicated by other schools in the county in future years.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The San Diego County Office of Education works with 43 school
districts enrolling 361,740 students. According to the County Office,
These district vary a great deal in size, ethnic make-up, number of
children on AFDC or receiving free and reduced price lunches. The
county school systems’ student enrollment is 57.3 percent white,
23.2 percent Hispanic, 8.3 percent black, 5.5 percent Asian, 5.0 per-
cent Filipino, and .6 percent American Indian.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

The schools that have used the San Diego County Effective
Schools Surveys and other resources are reflective of the diversity of
the county's student populations reported above. The school current-
ly participating in the High Performance Schools Project are equal-
ly diverse.
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San Diego County Office of Education

and

Oistnct

Memorandum of Agreament
High Performi.nce Schools Project

SECTION |

Statement of Intent

WHEREAS we beheve that ALL students should be enabled 1o achieve
academic excellence and sor.al-emotlonal well-being in appropriate
educational settings; and

WHEREAS we are committed to providing efisctive and high quality
instructional suppont services to $Choois In order 10 as.ist them in ensuring
student sccess; and

WHEREAS we believe that the school site, opsrating within the district
framework and guidelings, is an appropnate place where decisions, planning,
and program implementation can result in increased ar:countability for improved
student outcomes; and

WHEREAS we balieve that the High Performance Schiois Project,
hereafter referred to HPS, 1s an appropriate vehicle ‘or facilitating the deilvery of
quaity sermces to schoois;

NOW, therefore, the parties agree to the foilowing:
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SECTION Il

San Diego County Office of Education Commitment

The High Performance Schools Project of the San Diego County Office of
Education will:

6.

Provide assistance in conducting a thorough assessment of current school
conditions.

Provide technical assistance and support 1o a school planning team In
analyzing baseline data, identitying targets for improvement, and
developing an improvement plan.

Provide staff development programs direzied toward the targets for
improvement.

Provide timely access to student and school information necessary for
instructional management.

Develop a school report .ard to facilitate on-going analysis of student
performance indicators that will be used to develop the school's annual
report.

Provide funding, resources. and incentives that are germane to the
individual school's improvement plan.

Link all schools that are participating in the HPS project and provide reguiar
information regarding strategies and services.

Maintain and adhere 1o the articles of law, district policies and procedures,
and contractual agreements that govern the operaticns of schools,
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SECTION Iii

District Administrative Commitment

The District Administration will:

1. Provide suppont and assistance in the collection of school and district data
as part of the needs assessment and improvement Processes.

2. Provide rel@ase time or other alternative arrangaments for selected school
staft members to participate in the school improvement planning process
and staff development programs.

3. Provide timely access to information ar.d services in the areas of personnel,
budget, and school management.

4. Work with the HPS staff and the school planning team to implement
procedural changes that support the school improvement plan.

§. Plan with HPS staff ways to recognize and reward the attainment of student
performance targets by project schools.

6. Assist the project scnoolé(s) in sustaining and institutionalizing the
improvement process.

7. Maintain district support in order to ensure that the HPS project
supplements, not suppiants, current effon.

o0
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Section IV

School Commitment

This section of the Memorandum of Agraement partains to each school
participating in the HPS project.

Each schooi in the HPS project agrees to do the foliowing:

1. Establish and maintain a school improvement planning team or comparable
committee.

2. Develop a school improvement plan that specifically delineates student
outcomes and appropriate targets for improvement based on
comprehansive assassment data.

3. Establish a3 a performance target "20 by 90" (i.e. a 20% Improvement in
student peiformance indicators by the ysar 1950).

4. ldentify resources. provide rel@ase time, and organize statf etforts to
accomplish the objectives that are incluced in the school's performance
improvement plan.

§. Develop and publish an annual report reflecting student perormance
objectives, targets for improvement and instructional strategies.

6. In cooperation with the district and HPS staff, develop a school budget that
refiects the schooi improvement plan,

7. Work with the HPS stat and appropnate school distnet administrators to
implement procedura! changes that support the improvement plan.

8. Focus schocl improvement strategies on both cognitive and aHective
performance factors.
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SECTIONV

Parties to the Agreement

in consideration of the spirit and intent of this Memorandum of Agreement, the
following signatories confirm their understanding of and commitment to the
principles and objectives embodied herain:

SIGNATURES:
Principal District Superintendent
By: By: -
Auth nzed Sgnature Authorized Signature
Date: Date:
DISTRICT BOARD APPROVED:
Oste
Superintendent of Schools
San Diego County Office of Educaticn
by:
Dete:
COUNTY BOARD APPRCVED:
Oute
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SOUTH HARRISON, MISSOURI

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

South Harrison School District (Bethany, Missouri) has imple-
mented a South Harrison Instructional Management System (IMS).
Characteristics included from “effective schools studies” [are:]

1. All students can learn (mastery learning techniques). . .

2. A focus on academic skills (teaching to specific ‘“‘key skills
or learner outcome objectives).

3. Frequert monitoring of pupil and program progress (mas-
tery learning: ieach-lest-reteach-retest; internal audit process).

4. Strong instructional leadership by principals and supervi-
sors.

5. Parental involvement through communication they can un-
derstand.

6. Maintenance of a safe and orderly district and school cli-
mate.

»”

OvERrALL GoALs

The South Harrison Instructional Management System was devel-
oped as a PK-12 improvement model to align and improve the scope
and sequence of the ‘core competencies” (reading, language arts,
mathematics, science and social studies) taught in the district.

We developed clear-cut key K-12 skills that are measured by local
and state developed criterion reference/d] tests. It is important for
the board of education, professional staff, students and parents to
understand what students are doing well and the creas we need to
concentrate district resources.

Establishing specific performance standards and evaluating our
progress against these standards was key to improving our K-12 in-
structional program.

We believe the performance between lower achieving students and
high achieving students could ke narrowed. Deficits in student
learning that accumulate over time could be abolished or reduced
through u districtwide instructional management system.

We believe accountability of our system should be improved.

INDICAT URS OF SUCCESS

We targeted the measurement of K-12 lecrner objectives in the
core competencies (reading, mathematics, language arts, science and
socicl studies) and physical education. Through locally developed
tests, objectives are evaluated against a district set mastery level.
Record keeping is handled by instructional clerks that communicate

49

93




50

and store data on each district student. Principals, staff, students
and parents are provided performance reports.

In the spring grades 2-10 are administered a Missouri Mastery
Achievement Test (MMAT). These criterion reference tests are closely
aligned to the district’s learner objectives. MMATs are norm refer-
enced to the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.

Utilizing local tests and the MMAT we validate what we are
doing well and focus on the specific areas we need to improve.

South Harrison partic;'pates in the Voluntary Academic Achieve-
ment Progmm Pilot study developed by the Missouri State Depart-
ment of Elementary and Secondary Education. The state board of
education authorized the program to ‘“‘indicate a school’s effective-
ness in teaching specific learning outcomes important to students’
future success”. Student test results on the MMAT are examined in
two forms: (1) performance by grade and subject expressed in quan-
tiles based on state wide data; and (2) average performance by sub-
Ject expressed in scaled scores.

The South Harrison School District “achieved the standard for
recognition” in the first year of the program during the 1987-88
school year.

To achieve this recognition a participating district must improve
achievement in three of the four subjects (reading, language arts,
mathematics, science and social studies) expressed in average scaled
scores by a minimum of 11 scaled score points over the prior year’s
performance. South Harrison achieved four of the four subjects and
improved performance by reducing the percentage of students in the
lower quantiles.

IMPLEMENTATION

The South Harrison Instructional Management System is manda-
tory for the district. The board of education from 1984-87 identified
the development of an instructional improvement and management
program] as one of the major goals of the school district. [A]
[dJevelopment and implementation plan was develored by the pro-
fessional staff and principals. The superintendent of schools coordi-
nated the process and provided the identification of resources.

Recommendations for learner objectives, scope and sequence, and
alignment, were presented by curriculum management committees to
the board of education for review and approval.

State Department of Education personnel provided resources sup-
port for eac.. district committee/.] [Wjorkshops on “Effective
Schools” were attended.

We found universities to be behind in assisting in turning “theory
into practice”

CosT

Funding fc. the development and implemen’ :tion of the South
Harrison Instructional management System is through a combina-
tion of sources.

Local: 3 instructic..ul clerks—operate compi‘cr for IMS
record keeping system

$4000.00 per annum (1985-88)—substitutes, outside work-
shops, inservice, etc.
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$8000.00—equipment and supplies, softwnre
State: Free textbook fund—3$40,000+ per annum 1985-88 pur-
chase {of] resources to teach to objectives
1984-85 “Lighthouse Program’—no dollars but human
[and] curriculum resources made available from State De-
partment
Federal: Chapter 2 funds

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The South Harrison School District is comprised of a Junior-
Senior High School for grades 7-12; two elementary schools for PK
through 6 located in New Hampton and Bethany and a Vocational
School which serves the North Central Area of Missouri.

Total (headcount) enrollment in the school district is 887 (aver-
age daily attendance is 748).

Thirty-five percent of the district’s students receive a free school
lunch.

The annual high school dropout rate is 1 5 percent.
The pupil/teacher ratio is 11 to 1.
The annual average per pupil exponditure is $3,418.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All of the district’s schools are participating :n the effective
schools program.

[
.
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SPENCERPORT, NEW YORK

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE ACHIEVED

The Spencerport Central Schools’ program has the following
characteristics as objectives:

* safe and orderly environment

* clear school mission

* instructional leadership

* high expectations for success

* opportunity to learn and student time on task

* frequent rionitoring of student progress

¢ [good] home-school relations

OVERALL GoALS

The Spencerport program has a Project Goal, a School Improve-
ment Goal, and an Excellence Goai.

_ Project Goal—The project’s goal for each brilding in the district
is:

A. Ninety-five, or greater, percent of all students at each

de level should demonstrate minimun. academic mastery.
tudents who achieve minimum academic mastery have been
prepared so that they will be predictably successful in the next
grade in either their own school district or in any other school
district throughou. the nation. Minimum academic mastery is
measured by performance on a standardized achievement test

(preferably critcrion-referenced, otherwise norm-referenced).

B. There shall be no significant different in the proportion of
youth demonstrating minimum academic mastery as a function
of socioeconomic class.

C. The above two conitions shall have been obtained for a
minimum of three consecutive years.

School Improvement Goal—Should a school building not be effec-
tive according to the above goal [Project Goal), then the following
c;}teria for school improvement are used until a building becomes
effective:
A. There shall be a.. annual increase in the proportion of stu-
dents who demonstrate minimum academic mastery, and
B. There shall be an annual decrease in the proportion of
youth demonstrating minimum academic mastery as a function
of socioeconomic class.

Excellence Goal—In addition to its main goal, the project also
has an Excellence Goal. It is: the number of s*uden:s with owtstand-
ing achievement will rise.

1. There shall be an annual [increase in] the percentage of
students scoring in stanines seven, eight and nine on the Stan-

(52)
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ford Achievemen: Test in Reading Comprehension and Total
Mathematics or of the percentage of students scoring at or above
90% on a Regents examination.
2. For those subjects in which a significant proportion of the
students take a Regents exam,
a. There will be an annual increase in the percentage of
students scoring 65% or higher, and
b. There will be an annual increase in the percentage of
students taking the exam.

INDICATORS OF SUCCESS

Assessment of the Spencerport’s achievement of the Project Goal
is based on a variety of tests taken by students throughout the
system. These include performeance on different elements of the

tanford Achievement Test, the New York State Preliminary Com-
petency Test in Writing, selected Regents Exams, and the New
York State Math Regents Competency Test.

When the Spencerport disaggregated analyses were studied, two
categories of effectiveness [on the Project Goal] emerged. They are:

A. Effectiveness—95% or greater of both the lower SES group
and the middle and upper SES groups attain minimum aca-
demic mastery.

B. Near Effectiveness—90% or greater of both the lower SES
group and the middle and upper SES groups attain minimum
academic mastery.

The Spencerport district has 5 schools (3 elementary schools, 1
junior high school, and 1 high school). Results were provided to the
Committee for various subjects. For example, in mathematics, 4 of
the schools have achieved “near effectiveness” on specific indica-
tors. Two of these schools have achieved “effectiveness” on other
math indicators. In science, the junior high and high schools have
both achieved “near effectiveness” on specific indicators.

From analysis of the performance of the district on the School
Improvement Goal, the district concludes that we started with high
proportions of the studen: body above minimum academic mastery
and that these proportions improved, thus further substantiating
the claim that the school improvement goal is being met. For exam-
ple, on reading comprehension, the 3 elementary schools and the
junior Ligh school showed improvement in the percent of students
at or above the 40th percentile on reading from 1982-83 through
1987-88—rising from percentages that ranged between 71 and 87
percent in 1982-83 to a range of 83 to 95 percent in 1987-88. In
mathematics, the 1982-83 range for these schools was 80 to 89 per-
cent; while in 198788, the range was 92 to 96 percent.

On the Excellence Goal the school system found:

[Wje started with high proportions of the studert body scoring
in the top three stanines. Nevertheless the proportion increased
in ten of twelve instances [4 schools and 3 different Stanford
Achievement Test fields] An analysis such as this, that is, of
the proportion of students who obtain excellent scores, is not
one which school systems normally develop. When we first did
it, both teachers ond administrators were surprised at the

07
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number of students who did well! This motivated them to fur-
ther improve their efforts!

IMPLEMENTATION

A. All schools, K-12, are required to participate.

B. The Central Office actively and enthusiastically supports the
project. The Superintendent and/or the Assistant Superintendent
for Iistruction meet at least once a year with each Building Plan-
ning Team. The Superintendent annually approves all building
plans for school improvement. The Assistant Superintendent serves
as Project Director and prepares the annual evaluation report.

C. The Board of Education officially approved the Master Plan

. which set forth the basic goals of the project. The Board annu-
ally receives and discusses the evaluation report for the project. Pe-
riodically the Board sponsors a dinner for Building Planning Team
members in appreciation of their efforts.

D. The New York State Education Department . . . used Spencer-
port’s program as a model for other school districts in the state [to]
emulate. A recent survey showed that approximately 110 ont of the
770 school systems in New York State are now embarked upon an
Effective Schools project.

E. The Spencerport teachers union is officially represented on the
project’s district-wide Leadership Planning Team by either the
Union President or his designee. Currently the Union President is a
member of the committee.

F. Project consultanis are Lawrence Lezotte and, until his untime-
ly death, Ronald Edmonds.

In the district’s publication Fifth Overview of the More Effective
Schools/Teaching Project (November 1987), the implementation
process is delineated as having had the following elements. Initial-
ly, awareness of the project was developed in building level facul-
ties and specific leadership groups; a district level Leadership Plan-
ning Team received inservice training. This team in turn developed
a Master Plan that was approved by the superintendent and board
of education. A day was devoted to informing all faculty about the
plan. A Building Planning Team was established for each school.
Each team conducted an initial needs assessment for its school.
This led to a regular, annual process of revising and developing
new building level plans.

CosT

The source of funding for the effective scF.ools project is the school
district budget. It is not supported by ..tside funding. The total
budget for 1988-89 is $23,240. On a per pur-{ basis this is $6.99.

It should be noted that summer curriculur: and staff develop-
ment funds which were in the budget prior to the start of the project
and are now used to help achieve project objectives are not in the
above figure. That figure represents new money needed to support
the project.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRICT

The Spencerport district has 5 schools—3 with grades K to 6; 1
for grades 7-9; and 1 for grades 10-12. The 1987-88 headcount en-

rollment was 3,322 (average daily attendance was 95.7 percent of
that figure).

Minority students make up 4.1 percent of ihe total enrollment.

Free lunches are received by 3.5 percent of the enroll:nent.

The annual dropout rate is 3.8 percent.

The average pupil/teacher ratio is 24 to 1.

The average per pupil expenditure for the system is $5,576.95.
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM

All schools in the district are participating in the effective
schools program.

O
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