Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 446 205 UD 033 838

AUTHOR Siegel, Dorothy; 2Zurer, Erica; Fruchter, Norm

TITLE Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budget Initiative of
the New York City Board of Education (September 13998-August
1999) . Second Annual Report. ]

INSTITUTION New York Univ., NY. Inst. for Education and Social Policy.

PUB DATE 2000-05-00

NOTE 161p.; For the first annual report, see UD 033 837.

AVAILABLE FROM

New York University Institute for Education and Social
Policy, 726 Broadway, 5th Floor, New York, NY 10003 ($15).
Tel: 212-998-5880; Fax: 212-995-4564; Web site:
http://www.nyu.edu/iesp.

PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC07 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Budgeting; Decentralization; Decision Making; *Educational
Finance; Elementary Secondary Education; *Performance;
Program Evaluation; Program Implementation; Resource
Allocation; School Based Management; Surveys

IDENTIFIERS *New York City Board of Education; Performance Budgeting

ABSTRACT

This report reviews the second-year implementation of the

New York City public school system's Performance Driven Budget (PDB)
initiative. The Galaxy budgeting system that is part of the PDB initiative
generates a school's budget from its table of organization, and then derives
district and Central budgets by aggregating all school budgets. After 2 years
of implementing PDB in New York City, the outline of a radically different
budgeting and instructional improvement system may be emerging. While the
first year's evaluation focused on the conditions for implementation, the

second year evaluation documents and analyzes the effectiveness of PDB design
and implementation at Central, district, and school levels. Information from
a number of data sources indicates that the central office and districts and
schools have begun to create the school-driven, instructionally focused
budgeting system that the PDB planners envisioned. There is some evidence
that the changes have begun to have some effect in PDB district and schools.
The findings of the second year evaluation are based on the assumption that
changes in seven areas of policy and practice must occur in order for the
successful implementation of PDB: movement of authority in budgeting,
personnel and instructional planning to the school level; restructuring of
resource allocation to support instructional planning and budgeting;
improvement in the provision of demographic and outcome data to schools;
development of the capacity to support school-level planning and budgeting;
creation of more participatory decision-making structures at the school
level; establishment of effective accountability in PDB districts; coOmmitment
to a system-wide culture that supports school decision-making and
improvement . Three appendixes provide supplemental information about PDB.
(Contains 21 charts and 25 tables.) (SLD)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.




‘ﬁ)IN'STITUTE FOR
¥ Education and Social Policy .

" School of Education
New York University

ED 446 205

Second Annual Report:
Evaluation of ;_thel T
- Performance DriVéh Budg_eting_lhifiat_iV¢
;New YorkClty Board of Educatlon

(Sépterhberl998—Au'gustl99.9) LT e T

May, 2000

_ - Dorothy Siegel .. owmIn

Erica Zurer
Norm Fruchter

R U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
{ Office of Educati and t

EDYCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)
This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.
O Minor changes have been made to
improve reproduction quality.

® Points of view or opinions stated in this
doclfment do not necessarily represent
official OERI position or policy.

L S S X .

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

D QMQJ

. '.: NYU lnchibt WA+ |
) AN . ‘ S1%¢ b IONAL Res(oun(;;;s 5
e : ) 1 INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC _ :
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

© 2000 New York University Institute for Education & Social Policy, 726 Broadway, 5% floor, New York, NY 100(_)3

ve 2

UD033838
- &
é | 4

L

.S'-"_i'?i;"':'

et



Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative April 2000

- ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report reviews the second year implementation of the New York City public
school system’s Performance Driven Budgeting initiative. We especially appreciate
the assistance of the New York City Board of Education’s Chief Financial Officer
Beverly Donohue, her Senior Assistant Stacy Martin, former Deputy Chancellor for
Operations Harry Spence and his Senior Assistant Ann Horowitz.

The Central, district and school personnel we interviewed, observed and surveyed
are too numerous to thank individually. We are indebted to all of them and deeply
appreciate the time they took from their very busy schedules to assist us. We are
also grateful for the time many.school level personnel spent with us to help us
understand their realities. We have listed the Central and district staff we
interviewed in an appendix. However, to preserve their school’s anonymity, we do

not list the names of school personnel.

" At the Institute, many thanks are due to a cadre of committed staff members: Jay
Leslie, the project’s information coordinator; Julie Ting, research assistant; and
Stephanie Twin, field researcher. We’re grateful for the assistance and support of
Patrice Iatarola, Dana Lockwood, Deinya Phenix and Geraldine Pompey.

We would also like to thank Ken Lubetsky of the United Federation of Teachers for

organizing the focus group of teachers.

Finally, we are grateful to the Pew Charitable Trust and an anonymous funder for
their support of this research.




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgéting !nitiative : ' © . May 2000

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Executive Summary o _ ( — S
“Introduction - - | ﬁ o -1
Chapter 1: Overview of the Performdﬁce Driben_ Budgeting Initiqtibe 3
~ The Challenge of Performance Driven Budgeting | o 3
'PDB Iniplement;ation Highlights through Aﬁgust 1998 4
Findings from the F1rst Annual R:époﬂ; | o 8
The NYU Evaluation 3 o1 '
Chagter 2: Sys_teniwide' Activities Impaci‘ihg PDB .Irlriplementation 12
Changes in Centr:l\l’s Financial Systems L - 12
‘School Leadership Teani Policy ‘ . - | 13
~Capacity Building '. A N . .v E ll _ ' 14
Assegsﬁlent and Planning Tools S A | | ‘ 15 '
~ Student Data-’ B o S S 16
Central OPIer_‘ati.(.)ns'. - , o o . - - 16"
| Teehnoldgy and Data.Systv;ems. . o A | _ . : o 17
High Schools S S U

Chagter 3: PDB in the Phase I Dzstrzcts A Variety of Implementatwn Models 18

Proﬁle of Phase I PDB Commumty School Districts ; o 19
Community School District 2 S | | | 21
Community School D;stnct 9 | . 29

- Community School District 13 : _ 83
_c_dmmunity School District 19 - w0
Community School District 20 : - - 46
Community School District 22° | : : , , 50
Cross-Djstfict Impleme‘ntatidn Concerns - : : | 60




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative , . May 2000

Chagter 4: Findings from the Pilot Community School Dzstrzcts and Schools 62

Area 1: Movement of Authority in Budgetmg, Personnel and .
Instructional’ Planmng to the School Level 63

Area 2: Restructuring Resource Allocation Policies and Practices to
Support School Level Instructional Planning and Budgeting _ 79

Area 3: Provision of Ihformation that Schools Need to Plan and Budget 93

Area 4: Development of the Capac1ty at All Levels to Support School

Teams’ Work of Planning and Budgeting . 99
" Area 5: Creation of More Broad-based, Part1c1patory and Effective
School -Level Decision-Making Structures 108
_ Area 6: Establishment Qf an Effective Aecountability and Reporting
System . ' . 115
Area 7: Development of a Systemic Culture that Supports School
Decision-Making and Continuous School Improvement- ' 121
Summary of Findings from the Pilot Districts and Sehoolé B 124
Chapter 5: Conclusion : S ' 128
Appendix A: PDB Goals and Principles _ : ' 137
Appendix B: Phase I Districts and Schools ' o 138
Appendix C: 1998-99 Research Acthtzes ) | ' 141




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative . - May 2000

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Across the country, school-based planning for ihstructional iniprovement has been a’
major education reform focus for more than two decades. Initially, various school-
besed inanagement~ efforts proposed to put schools in chargé of some of their own'
operations. But this- resulted in the delivery of increased discretion rather than real -
autonomy; most school-based management schools received only a modicum of power

over issues marginal to budgeting and school improvement. -

In the past decade, districts across the country began experiments in school-based
budgeting. As the research of the Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform

suggests, these districts developed a variety of schemes to decentralize budgeti_ng.
Again, what resulted was increased discretion over mostly marginal expendjtt_n'es.

Only New York City’s new budgeting system reverses the traditional top-down
budgeting flow endemic to most school systems. The Galaxy budgeting system, begun
as part of the Performance Driven Budgeting (PDB) initiative of the New York City
public school system, generates a school’s budget from its table of organization, and
then derives district and Central budgets by aggregating all school budgets.

After two years of implementing Performance Driven Budgeting in New York City, the
outline of a radically different budgeting and instructional improvement system may
be emer:g_ing.'With the development.and'implementetion of the Galexy system in five

~ pilot (Phase I) districts and almost 200 schools, school-level instructional decisions

‘ have the potential to drive school, district and Central budgets.

As Galaxy implementation moves from Phase I districts and schools to other districts
and schools throughout the City, Central has begun to r'e_str.uctlire the orgahization
and functionihg of its major fiscal systems. But successful implementation of PDB

- across all the City’s schools is by no means assu;_red. The potential to derail both
Galaxy and PDB is real. Passive acceptance, mechanical compliance, bureaucratic

~ evasion, resistance to revising set procedures, as well as rooted opposition to change
and other inertial forces could stall Galaxy, neutralize the gains made in restructurmg
Central’s fiscal systems and halt PDB implementation. Indeed continuing and major
difficulties integrating Galaxy with other Board of Education fiscal systems indicate
that the path to fundamental restructuring is quite complex — and thorny.

Our First Anﬁua_l Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative
covered the period from PDB’s inception in February 1997 through August 1998. That

Executive Summary o 6 .- I i
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report focused on the development of PDB; what PDB would look like if it were
operating successfully, and the changes in policies and practices needed for
implementation to be successful. We also examined how and to what extent Central

'and the Phase I d1str1cts were generating the conthlons necessary for successful PDB
- implementation.

Our first year study, found that Centrall’s changes seemed to reflect what schools

. require to make effective mstructmnal decisions and to configure their budgets to

support those dec1s1ons as well as some understandJng of how Central level

- administrative and operational structures must be transformed These changes

suggested a shift from traditional forms of h1erarch1cally mandated a]locatlons, K
procedures and operatlons to a more ﬂex1ble, user-fnendly, response-driven support

and provision system.

‘We also noted several concerns that emerged as the PDB initiative unfolded:

1. The centrality of planning as the mode of school ﬁnprovement may be over-
emphasized in this initiative, and the relationship of planning to the capacity |
bu1ld1ng that poorly performing schools reqmre may be underemphas1zed The
CEP/DCEP system depends on school ‘capacity to plan eﬁ'ectlvely for instructional
improvement; Central needs to-concentrate more effort on ensurmg that poorly
performing schools and districts have the capac1ty to support eﬂ'ectlve instructional
planmng processes.

2. bAligmnent of the. City’s assessments with the New Standardsl content and -

' performance standards is critical to effective school-based instructional planning

‘ 3. Itis unclear what the 1mp11cat10ns of systemw1de high school reform efforts hold

for PDB 1mplementat10n in the h1gh schools

4. Itis unclear how far below top command levels Central’s commitment to its new
. role as a support-structure extends. The ability to hire and assign staff, for
exa.mple although identified as a critical ingredient of effective school-based
instructional planning, did not appear to have been appreciably improved. Progress
in advancmg the ability of schools to- merge funding streams, partlcularly PCEN
allocations in non-Title I schools, has remained slow "

5. Once Central’s School Leadership Team policy was establlshed the need for-
several forms of training to help teams successfully fulfill their respons1b111t1es
became apparent: 1) training on what teams need to know to help them function
effectively; 2) training on how to do instructional planmng, and 3) training on
budgeting and finance issues. Would this training be made available?

Executive Summary A ' A ' Cii
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6. The effectiveness of PDB depends on the dehvery of useful data to distncts and
schools in a timely manner.

7. Several concerns relate to scaling up the PDB initiative to non-Phase I districts:

e How can distncts strengthen their efforts to build the capac1ty of school-level
_ planmng teams?

e How can Central help distncts develop and build their capacity to help schools
learn to budget and plan 1nstructlona11y"

¢ How can Central help districts develop their capacity to provide the traimng
and support that effectlve school teams require?

. How can distrlcts and Central insure that school teams get the necessary time
to carry out their planmng and budgetmg respon81b1ht1es"

8. Our overarching concern was whether Central would maintain the sustained focus _
necessary to transform a traditional command-driven bureaucracy into a ﬂex1b1e
system that supports decision-making authonty and continuous improvement of

teaching and learning at the school level.

" Our second year evaluation probed those concerns by documenting and analyzing the
effectlveness of PDB deS1gn and nnplementatlon at the Central, distnct and school

levels.

PDB IMPLEMENTATION AT THE CENTRAL LEVEL -

Finance

The Core Group is developing Galaxy 2000, a computenzed school-based budgetmg
system in which school-level decisions drive district and Central budgets. Galaxy
development_and implementation are proceeding in tandem, with implementation
being guided by the Core Group and by the Galaxy Steering Committee, a group of
Central financial and information system managers convened by the Chief F1nanc1a1
Officer. : :

School-level implementation began in June 1999, when the Phase I districts created
district-defined allocations for their schools’ budgets. Schools entered their budgets |
into the Galaxy system, using a preliminary Galaxy version called the “sketchpad.”
Future development plans include integrating numerous school planning functions
into Galaxy, such as an automated CEP development tool that accesses relevant school
and student-level data. '

Executive Summary C ' iii
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Among the key fiscal actions Central took during this second year of PDB ‘
implementation were: the devolution of substantial responsibility for their own fiscal -
affairs to one-third of the d1str1cts, development of mnovatlve funding mechanisms to
provide districts W1th the ab111ty to budget all their funds at the beginning of the N
school year; expansion of the Budget Request school budgeting process to two-thirds of
the City’s schools; provision of significant new discretionary tax levy dollars to the
districts; and increased flexibility of several categorioal tax levy funding sources.

Additionally, Central issued its initial allocation to the districts on June 1, 1999, more
than two months before the state and city budgets were passed. Thus, the PDB Phase .
I districts were able to make initial allocations to their schools by mid-June, and these
schools were able to createbudgetsby late June.

School Leadershlp Team Policy

In November 1998, Central initiated a three-year phase -in of a School. Leadersth
Team (SLT) plan designed to lodge authority for instructional planning and budgetlng

_ with a team at the school level. The planning teams, composed of a balance of parents
and school staff, are responsible for developing the school’s instructional improvement
“plan (the comprehensive educational plan, or CEP) and budgeting its entire fiscal _
-~ allocation. Districts are responS1ble for establishing d1str1ct guidelines and overseeing
1mplementatlon of SLT plans in their schools.

The: three~year phase-in required all schools to have a functioning pla.nning teanl in
place by the fall of 1999. Teams must develop CEPs by the end of the 1999- 2000 school )
year and CEPs and budgets by the end of the 2000-01 school year

Capacity Building ‘
“Central sought to refine the planning and budgeting processes that comprise. PDB The -
two deputy chancellors convened the Phase I superintendents to develop a -
comprehensive planning calendar and to examine the CEP and the district
comprehensive educational plan (DCEP) as instructional planning tools. Plans were -
developed to incorporate the schools’ planning processes into the Galaxy system.

To strengthen district capacity to aSS1st schools in their planning and budgetlng,
‘Central provided districts with training, assistance and financial support in several
areas, including allocations to districts to support SLT and PDB activities, and
training for district office staff in budgeting'and business practices, Galaxy operations
and management practices. ' ‘

To strengthen school capacity to plan and budget, Central provided several support
services for schools. These included: -inforrnation on team and district roles and

Executive Summary _ . 9 iv
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responsibilities; borough-wide SLT information meetings; support services and
training for districts and.schools about the work of teams; an annual grant consisting
of two components, a $300 annual reimbursement for each team member, and a flat
$10,000 grant (grant amount depends on school size) to be used by the team
specifically for building team capacity; a list of pre-approved individuals and
organizations offering planning and training services to districts and schools,rand "

" plans for a broad, 3-year citywide parent outreach and training effort. Central also-

provided training and technical support for the PDB schools irnpler_nenting Galaxy.

Assessment and Planmng Tools

Central gained state approval for a revised DCEP. Prewously, New York State had
required districts to prepare a detailed plan for each of twelve separate categorical
state-funded programs. The new DCEP integrated-program deecriptions for all state-
funded programs into a single state compliance document. The CEP was also '
redesigned to make it easier to use, less redundant, and a]igned with the new DCEP.

. The Division of Assessient and Accountability (DAA) refined the PASS (Performance

Assessment in the Schools Systemwide) process which was used w1dely throughout the

' system in 1998-99. DAA also took several actions to improve the City’s student

assessment system, including: refinement and w1despread 1mplementat10n of ECLAS,

_an early childhood language arts assessment system; and development of an

assessment system for grades 3 through 8 that is better aligned with the English
Language Arts (ELA) and matheniatics standards. The tests also provide data on

' student strengths and weaknesses in the speciﬁc skill areas compnsmg the ELA and

math standards.

Central Operatlons
Central decentralized responsibility for the Comnuttees on Special Education (CSE)

-and the School Based Support Teams (SBST) to the districts and schools.

Several Central offices made improvements in business practices that allowed districts
and schools to function more eﬂiciently, including an increased ability to hire and
process apphcants at the local level,; development of plans to introduce Resumex, an
online application system for teachers; a series of publications and a web site that
make personnel information more accessible; refinement of purchasing practices;_ and
streamlining of many busmess procedures such as simplification of accountmg codes

Executive Summary . £ U v
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- PDB IN THE PILOT DISTRICTS: A VARIETY OF IMPLEMENTATION MODELS _
At its core, PDB consists of school-level teams that develop instructional 1mprovement
plans to meet student needs, and hnk school resources to those plans. Each of the six

- Phase I PDB districts has developed characteristic perspectlves on how to help its
schools i improve teachmg and learning. These perspect1ves shape the way each d1strlct
is nnplementmg PDB.- ‘

In our case studies of the six pilot dlStI'lCtS (Chapter 3), we descnbe each district’s
school-based planning history and the composition and fu.nctlomng of their school
planning teams. We also explore how they handle the new roles districts and schools-
must play in the process of planmng and budgeting for mstructlonal 1mprovement .

When preparing their 1999-2000 budgets, the PDB schools and districts had to wrestle

. with a number of complicating factors that affected their ability to plan and budget for
the coming school year. These factors, which seemed to have a d1sproportlonately
greater impact in the high need districts we studied, were: '

. 'oncertainty about state and federal furlding;
) 'uncertai_nty about the number of students 'whovrould ehroll .i_n each grade' in each
school; '
* high turnover of school staff and pr1nc1pals, and
e dual roles of the DCEP.

FINDINGS _ , ‘

‘Our hypothesis that changes in"seven broad _areas of policy and practice are necessary
~ for successful implementation provides the framework for our analysis of district and

school 1mplementatlon of PDB. During the first two years, we exammed the extent of

.progress toward the goals of performance dnven budgetmg and reached the followmg

conclusions.

-1) Movement of authority in budgetmgr Dersonnel and instructional nlanano the
“school level: We fou.nd that schools in the six Phase I PDB districts did expenence
a substantial increase in their authority to budget durmg the two-year period of

PDB 1mplementatlon Schools did not ga.m greater authonty over personnel during
the two-year penod of PDB implementation; with the important exception of the '
transfer of authority for CSE and SBST activities to the districts and schools. All
schools — PDB as well as non-PDB - dzd gaJn greater authonty for instructional
planning through the CEP process '

Executive Surﬁmary | 1 1 . . _ ri
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2) Restructuring of resource allocation policies and practices to support school level
instructional planning and budgeting. We found that Central increased district
fiscal responsibility and budgeting flexibility and improved school and district
spendingr procedures; began to implement a School Leadership Team pelicy
designed to help schools gam fiscal autonomy that is linked to instructional

-planning; and, with the Core Group, is developmg and 1mplementmg anew
, budgeting system that is giving schools almost total control over the1r_budgets.

3) Provision of information that schools need to plan and budget effectively. We found
that Central and the districts improved' the usefulness of the demographic and
outcome dat_a they provide to schools; Central’s PASS instrument is helping schools )
analyz'e'.their practice and determine what instructibnal practices need to change; .
and the Galaxy system is designed to provide information about the availability of 4
school-level resources and the rules governing budgeting and spending of these
resources. Late reporting of student performance data, whieh is primarily caused
by the State Education Department’s testing schedule, remains a major problem.

4). Development of the capacity at all levels to sup port school teams’ work of planning -
' and budgeting. We found that Central is enhancing system cabacit& to support
school-level planning and budgeting by integrating discrete school planning .
elements; integrating critical data functions; ihtegrating bottom-up aiid top-down
" fiscal systems; and making critical Central divisions more service- _oriented. Central
is prov1d1ng funds and tralmng to support district staff. Central is providing funds
for SLT member reimbursement and for team capacity-building; facilitating and

providing téam training and support, and creating plans for citywide parent
outreach and training. PDB Phase I districts provided training and support for
their school teams, which varied in emphasis and extent in each district.

5) Creation of more broad-based partlcmatorv and mﬂuentlal demsmn-maklgg
structures at the school level. We found that. school planning teams are becoming

more broad-based, participative and mﬂuentlal.

6) Establishment of an effective accormtabilitv and reporting system. We observed
elements of reciprocal accountablhty in all PDB dlStl'lCtS and between Central and
the dlStl'lCtS :

7) Development of a systemic culture that supports school decision-making and
- continuous school improvement. We found that PDB participants believed that the
system’s pervasive climate of mistrust and cynicism had been mitigated somewhat
by the commitment of some top Central managers to the PDB initiative, and by the
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emergence of a “different conversation” in schools -- one more focused on student .

needs and instructional planning.

However, there was also a rise in the level of concern about the increasingly
unstable political climate surroundmg pubhc schools; about the tremendous
pressure to prepare students for thh-stakes tests and about the damage done to
the system by the City’s failure to stem the exodus of expenenced teachers and-

pnnmpals from the system.

CONCERNS

In last year’s First Annual Report, we suggested that two distinct forces could reverse
the many important changes Central has initiated. The first is the possibﬂity of a new
chancellor committed to différing notions of reform. The second is obdurate resistance
to change by Central’s middle management. ' - '

But we have additional concerns.

District.and school capaclty

Our most critical concerns center on district and school capamty Many districts lack
the ability to assess their schools’ performance and capacity and to assist their low

performing schools. Most districts -- PDB as well as non-PDB districts -- have .
_developed neither the outcome monitoring systems nor the incentive/sanctions systems

that can hold their schools accountable for implementing a continuous instructional

. plahning process.

How _will the districts that house the bulk of the City’s poorly performing schools —
schools with limited capacity and/or cultures resistant to change — be encouraged and

'sup'ported to change their practices so that they can help their schools improve?

Central must quickly prepare Phase II and then Phase III districts, the bulk of the ‘
City’s school population, for the implementation of Galaxy. If implementation proceeds
as essentially a budgeting process, what may result, especially in poorly performing
schools in the Phase II and III districts, is mechanical application of a new budgeting
process W1thout the continuous cycle of instructional planning at the heart of the PDB

vision.

Mechanical processes, uninformed by a vision of school-based instructional
improvement, could also result if schools do not have the capacity to effectively use
Galaxy and the instructional planmng tools, and if districts don’t develop their own.

'capamty to help schools learn how to plan for instructional 1mprovement

Executive Summary : ‘ ' : viii
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We believe that the capacity to .pl.an and budget is still very weak in many schools, and
districts. We fear that the training and support programs'Centfal' and the districts
have begun to put in place may prove inadequate to the magnitude of the task of
building the capamty needed at every level of the system

Mobility _ _ ,
The notion at the core of PDB is a continucus planning cycle, a spiral of experienee
that learns from, builds on and improves by correction, based on analysis of what was
previously attemptec'i. Yet teacher and principal'turnover is very high in New York
City, and partieularly high in low-performing schools. Given the endemic problems of
limited capacity to plan instructional improvement, the added problems of extremely
high turnover make effective planning.almost impossible in too many schools.

The measures Central has currently set in motion to reduce the corrosive effects of
high teacher and principal turnover seem to us too feeble to stabilize the erosion of
personnel in poorly performmg schools. Constrained by madequate resources, .
escalating competition from wealthier suburban districts, and the continuing societal
downgrading of the teaching profession, Central’s optlons seem quite hmited Yet
_failure to s1gn.1ﬁcantly reduce teacher and principal mob1hty might well nu.lhfy the
. potential of SLT contributions to school 1mprovement in poorly performmg. schools.

Galaxy Implementatlon Issues

The Core Group has been developmg Galaxy and working out many 1mp1ementatlon
details. Any diminution of Central support or any mdicatlon that the Core Group's
work is less valued by Central, could lead to either the break-up of the group as -
individual directors of operations decide to concentrate their scarce time on their own
district’s problems, or to a form of compliance behavior — passive participation -- that
‘would eﬁ'ectlvely negate the Core Group’s major contributions. '

Similarly, the Galaxy Steermg Committee has been responsible for integrating Galaxy
with Central’s fiscal, personnel and management systems. The Steering Committee’s
complex task of transforming Central systems into school and district supports, and
integrating them with Galaxy is critical to P]_)B’s success. Clearly, the Steering
Committee must continue to receive the support necessary to unravel all the knotty

_ issues that Galaxy implementation raises.

Another key implementation issue is the timeliness of allocations to districts and
schools. Central’s success in getting initial allocations to the districts b); early June for
two successive years is a major accomplishment. But what happens if events in
Albany make such a critical accomplishment 1mposs1ble to repeat? After two years,

Executive Summary ’ ix -
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having to return to receiving initial allocations in August would depress morale - and
belief in PDB -- throughout the system.

Instruction , _

In last year’s report, we analyzed the limitations of the planning process Central had
des1gned and argued that the problem of lnmted capacity for improvement, at school
and district levels could not easily be’ overcome by a mandate to plan for 1mprovement
even when buttressed by planning tools. We also indicated that we feared that the -
_CEP DCEP and PASS were less powerful tools for planmng 1mprovement

" But consider a deeper problem, The Core Group_s-goal in developmg_Galaxy was not |
only to make budgeting transparent and relatively simple for schools to use, but also to

- make school-level budgeting drive a transformation that moves districts and Central
toward becoming 'supportive agents for the school’s improveme'nt efforts. Our second
year evaluation found evidence that this reversal of trathlonal top-down modes. of -
fiscal allocatlon and serv1ce provision was beginning to occur.

Can the CEP, DCEP and PASS become more than school support instruments? Can
some level of reciprocal intervention be built into their usage? For example,a

" computerized CEP, as a new school-level planning tool, can; at least in theory,
agg‘regate up to the district’s DCEP. The DCEP would then reflect how the district
would support and insure each school’s implementation of its CEP. But the current

" DCEP may be completed by district supenntendents before pr1nc1pals complete their
school-level CEPs; thus those CEPs mlght not 1nform the district’s comprehens1ve :

educational plan

Moreover, the DCEP still serves as the document that must meet the New York State '
Education Department’s need fora comprehens1ve compliance document. But, even
supposing that the state’s needs for complianCe reporting could be met by a "
streamlined DCEP, could that same DCEP also incorporate, through technological
means, each school’s CEP? And, if s0, how best could Central instructional planners
use the DCEPs to redefine Central support for district and school instructional plans"
These questlons are currently open :

High Schools
- Central’s High School Division essent1ally stopped implementing PDB i in the pilot
schools and articulated, mstead a division-wide effort to lodge more budgetary k -
“decision-making in every high school. What followed this 1mphc1t policy change was a.
dismissal of the division’s leadership and some initial evidence of a sea-change in the_
governance of high schools.

Executive Summary ' . . - o X
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PDB 1mplementatlon w1ll remain 1ncomplete 1f the thh schools continue t0 be
exempted Current allocation and budgetary practices cede more budgetary authonty
to individual high schools than to pre-PDB-elementary and middle schools, because

~ high school principals receive unit allocations to be distributed, rather than positions
to be assigned. But current high school practice — how those unit allocations are used — .
is in no way analogous to the contmuous planmng for instructional 1mprovement cycle
that PDB env1s1ons '

Regardless of whether thh schools remain centrahzed or are assigned to the

community school districts, or the borough superintendents gain more authorlty and .
budgetary power over them, the question of how they become part of the system1c PDB .
effort must still be addressed.

CONCLUSION |

At the end of the second year of PDB limplementation, our findings indicate that.both
Central and the PDB districts and schools have begun to create the school- dnven B
1nstructlonally-focused budgetlng system that the PDB planners envisioned. Chapters
-8 and 4 provide the ev1dence that these changes have begun to have some effect in the
'PDB districts and schools. - '

Much is at stake w1th the unplementatlon of Performance Dnven Budgetmg

If 1mplementatlon is successful the New York Clty school system will be focused as
- never before on improving student achievement, and will clearly demonstrate that -

public schools can work effectively for all chlldren

However 1f PDB is assimilated into trad1t1onal school, d1str1ct and Central modes of-
“doing school,” improvements in student outcomes will continue. to depend on .
arbltrary, idiosyncratic and unspeclﬁable processes and hundreds of thousands of
New York City students will be demed the effective schoolmg that should be theirs by.
nght :

Executive Summary . ) ‘ - . xi
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INTRODUCTION

Across the country, school-based planning for instructional improvement has been a -
major education reform focus for more than two decades. Initially, various school-

' based management efforts proposed to put schools in charge of some of their own
- operations. But this resulted in the delivery of increased disci'etion rather than real

autonomy, most school-based management schools received only a modicum of power

over issues marginal to budgeting and school improvement.

In the past decade, districts across the country began experiments in school-based
budgeting. As the research of the Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform

suggests, these districts developed a variety of schemes to decentralize budgeting.’
Again what resulted was increased discretion over mostly marginal expenditures.

Only New York City’s new budgetlng system reverses the trad1tlonal top-down
budgeting flow endemic to most school systems. The Galaxy budgeting system,
begun as part of the Performance Driven Budgeting (PDB) initiative of the New
York City public school system, generates a school’s budget from its table of

‘organization, and then derives district and Central budgets by aggregatmg all school

budgets.

_ After two years of implementing Performance Driven Bndgeting in New York City,

the outline of a radically different budgeting and instructional improvement system
may be emerglng With the development and implementation of the Galaxy system

.in five p1lot (Phase I) districts and almost 200 schools, school-level instructional
. decisions have the potential to drive school, district and Central budgets.

As Galaxy implementation moves from Phase I districts and schools to other
districts and schools throughout the City, Central has begun to restructure the
or_ganization and functioning of its major fiscal systems. But successful ‘
implementation of PDB across all the City’s schools is by no means assured. The -~
potential to derail both Galaxy and PDB is real. Passive acceptance, mechanical
comphance bureaucratic evasion, resistance to revising set procedures as well as
rooted opposition to change and other inertial forces could stall Galaxy, neutralize
the gains made in restructuring Central’s fiscal systems, and halt PDB
implementation. Indeed, continuing and major difficulties integrating Galaxy with ‘
other Board of Education fiscal systems indicate that the path to fundamental
restructuring is quite complex — and thorny o

"Much is at stake with the implementation of Performance Driven Budgeting.

Introduction ' : ' . 1
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If implementation is successful, the New York City school system will be fOcused as
. never before on improving student achievement, and will clearly demonstrate that
_pubhc schools can work effectively for a]l chlldren '

However, if PDB is assumlated into traditional school, dJstnct and Central modes of
"“domg school,” unprovements in student outcomes will continue to depend on |
- arbitrary, idiosyncratic and unspecifiable processes, and hundreds of thousands of

" New York City students will be denied. the effective schoolmg that should be theirs
by right.

Introduction . . 1 8 o . . ' 2
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'CHAPTER 1

OVERVIE\X/ OF THE PERFORMANCE DRIVEN BUDGETING INITIATIVE

| THE CHALLENGE OF PERFORMANCE DRIVEN BUDGE'HNG

Performance Driven Budgetmg (PDB) is a form of school- based budgetlng that

explicitly links budgetmg to i 1mprov1ng instruction and student performance PDB, a -

key component of former Chancellor Crew’s vision of a performance driven school
system, “focuses its energies on the sole goal of i improving performance in teach1ng
and learmng 1 ' ' -

In the chancellor s deﬁmtlon a performance driven system
e Defines clear standards for student learning;
. Identlﬁes educatlonal strategxes for all students to meet these standards;

. Ahg'ns all resources, pohc1es and pract1ces to carry out these strategues

" e Track results and

o . Uses the data to dnve continuous 1mprovement and holds the entire system
“accountable for student performance : ' ‘

In August 1996, Chancellor Crew invited members of the publlc school commumty to

participate as partners in the design and 1mplementat10n of Performance Driven
 Budgeting. PDB, the chancellor said, would prov1de local educators with mcreased
control and ﬂex1b1hty over the use of resources so that they could engage in more

creative program development, more effective problem solv1ng, and more efficient

‘use of resources to improve student performance

The PDB invitation established a framework of goals and principles (Appendix A);

outlined a three- to five-year phased-m implementation process that began with the ,

selectlon of Phase I pilot districts; and called for obtaining outside fundmg for an
evaluation to "help us to understand whether or not we are on the right track."

- Today, that framework of goals and prmclples underglrds and gmdes the

development of PDB; the. phased-in implementation process has proceeded with the B
piloting of PDB in six Phase I districts; and New York Umverslt)fs Inst1tute for

‘Education and Social Policy was selected to conduct a collaboratlve mult1 level

three-year evaluatlon begmmng in the fall of 1997

! August 23, 1996 letter from Chancellor Crew to all district superintendents

2 An Invitation'to Partnership in the Design and Implementation of Performance Driven
Budgeting, p.1. :

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgetiigl§itiative : 3
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- Our First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative -
covered the period from PDB’s inception in February 1997 through August 1998.

That rebort focused on the development of PDB; what PDB would look like if it were -

| operating successfully; and the changes in pohcles and practlces needed for

implementation to be successful. We also examined how and to what extent Central
and the Phase I districts were generating-the conditioris necessary. for successful

PDB implementation.

The task of the second year of the evaluation, covering the period from September
1998 through August 1999, is to examine whether changes in policies and practices
taking place at the Central and district levels.have enhanced the ability of schools to.
create budgets that are linked to improving student performance. Our third and
final report will cover the period from September. 1999 through August 2000.

PDB |MPLEMENTA110N HIGHUGHTS THROUGH AUGUST 1998

Chancellor Crew’s vision of PDB called for the creation of a new, comprehenswe

. system to support bottom-up school-based planning and budgeting.-

In December 1996, shortly after Chancellor Crew articulated his vision, the New
York State legislature enacted a school governance law that mandated the creation -
of school plamﬁng teams and school-based budgeting in every New York City public
school. The new law also shifted substantial authority away from community school
boards to the chancellor, to the superintendents and, to some extent, to the schools
themselves. For the first time, there were clear lines of accountability: pr_incipals

~were accountable to superintendents who were accountable to the Chancellor.

‘The changes set in motion by PDB and the school governance law challenge, how -
-schools, districts and Central have traditionally functioned in New York City. For a

performance-driven system to work the central administration has to cede control
over resource allocation’ decisions to districts and schools, and must re1nvent 1tself as
a service orgamzatlon Districts have to cede considerable control over budgetlng,
staffing and 1nstruct10na1 orga.mzatlon to schools, while developing an effective role

“for themselves as facilitators, trainers and supporters of school-based planning and

budgeting. Finally, schools must accept the multiple challenges of managing
themselves, embracing and carrying out their new powers, w}nle being held
accountable for their students performance :

In February 1997, six commumty school d1stncts the Brooklyn and Queens High

School superintendencies, and the Internat10na1 ngh School Network i 1n the
Alternative High School superintendency accepted those challenges. These Phase I-

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative : 4
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districts were expected to deyelop PDB implementation models whose variety “would
enable more opportunities for the development of innovative strategies and teach us
more about the kinds of approaches that are likely to be successful.” Systemwide:
implementation would be based on the successes of one or more of these models.

Former Deputy Chancellor for Operations Harry Spence became responsible for the -

overall direction and implementation of PDB.

Field- based and Central staff identified five sets of systemic pohcy and coord1natlon
issues: earlier allocations to schools; personnel hlnng and ﬂex1b1hty, school based
budgeting and expenditure; development of strategies to change city, state and
federal reg‘u.latmns and laws impeding effective PDB implementation; ‘and
development of a Request for Proposal for. the PDB evaluation. Districts and schools
continued developing their varied PDB approaches.

. In March 1998, former Deputy Chancellor Spence annourniced a major change in PDB -

1mplementatlon strategy — the creation of a new field-based approach. The task of

developing and implementing this approach was given to a Core Group consisting of
- the six directors of operations from the Phase I community school districts and two

directors of operations from Phase II districts. Beverly Donohue, the Chief Financial
Officer, became responsible for coordinating PDB activities, and Liz Gewirtzman,
Director of Operations i in District 2, became the Core Group Leader and PDB Pro_]ect
Director.4 - :

Implementation at the System Level

In our First Annual Report we deta11ed the maJor changes that took place at
Central during the period end1ng.August 1998. Under the direction of Chief
Financial Officer Beverly Donohue ’

. Imtlal allocations were made to the dlStl'lCtS prior to the end of the school - year
and months earlier than in past years;

e Design and development was begun on Galaxy 2000, a computerlzed school-
based budgeting system; .

e The Budget Office was reorganized and reconceptualized to free many dlstncts
from tight fiscal monitoring and to provide other districts with more assistance;

3 Ibid.. p.1

4 The Core Group members were Liz Gewirtzman, Robert Wilson (Dlstnct 2), Vincent Clark
(District 9), Rosendo Abreu (District 10), Efrain Villafane (District 13), Magda Dekki -
(District 19), Mark Gullo (District 20) Jerry Schondorf (District 22) and Sandy Brewer
(Dlstnct 27).

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative ’ 5
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' Districts were permitted to roll over unexpended tax levy funds from one fiscal

year to the next;

.o . The Budget Request process was improved and expanded to give more schools an

. opportunity to participate in defining their fiscal needs;

o 'Improved School Based Budget and Expenditure Reports were produced to detail L

funds budgeted and spent for every school and district and for the system as a’
whole and '

e Streamlined and simplified automated purchasmg and contractmg processes
were put in place.

. Under the direction of Deputy Chancellor Spence Central developed a ‘School

Leadersh1p Team (SLT) plan that, in accordance with the 1996 governance law,
mandated the creation of a school leadership team at every school, and assigned two :
core functions to these teams: developing the school’s instructional improvement
plan, and creating a budget linked to that plan. The Division of Human Resources
began to move certain hiring act1v1t1es to the d1str1ct and school levels.

- Under the direction of Deputy Chancellor for Instruction Judith Rizzo, the Division

of Assessment and Accountability produced a variety of student performance data
reports in increasingly d1saggregated form In addition, a number of 1mportant '

instructional tools were developed

. ECLAS, the Early Childhood Literacy Assessment System, a kindergarten to

grade three low-stakes perforinance assessment designed to help teachers
- ‘analyze young ch1ldren s developmental progress in 11teracy and use the results
~ to reconﬁgure appropriate classroom instructional strategles

e PASS (Performance Assessment of Schools Systemw1de) a school-level
performance evaluation 1nstrument to help schools assess the quality of their
education practice; : :

. C'omprehens1ve Educational Plan (CEP)" an instructional planning document
that requires SLTs to. assess school performance and specify how 1nadequate
performance will be improved,;

e District Comprehensive Educational Plan (DCEP), which specifies how the -
district will provide support and help schools develop the capacity to effectively
implement its CEP. The DCEP combines the state-required plans and budgets
for multiple reimbursable programs into one document.

The CEP and DCEP were also conceived as key elements in a new performance-
driven accountability system that. evaluates principals on issues of educational
eﬂ'ectlveness and school performance rather than on-the comphance and procedural
issues that had been the basis of traditional evaluatlon

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative 2 2 ' - 6
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~ Implementation in the Pilot Community School Districts ,

The community school districts that volunteered for Phase I came to PDB with a
vanety of experiences honing their budgetmg and instructional practices. . :
Essentlally, PDB accelerated the evolution of each district’s partlcular approach to -
decentrahzed budgeting and school-based mstructlonal planmng

We 1dent1ﬁed two highly developed models of performance driven budgetmg in the
work of District 2 and D1stnct 22. Each developed its own approach to budgetmg for
instructional 1mprovement an instructionally-focused, principal- dnven planmng '
process in District 2; and a highly collaboratlve broadly participatory planning -
process in District 22. Both districts share numerous characteristics of effectiveness,
and both are bu11d1ng PDB on their base of prior successful practlce Both Districts 2
and 22:

¢ had long-term superintendents who were successful in improving student
performance

e * have few, if any, schools that can be characterized as failing';

e send a clear message to the school community that continuously improving
student performance — espec1ally in literacy - is expected of all’ school leaders
and staff;

- . provide extensive support and training -to buttress their high eXpectations; and -

» seek to develop school-district relationships characteri_zed,by collaboration, .
communication, trust and respect. i ‘

_ The two districts have gradually been instituting school-based budgeting in all their

schools over a five- to seven-year period. They make publlc all school allocatlons and

support ﬂex1b111ty in school budgetlng o

Implementation in the Pilot High School Super'intendencies
* Implementation in the pilot high schools dlﬂ'ered considerably from the process in '
the community school districts because h1gh schools, for more than two decades,
have been adnnmstered centrally Individual high schools receive their school
. budgets directly from Central. In contrast to the elementary and middle schools,
high school supenntendents play a very small role in the allocatlon of funds to their
schools.

People in the PDB h1gh school supenntendenc1es and Central 1dent1ﬁed six maJor
areas of concern: late allocations; late hiring; inflexible stafﬁng, lack of an

: annuahzed budget; inflexible funding; and inflexible spending. Wh11e some progress
was made in these areas during 1997- 98 there was apparently a policy dec1smn in

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative ‘ ' 7
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1998-99 that PDB at the high school level be assimilated into a systemw1de

: 'approach to reforming all high schools.

During 1998-99, the six high school superintendencies were able to function more

~ like community school districts in that they were given power -- previously

exercised by Central -- to distribute most tax levy and reimbursable funds. However,
Central continued to mandate specific instructional programs, target money from
the schools’ budgets to fund those programs, and hold schools accountable for

compliance with those mandates

FINDINGS FROM THE FIRST ANNUAL REPORT

Our first year study found that Central’s changes seemed to reflect what schools
require to make effective instructional decisions and to configure their budgets to
support those decisions, as well as some understanding of how Central-level
administrative and operational structures must be transformed. These changes
suggested a shift from traditional forms of hierarchically-mandated allocations,
procedures and operations to a more ﬂex1ble user-fnendly, response-driven support

and provision system.

We thought this perception of a significant change in how Central historically
functioned might ha\}e been overly optimistic. The apparent shift, at least at that
stage, still seemed reversible. A loss of momentum, new policy directions, or
obdurate res1stance might well contribute to a reassertion of command and control

‘modes of budgetmg operation.

Nevertheless, we found quite purposiveactivity in attempting to link and integrate
many traditionally separated and ﬁ'agmented operations and functions. If such
integrating activity accelerated, we wrote, it might prove'possible to realign Central
as a support structure for school-based instructional planning:and budgeting.

Concerns

‘In our First Annual Report we also noted several challenges that emerged as the

PDB initiative unfolded:

1. The centrality of planning as the mode of school improvement may be over-

~ emphasized in this initiative, and the relatlonshlp of planning to the capacity
building that poorly performing schools require may be underemphasized. The
CEP/DCEP system depends on school capacity to plan effectively for
instructional improvement; Central needs to concentrate more effort on ensuring
that poorly performing schools and districts have the capacity to support
effective instructional planning processes. '

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting initiative 2 4 ' 8
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2. Aligmnent of the City’s assessments with the New Standards content and
performance Standards is critical to eﬂ'ective school-based instructional planning.

3. It is unclear what the implications of systemW1de hlgh school reform efforts hold
for PDB implementation in the high schools.

4. Ttis unclear how far below top command levels Central’s commitment to its new
role as a support structure extends. The ability to hire and assign staff, for
example, although identified as a critical ingredient of effective school- based
instructional planning, didn’t appear to have been appremably improved. .
Progress in advancing the ablhty of schools to merge funding streams,
partlcularly PCEN allocations in non-Tltle I schools, remamed slow

5. Once Centra.l’s School Leadership Team policy was established, the need for
several forms of training to help teams successfully fulfill their responS1b1ht1es
became apparent: 1) training on what teams need to know to help them function

effectively; 2) training on how to do instructional planning; and 3) trammg on
budgeting and ﬁnance 1ssues Would this training be made available?

6. The effectiveness of PDB depends on the dehvery of useful data to d1str1cts and
" schools in a. t1mely manner. :

7. Several concerns relate to SCaling up the PDB initiative to non-Phase I districtS'

¢ How can d1str1cts strengthen their efforts to build the capamty of school-level
planmng teams" :

e How can Central help districts develop and build their capamty to help
schools learn to budget and plan mstructmnally"

¢ How can districts develop their capacity to prov1de the tralmng and support
- that effectlve school teams require?

¢ How can districts and Central insure that school teams get the necessary
time to carry out the1r planning and budgeting responS1b1ht1es‘7 . ‘

- 8. Our overarcthg concern was whether Central would maintain the sustained
focus necessary to transform a traditional command-driven bureaucracy into a
flexible system that supports: demsmn-mak.mg authonty and continuous -
improvement of teaching and learning at the school level.

- The NYU Evaluatlon '
Our second year evaluation probed those concerns by documentmg and analyzmg
the effectiveness of PuB design and unplementatlon at the Central, district and
school levels.
The overall evaluation is designed as'a two-part effort: an implementation
assessment and an impact assessment. The implementation assessment documents

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative 9 -

.25




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative - ) May 2000

the approaches used by Central and the Phase I d1stncts and schools to move PDB
from concept to reality. The impact assessment analyzes the results of PDB
implementation in schools and districts in seven broad areas-of policy and practice

that We hypothesize are necessary components of successful imple'mentation'5

- 1. Movement of authonty in budgetlng, personnel and mstructlonal planmng to the -

school level;

2. Restructunng of resource allocatlon pohc1es and practlces to support school level

1nstruct10nal planmng and budgetlng,
3. Prov_lsmn of 1nformatlon-that schools need to plan and budget"
4. Development of the capaclty at all levels to support SLTs’ work of planning and
budgetlng, o . A
5. . Creatlon of more broad-based, partlclpatory and 1nﬂuent1al dec1smn-maklng
,structures at the school level

6. Establishment of an effective accountablhty and reportlng system and

7.. Development of a systech culture that supports school demsmn—makmg and -

cont1nuous school nnprovement

Research Activities _
During each of the two years of our study, we conducted

e one or more 1nterv1ews with senior executlve staff at Central

e observations of Galaxy Steering CommJttee meetings and other Centrally- ' -
convened conferences and meetings;

e one or more interviews with all supenntendents and d1rectors of operatlons of
the six Phase ] PDB d1str1cts :

e mterv1ews with deputy supenntendents and other district- level personnel in
most Phase I d1str1cts ‘ :

® one or more 1nterv1ews W1th the principals of the three PDB schools where we
also observed school planmng team meetlngs training sess1ons, and other. school ‘
' act1v1t1es :

- 5 Next year, the.impact assessment will also analyze the initiative’s effect on student
-outcomes, using quantitative methods.

26

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative B . ‘ 10




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative

" May 2000

| observations of d1stnct act1v1t1es 1nc1ud1ng d1str1ct allocatlon conferences and

tralmng sessions; -

high schools to examine school-level pla.nmng and budgeting practices; .

) document collection from Phase I d18tr1cts and schools and from Central and -

s1m11ar act1v1t1es in the four non-PDB schools inour study

. In add1tlon in the second year of the study we conducted a focus group w1th ﬁﬁeen
‘ teachers serv1ng on school planmng teams in three Phase 1 d1str1cts

The remaJnder of the 'report explores our second year ﬁndings.‘ :

27

~ confidential, anonymous surveys of up to seven planning team' members in each
- of 23 schools selected from four of the six Phase I districts, and in all 13 Phase I

Chapter 1: Overview of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative
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CHAPTER 2

 SYSTEMWIDE ACTIVITIES |MPACTING PDB |MPLEMENTATION

Th1s chapter provides a bnef overview of the actions Central took during the second
year of the PDB initiative that had an unpact on the implementation of PDB. In
Chapter Four, we descnbe how Central’s actions 1mpacted the PDB Phase I districts

| and schools.

CHANGES IN CENTRAL'S FINANCIAL SYSTEMS

‘The Core Group of directors of operatlons is developmg Galaxy 2000, a computenzed _

school-based budgeting system in which school-level decisions drive district and
Central budgets. Galaxy development and nnplementatlon are proceedmg in
tandem, with implementation bemg guided by the Core Group and the Galaxy
Steering Committee, a group of Central ﬁnanmal and mformatmn system managers
convened by the Chief Financial Officer. '

. Galaxy unplementatlon began in June 1999, when the Phase I districts provided
~ a'structure for their schools’ budgets, and schools then entered their budgets,
using a preliminary version of Galaxy ca]led the “sketchpad.” In 1999-2000, all
Phase I schools were slated for upgrading to a full Galaxy system that is
mteg'rated W1th Central s accounting and budgetmg systems. -

e To support school- and district-level Galaxy implementation, Central provided ‘
laptop c'omputers to all Phase I principals, and, in June 1999, Galaxy training for
all Phase I districts’ busmess staffs, principals and other school planmng team
members - :

. Central prov1ded management training for both Phase I and Phase II directors of
operations in the 1998-99 school year. The eighteen Phase II directors of
- operations were to receive more intensive training in 1999-2000. Phase I
districts and schools will implement Galaxy in 2000- 2001. Phase III districts and
schools, along with the high schools and District 75 are slated to begin Galaxy
implementation in 2001-2002. '

_ ® Future plans include integrating nljmerous school planning functiorls into

Galaxy, including an automated CEP development tool that accesses relevant
" school- and student-level data, with the ability to share and gather information
from other sources.

¢ The main function of the Galaxy Steering Committee, composed of the Core Group leader, -
the PDB Project Manager and Central financial and information system managers, is to
change and/or coordinate Central fiscal policies and practices in respOnse to issues surfaced

- by Galaxy’s development and implementation.

’28
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Accordmg to Chief Financial Officer Beverly Donohue “Ga.laxy changes’ the question
from ‘Here’s the money. What do we do with it? to ‘Here’s the | program we want.
How do we pay for it?” To support a change of that magnitude, essentially movmg
dec1smn-mak1ng from the top of the school system to the bottom, Central had to-

-examine all financial systems and policies to determine their fit with the new

scheme, and adjust accordingly. Several key actions were taken:

. Currently,. one-third of the community school districts have substantla.l
responsibility for their own fiscal affairs, a result of the Budget Office’s
dlﬁ'erentlated three-level approach to district fiscal responS1b1]1ty

¢ In support of district-level fiscal responsibility, Central 1mplemented the Core
‘Group’s concept of Additional Spending Authority (ASA). ASA is a mechamsm
whereby Central “fronts” funds to the districts that it expects to receive from
State grants and other sources.

e To fannhanze all New York City schools W1th the concept of school based budgets _
built on school- developed instructional plans, Central continued and expanded
~ its Budget Request process Growing numbers of schools (67% i in 1998-99)
participated in this “structured -exercise” in which schools budgeted a small
discretionary allocation that was aggregated to the district and Centra.l levels
~and mcorporated into the Chancellor’s Budget Request. '

~In add1t10n to these key actions, Central 1dent1ﬁed severa.l areas ‘that could be .

decentrahzed or made more flexible.

o Inthefall of 1998 Central transferred the operatlon and budgets for the
Committees on Special Educatlon (CSE) and School Based Support Teams

(SBST) to the districts and schools. The CSEs and SBSTs are responsible for the -

evaluation and placement of students in specla.l education programs.

.* Central made significant new d1scretlonary tax levy dollars available to the

: d1str1cts and made the use of cértain categonca.l tax levy dollars more ﬂex1ble

" SCHOOL LEADERSHIP TEAM PoLCY

In November 1998, Central initiated a three-year phase-in of a School Leadership
Team plan designed to lodgejauthority for instructional planning and budgeting

- with a team at the school level. The planning team, composed of a balance of parents
and school staff, is responsible for developing the school’s instructional improvement

plan (the comprehensive educational pl'an or CEP) and budgeting its entire fiscal
a.llocatlon Districts are responsible for establishing district gu1delmes and
overseeing 1mplementatlon of SLT plans in their schools. o

dd
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The three-year phase-in required all schools to have a functioning planning team in
place by the fall of 1999. Teams must develop CEPs by the end of the 1999-2000 .
school year, and CEPs and budgets by the end of the 2000-01 school year.

CAPACITY BUILDING

Central sought to refine the planning and budgeting processes that comprise PDB
e The two deputy chancellors convened the Phase I superintendents to deve1_op a

comprehensive planning calendar and to examine the CEP and DCEP as
instructional planning tools. Plans were developed to 1ncorporate the schools
planning processes into the Galaxy system.

Central provided d1str_1cts with training, asmstance and financial support to
strengthen district capacity to assist schools in their planning and budgeting: .

e In1998- 99, Central provided all districts with a $65,000 allocation to support

district SLT activities. Additionally, Central allocated $72,000 per year to the
Phase I PDB districts to compensate for time spent by district. staﬂ' on Galaxy
development-related activities. Districts also initially received a one-time

$40,000 planning grant when they became a Phase I or Phase II PDB district..

¢ The Budget and Business Offices provided district office staff with training in
“budgeting and business practices. In many cases, the training was extensive,
such as the boot camps run by the Budget Office. The Board hired outside.
vendors to provide hands-on training in the Galaxy system for the business staff
in the six Phase I PDB district offices. The: Board also hired New York
University’s Wagner School of Public Service to prov1de management tralmng for
the Phase I and Phase II directors of operations.

Central prov_1de_d schools and SLTs with training, support and improized services, to
strengthen school capacity to plan and budget: _
¢ Clear concise information on team and district roles and responsibilities;

borough-wide SLT information meetmgs and support semces and tralmng for
districts and schools around the work of teams.

- o An annual grant consisting of two components: a $3OO annual reimbursement for

each team member, and a flat $10 000 grant to be used by the team specifically
- for building team capacity.

e Alist of pre- approved individuals and orgamzatlons offering pla.nmng and _
~ training services to dlstncts and schools.

e Central developed plans for a broad 3-year citywide parent outreach and
training effort, to be implemented in 1999-2000. Central also provided ongomg
tralmng and techmcal support for the PDB schools 1mplement1ng Galaxy.

| 3'0
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o Several Central offices made information useful to school planners avaﬂable to
schools and the public, often in a more accessible form. For example the Budget
Office increased the dissemination of its Initial Allocation document (BOR .
Allocation Memorandum #1, or “BOR1”) to PTA presidents, UFT chapter chairs,
SLT chairs and other members of the school community. BORL1 describes the

‘rationale behind every allocatlon to the districts, in addition to the actual -
: category-by-category allocation to each district. It also- 1nd1cates Title I fundmg
for every school and other mformatlon useful to school planners

. User-fnendly brochures and mformatlonal booklets were pubhshed ona vanety
of topics, ranging from school purchasmg procedures to grade-level curriculum
standards. Important school information, such as the Annual School Reports and
the School Based Budget Reports, are d1ssemlnated through the schools and
through the internet. :

Central continued to report on how the school system’s funds were bndgeted ‘and .
actually used, by publishing the annual School Based Budget’ Reports and School _
Based Expenditure Reports for every school and d1str1ct in the Clty

ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING TooLs

Central gained state approval for a revised DCEP Prewously, New York State had
required d1str1cts to prepare a detailed plan for each of twelve separate c_ategoncal A
.state-funded prog'rams The new DCEP integrated program descriptions for all.
state-funded programs into a single state comphance document. 'The CEP was also .
redeslgned to make it easier to use, less redundant, and aligned W1th the new DCEP.

The D1v1s10n of Assessment and Accountablllty (DAA) reﬁned the PASS
(Performance Assessment in the Schools Systemwide) process which helps schools
conduct: 1ndependent collaborative self-assessments of their mstructlonal practlces

- and conditions for teaching and learning. PASS was used w1dely throughout the

system in 1998- 99, by schools for self—assessment and by districts and Central

monitors to understand the needs of low performing schools. Assessment of the
effectlveness of a school’s SLT was 1ncorporated into the PASS _process.

DAA took several actions to unprove the City’s student assessment system,
including:

o Reﬁneme_nt and widespread implementation of its kindergarten to 34 grade low-
stakes performance assessment system, ECLAS (Early Childhood Literacy
Assessment System). Designed to analyze young children’s developmental
progress in literacy, ECLAS helps school planners develop appropnate classroom
1nstructlona1 strategies for the early grades.

31
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e  Development of an assessment system for grades 3 through 8 that is better
aligned with the City and State English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics
standards. The tests also provide data on student strengths and weaknesses in
the spec1ﬁc skill areas comprising the ELA and math standards. '

~ STUDENTDATA | | _

DAA provided much more detailed reporting of data to the districts and schools, and
intensified its data-specific training and support for superintendents and district
staff. ' ' . - '

¢ To help school planners understand individual class and grade needs, DAA

provided schools with aggregations (to the class level) of the individual subsk111 |
scores available from the new assessments (Items Skllls Analysis).

o The analyses made avallable through Central’s ATS system were enhanced to
include student year-to-year gains in achievement in several areas,
disaggregated for several d1screte student categories.

: CENTRAL OPERAHONS

Timing of Allocations to Districts

Central issued its initial allocation to the d1stncts on June 1 1999 -- more than two
‘_ months before the state and city budgets were passed -- in response to district and
school need for timely allocations. Because the allocatlon was made in early J une,
the PDB Phase I districts were able to make initial allocatlons to their schools by
mid-June, and these schools were able to create budgets by late June.

The timing of both the Central allocation to the districts and the d1stncts allocatlon
to their schools was a significant achievement, made possible by a high degree of
cooperatlon and collaboration among Central fiscal managers, the Core Group and
district and school planners. ‘ '

Streamlined Business Practices , . ‘
Several Central offices made improvements in business practices that allowed-
districts and schools to functlon more eﬂic1ently and effectively.

o The Division of Human Resources (DHR) gave districts an increased ablllty to
hire and process applicants at the local level, and developed plans to introduce
Resumex, an online application system for teachers, that “hooks up with the
needs of schools,” said DHR Executive Director Howard Tames.

e DHR produced a series of publications and a web site that make personnel
information more accessible. - 3 2 -
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e The centralized purchasing system was refined and improved to make school and
district purchasing easier and more cost effective. :

e The Division of Financial Operations (DFO) streamlined many business
procedures including simplification of accountmg codes, and provided more
support services to districts and schools. The division also plans to help districts

~ train a business liaison for each SLT. Louis Benevento, Executive Director of. the
Division of Financial Operations, said that Central’s had two optlons = to add
an accountant to each school” or to simplify functions. '

¢ The DFO planned major upgrades to the accounting and budgetihg systems and
worked with the Core Group to interface all financial operations__with Galaxy.

' TECHNOLOGY AND DATA SYSTEMS

Central’s goal is to connect every classtoom to Central’s intranet and to the internet.
The major focus for 1998-99 was to build an infrastructure to support this ‘
connectivity. The goal for 1999-00 is to connect as many classrooms as_possible, with

. the expectation that all middle school classrooms will have internet access by the

end of 1999-00. Central also funded a new position, Director of Information -
Technology, in every district to support school and district technology and .

information needs.

At the beginning of the 1999-2000 school yea.r, Central cohso]jdated its technology
and information system respons1b111t1es into a new D1v181on of Informatlon and

Instructlon Technology.

Central has embarked on a multl-year program to expand the ATS system to serve
high schools. '

~ HIGH SCHOOLS . , o .
* Central continued to st;'engtheh the high school superintendencies by giving them

control over the reimbursable allocations previously given directly to schools.

Thus, Central instituted a wide va1'1ety of system-level changes that support the

implementation of PDB, from a major restructunng of its financial systems to
significant improvements in its assessment and student data systems. Since major
changes in Central systems often have quite complex and even confou.nding results
at the district and school levels, Chapter Four of this report examines the effects of
the Central initiatives on the Phase I PDB districts and schools.

.33
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CHAPTER 3: PDB IN THE PHASE | DISTRICTS
A VARIETY OF IMPLEMENTATION MODELS '

As noted in last year’s report the six community school d1strlcts that volunteered to
pllot PDB all had some experience in school- based budgetmg and/or school-based
planmng The districts also had a common' mterest in furthering the development of
‘their school based methods. In November 1996, six d1stncts apphed to be p1lot
d1strlcts in the Performance Dr1ven Budgeting 1mt1at1ve

The PDB Planning Team that developed the plan for the PDB initiative in the
‘summer of 1996 discussed the criteria to be used in the selection of pilot districts.

" The team decided that choosing a d1verse group of districts would more likely result
in the development of a variety of 1mplementatlon models that mlght prove _

- instructive to ensuing phases of PDB 1mplementatlon '

The PDB Planmng Team reasoned that d1stncts with different student and staﬁ'
charactenst1cs might well develop different PDB unplementatlon strategles A
district with a large, highly mobile, non-English speaking populatlon, for example, -
might develop different strategies for engaging parents in school planning than a
~ district with a small number of English Language Learners. A district that creates -

~ and sustains many small schools might develop different approaches to team -
.collaborat1on than a district with very large schools. A district that loses a high
percentage of its staff every year might have a different approach to developmg
-school capa01ty for planning and budgeting.

- Of the six pilot districts the PDB Planning Team selected four are in Brooklyn, one
in Manhattan, and one in the Bronx; they span a wide range of neighborhoods and
populat1ons As the following table demonstrates, school and d1strlct size also vary

' s1gn1ﬁcantly, as do leadersh1p and staﬂ' charactenstlcs :
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TABLE3.1: PROFILE OF PHASE | PDB COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Average
: ’ ’ . - ofall-
CSD2 | CSDg | CSD13 | CSD19 | CSD20- | CSD22 CSDs
Number of students* | - 22,018 30,585 15,606 24,390 27,096 - 28,407 22,895
Number of students 468 927 679 813. 903 | 1015 789 .
‘perschool | . _ N '
Number of schools* 44 - 33 . 237 30 30 30
Number of Title | 14 [ 33 [ 22 30 17 - -} 13
. schools™*’ _ | I :
Number-of SURR o 6 3 . 7. 0 -0 97 -
schools*** - ‘ . (total) -
Principal turnover: 18% 36% 9% . 27% - 3% . 13% :
1998-99 to 1999-00"**** : . '

199798 Teacher characteristics .

Percent fully licensed 91% - 71% 74% 80% [ 92% 93% . 85%

Percent more than 5 62% 61% | 57% 60% | ©66% - |. 61% 62%
years' experience | - _ g ' . - - =

Average days absent 7.9 9:6 . 9.0 10.0. 9.5 84 9.0

Average salary™*** | $44,366 | $41,231 | $41,024 | $42,055 | $45,778 | $43,206 | $43,314

1 997-98 Student charactefistibs

Eligible for free lunch. 53% - 93% 87% 90% [ 70% 63% - 76% -

English Language 17% 26% - 5%  16% 26% 1% S 17% .
Leamers ‘ o Co . - .

Days attended | 93.1% | 87.9% | 88.7% | 89.2% | 925% | 92.2%. | 90.6%

Reading at/above 73.7% 35.7% 423% | 35.5% | 64._7% 61.5% _51 3%
grade level . : :
(elementary)

~ Aabove grade level | 825% . | 46.1% | 55.6% | 43.3% | 805% | 77.3% | 62.9%
~ in-math (elementary)’ : :

Reading a/above | 71.3%. | 28.8% | 445% | 34.8% | 52.4% - 605% | 47.1%
_grade level (middle ' . ' :
school)

Avabove grade level | 77.7% | 388% | 50.8% | 43.0% | 653% | 739% | 58.0%
in math (middle : ' : 1 .
school)-

Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual School Report of the New York Clty Board of Educatlon, except as noted
* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs : :
** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

*** January 10, 2000 New York State Education 'Depamneht Press Release

*"** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

***** Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase | district directors of operations
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At its core, PDB consists of school-level teams that develop instructional
improvement plans to meet student needs, and link school i'esou:ces to those plans.
Each of the six Phase I PDB districts has developed characteristic perspectives on -
how to help its schools i improve teaching and learning. That perspective shapes the
way each district is nnplementmg PDB '

Some districts have an extens1ve background in school-based decision‘-making and

- planning, including experience with Title I SchoolWide Programs, school-based

management/shared decision-making, and the Comer School Development model.
Other districts approach school-based planmng by seeking school- level mput

" primarily from the principal. As all districts move toward comphance with the

Chancellor’s School Leadership Team policy, their diverse experiences and

perspectives guide their SLT implementation strategy.

In the case studies below, we descrlbe each district’s school-based planning h1story

~ and the ‘composition and functlomng of each district’s school planning teams

We also explore how each district is handling the new roles districts and schools play
in the process of planning and ‘budgeting for mstructlona.l 1mprovement For each

~ district, we con31der the following questions:

e How did the distnct- prepare itself for its new role?

e How did the district prepare 1ts schools?

o How does the district dec1de on the pohc1es and pract1ces gmding allocations to

" the schools? _ _
e How much’ ﬂexibility does the district give its schools to plan and budget?

e How does the district differentiate between schools with varymg academ1c :
outcomes and varying capac1t1es for planning and budgeting?

‘e How explicitly does the district requ1re schools to link their mstructlona.l

improvement. plans to their budgets"

e Does the dlstnct publish its school allocations and budgets?

After discussing the SIX districts’ unplementatlon strategies, we present some Cross-
district i issues that surfaced during implementation.
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/

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 2

°. - CS8D2 Average of all CSDs
Number of students* | - 22,018 22,895 o
Number of students per school 468 - . 789 :;
Number of schools* 44 o
Number of Title I schools™ | - 14 :
- Number of SURR schools*™ 0 - 97 (total) 5
Principal turnover: 18% 5

1998-99 t01999-00*****

: ~ Fully licensed - 91% 85% - S
More than 5 years’ experience | 62% o 62% 3
Average days absent 79 9.0 3
Average salary**** | $44,366 - _ $43,314. &
— Eligible for free lunch 5% | 76%
English Language Learners 17% : 17%
o Days attended , 93.1% " 90.6%
Reading at/above grade level - 73.7% - ' 51.3%
(elementary) ' _
At/above grade level in math 82.5% 62.9%
" (elementary) ' '
Reading at/above grade level (middle 71.3% o 47 1%
' school) | -
" At/above grade level in math (middle 77.7% © 58.0%
: . ~ school) ' '

Race and Ethnicity " -_ ‘ ///////// '

7

Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual School Report of the New York Cify Boar
* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs :

** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Repdrts, New York City Board of Education

™" January 10, 2000 New York State Education Department Press Release

**** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

""" Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase | district directors of operations

Chapter 3: PDB In the Phase | Districts | - 21
~ 37 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative . May 2000 '

~ District 27 encompasses most of central and lower Manhattan. In 1998-99, District-
. 2 had 44 schools: 23 Pre-K through grade 5 elernentary schools, five Pre-K through
grade 8 schools, ten middle schools (grades 6-8) and six secondary schools (grades 6-
12), of which 14 had Title I status.8 All District 2 schools have been pilot schools in
the PDB initiative since its inception. Elaine Fink, who was District 2’s Deputy
Supenntendent for eight years under Anthony Alvarado is now District 2’s-

Superintendent.

Background for PDB Implementation: Focus on Instructional Improvement
District 2 focuses its energy and resources exclusively on 1nstruct10nal 1mprovement '
Every level of the district artlculates this focus as the central goal of the d1str1ct and ’

seems comrmtted to 1ts support

The district’s Comprehensive Education Plan (DCEP) states that D1str1ct 2 bases its
efforts on the premise that to aﬂ'ect improvement in student performance, schools
must prov1de h1gh quality instruction to all students. The’ strategy the district has -
been employmg has been to develop an instructional delivery system that utilizes .
professlonal development to improve teaching and learning. ‘The goal of that system
s to achieve and maintain high quality teaching and learning, coupled exphmtly

‘ with standards of student performance, for_eve‘ry student, in every content area, in
every classroom, in every school. The assessment of the quality and depth of student
work in relation to the. New Standards performance standards’is the determining

- factor in evaluating the quallty of the. pedagogy employed and in developing the
professional development strategies necessary to reach theu' goal.®

The District 2 DCEP defines the principles guiding the d1str1ct in developmg
1nstruct10nal unprovement strategies and professlonal development as:

7 This description is based on District 2’s November 1996 PDB proposal; FY 00 DCEP; FY 99
and FY 0 initial district allocation; selected FY 99 and FY 00 school budgets; interviews with
Superintendent Elaine Fink, Director of Operations Robert Wilson and Director of Choice
and Parent Education Ilene Friedman; miscellaneous district memoranda and training
materials and agendas; and’ observations of parent and pnnmpal trammg Also: 1998-99 .
School Based Budget Report. :

© 81n 1998- 99, ‘the Board of Education’s ﬁnanmal system recogmzed 34 Dlstnct 2 school umts
of which 14 had Title I status.

9 The District 2 DCEP states that “New Standards is a collaborative effort of the Learmng
Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh and the National Center
on Education and the Economy, in partnership with states and urban districts to build an
assessment system to measure student progress toward meeting national standards at levels
that are internationally benchmarked ” The standards are built directly on content
standards.
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. Itfs about instruction, and only about ‘instruction.

o Instructional change is a long-rhulti.-stage process.

e Shared experltise drives instructional change.

. | Focus should be on systemwide improvemeht

. Good ideas come from ta.lented people workmg together
e Set clear expectatlons, then decentra.hze

¢ Collegiality, carmg and respect

Every school in the district is held accountable through an annual goal- settmg
process. Each principal and school commumty conducts an “annual assessment of
indicators to see where they started, where they are, and where they should/would
like to be.” The principals create Goals and Objectives for the year, including a plan
of how they intend to achieve their objectives. The Goals and Objectives are the.
basis for numerous interactions between the Supenntendent and the principals,
including formal superintendent “walk throughs” of every classroom i in every. school

Each school’s Goals and Objectives gu1de the development of its CEP and
professional development plan. Principals choose from a menu of professional
development options available through the district to best address the needs of each
‘school’s teachers, as determmed during d1scuss1ons with the supenntendent

In the past two years, the d.lStI’lCt’S accountablhty procedures were t1ghtened “We've -
really pushed to define more accountable standards,” Superintendent Fink sa1d
“Because we insist on schools knowing, and tracking, the performance and progress
of each student, we can see — and schools can see — how many students are not
meeting the standard in English Language Arts and Math. We hold each pnnc1pa.l
and teacher accountable for student performance on specific performance standards.
And the standards help us to specify the lmprovement we want to see and to focus
more intensively on how to produce that improvement.”

Superintendent Fink said that the capacity of her district’s schools to use data
improved significantly across the previous two years. “We’ve created a very intensive
focus on data,” particularly data disaggregated by quartile. But the supermtendent
cautioned that she didn’t “want to kill the schools with data.” A lot more goes into
evaluating students and schools than scores alone, she said. “My walk-throughs --
which I do on a regular basis -- give me a much better picture of the whole school.
After my walk- -through, I'm not surprised at the school’s data. The data are very

- helpful when planning interventions and understanding wh.lch ones are effective.”
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“Accountability is not just about student data,” Superintendent Fink stated. “It’s
about improving teacher performance through profess1onal development It’s. about

r creatmg a school community of learning with your entire staff. It’s about creating
teacher leaders in your school. It’s about creating an environment of support for
constant growth with the pnnc1pal at the helm, leadmg it.” '

In District 2’s view, small schools are the best places to nurture such environments.
The average school size in District 2 is 468 students, very small by New York City
public school standards.10 District 2’s intense focus on instructional impro_vement
and professional development determines how it utilizes its budget. The district
makes a clear choice on how to spend its limited dollars it invests in profess1onal
development and the creation of small school communities.

In 1998-99, District 2 spent 7.6% of its total allocation on professional development,
compared to 2.1% in the typical non-PDB district. The district’s investment in - .
smaller schools results in higher principal costs as well. Since every school requires
a principal, more schools mean more principals. District'2 spends 2.3% of its total
allocation on principals, compared to an average of 1.7% in the typlcal non-PDB

 district.
Table 3.3: | Non-PDB
Percent of District o District 2 districts
'fo:unrg?eZZ?(?nedfd Professional development 76% - 21%
development Principals. [ 23% 7%
‘ Teachers & - - . 59.6% | = 642%
paraprofessionals, o] , . ‘
Support staff (AP, ' 5.9% T 7.3% -

supervisors, secretaries,
school aides, etc)

*Source: 1998-99 Schoo|-Based Budget Report

District 2’s commitment to profess1onal development and small schools takes _
priority over other poss1ble uses of district resources. As a result, District 2 spends a 'b
lower percentage of its funds on classroom teachers than does the typical non-PDB
district. The district also spends a lower percentage of its funds on
paraprofess1onals assistant principals, other superv1sors, school aJdes and
secretanes

10 Only three districts in New York Clty have a smaller average school size — Dlstncts 1, 3
and 4. :
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Development of School Leadership Teams

District 2 is typical of community school dlStl'lCtS in New York City in that the
district supports two districtwide parent groups: a Presidents Council, with
representatives from each school’s PA/PTA; and a Title I/PCEN Parents Advisory
Council. In addition, District 2 has a Parent Standards Group, an important element
of its educational focus. The Parent Standards Group meets with the district’s:

' Parent Liaison to identify parent concerns and help develop effective ways to

communicate with families about the New Standards the district is implementing.

_ District 2 schools interact with their parents in a variety of ways, mostly centered

around improving parent understanding of, and support for, standards-based

instruction and student 1earnmg

~One veh1c1e for school-level collaboration is the School Based Standards Team,

- consisting of each school’s principal and representatives of its teachers'and

professional development staff. This team is part of an ongoing school-level
conversation about instructional improvement and student learning. -

Principals are responsible for working with their barents and staff to ensure that

the school environment is most conducive to student learning. District 2’s principals
take different approaches to collaboration with school constituencies. They know
that they are responsible for compliance with state and cify mandates, incIuding the
SLT plan. They are expected to comply with those mandates in the context of the
District 2 focus on instructional improvement. In schools where formal planmng
teams existed, they were left in place; in schools where no formal planning teams

-emsted the district asked the prmc1pal to create a planmng team. The d1str1ct also

reached out to parents to encourage parent partlmpatlon

Superintendent Fink indicated that there was some tension within the district about
a forced change to a new mode of school-based management. “If what [pﬁncipalsj
have is effective, they don’t understand why eve'ry,-school’s team has to look the
same. Principals feel they’re being held accountable for decisions teams now will

have the authority to make. Also, it takes up a great deal of time, when it may not

be necessary. Successful schools should be allowed to continue to use the structures

- they've developed.”
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In response to a question about the type of planning process in their school, planning
team memibers in the six District 2 schools we surveyed tended to characterize their
teams as school leadership teams and as grade-level planning teams.1! '

Chart:3.1:

"No Formal Planning Process [:5:7{5%

School Leadership Team

Subject Level Planning Team

Grade Level Planning Team

PDB Planning Team

State Mandated (100.11)

Schoolwide Program

SBM/SDM L

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60% ' 70% 80% . 90% 100%

Planmng teams in these schools had an average of six members in both years of our

study.!2
Table 3.4: Average number of | Average number of
Composition of team members, team members,
- District 2 School 1997-98 1998-99
Planniog Teams Teachers . - . i
. Parents 2. .
- Principals | -1 -1
Other 07 . 03
Team size | 6.2 5.8

1 Respondents were asked to indicate as many types of planmng processes as were .
applicable to their school’s team. There were 20 survey respondents in District 2. It should be
noted that half the district’s schools participating in this survey did not have Title I status

" and thus were not e11g1b1e to partlclpate in a Title I SchoolWide Program.

12 These data are based on the school 1nformat10n forms completed by the principals of the

six- schools in the study.
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In District 2, training for team members reinforces the district’s intense focus on
improving instruction and student outcomes. District 2 provided training sessions to
inform school constituencies about the SLT policy requirements. District workshops
were presented on consensus building, team processes and how to establish and
budget for school priorities. The district emphasized training in how to analyze

- student performance data at the school, grade classroom and individual student |

levels TraJmng has also beglm on CEP development ‘
About half the survey respondents in District 2 indicated that they rece1ved some

-training for their work on the planmng team. About half also md1cated that their

team received training i in how. to understand student performance data and in
effective team dec1s1on-mak1ng More than half said their team rece1ved tra1mng in ‘
how to read a budget and in understandmg the budgeting process. '

School Planning and Budgeting

District 2 leadersh1p makes explicit the cnt1cal hnk” between the school’s goals and
objectives and its budget. “Schools have to show what resources they’re allocatmg for
professional. development and how each component of that expenditure is linked to .
each part of their plan. I used to have schools staple their budgets to their plans,” -
said Supermtendent Fink. “Now I ask them to.talk about how they’re usmg their

resources in narratlve form within their plan.”

All schools in District 2 are treated the same for budgeting purposes. “We don’t need
to do differentiation,” said Director of Operations Robert Wilson. “We have eight
principal mentors who support the new principals.” However, the lowest- performing

~ schools in the district are “held.on a t1ghter rein,” said Superintendent Fink, when it

comes to determlmng their 1nstructlonal improvement plans (which drive the1r
budgets). '

' D1str1ct 2’s’ pohcy is to a]locate to the schools the largest poss1ble percentage of the
"district’s allocation, and to- give- 1t in such a way that the schools have maxrmum '

budgeting flexibility. That percentage has increased over the past four years said .
Superintendent Fink. The district used to hold back “a significant percentage of
funds for initiatives we wanted to mount. Now the schools get everything. We hold
back nothing.” To the extent that schools do not need their entire allocations for -
their intended purposes, they may use the money as they see fit. Two of the
allocatlons schools receive are to cover per diem teacher (substitute) expenses and
telephone costs.
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The district’s tax levy funds are allocated to the schools according to clearly-
articulated register-driven formulas. These allocations may be used at the discretion
of the school, once city and state mandates are met. For example, schools receive a
tax levy allocation for school support — supervisors, secretaries, school aides, etc ~
but schools do not have to use it in any specific way or even for school support

_ personnel. Reimbursable funds are also allocated by formula, and can also be

budgeted at the discretion of the school in accordance with the programmatlc

requirements of the fundlng source.

The district has two targeted district-wide allocations provided for specific
initiatives: Reading Recovery/Early Intervention and Professional Development.
Schools must use the former allocation for Reading Recovery or for another early
intervention program approved by the superintendent. When budgeting the
professional development allocation, schoeols “can choose the professional
development they want from a menu of options, or they can develop an alternative
approach that must be approved by the superintendent,” Director of Operations
Robert Wilson said. :

Since school allocatlons and bndgets are made public, every school knows how much-
money all other schools have received and how they have budgeted their allocations.

District 2, which developed- and implemented the prototype Galaxy budgeting
system, is one of five PDB Phase I districts piloting the Galaxy 2000 budgeting -
system for the 1999-2000 school year. In June, the district held a series of workshops
for principals at which Director of Operations Wilson distributed an allocation memo -
detailing the initial allocations to the schoo,ls, with instructions for schedoling" the
allocations. The workshops also introduced the principals to the new Galaxy 2000
program. Within two weeks the principals siibmitted final budgets, via the Galaxy
2000 system, to the district, which aggregated the school budgets into its
comprehensive district budget. '

District 2 team members we surveyed indicated that their teams participated in
instructional planning. When we asked what kinds of changes in instructional
programs their teams had recommended in response to student needs, almost half (8
out of 20) responded vvith, specific written exainples. Some of the recommended
changes were: afterschool remedial programs, extended day and other intervertion

programs, and additional staff positions (like Reading Recovery) and materials.

All schools in District 2 have been using a Galaxy prototype system for a number of
years. Perhaps as a conseéquence, team involvement in budgeting is high. Seventy-_
five percent of the District 2 team members reported that they participated in

- developing their school’s budget.

L=
IS
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3/\ COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 9

CsD9 Average of all CSDs
Number of students* . 30,585 22,895
Number of students per school 927 789
Number of schools* 33
Number of Title | schools™* 33
Number of SURR schools*** 6 97 (total)
Principal turnover: 36%
1998-99 to 1999-00*****
. Fully licensed 71% 85%
More than 5 years’ experience 61% . 62%
Average days absent 9.6 .9.0
Average salary**** | $41,231 $43,314
Eligible for free lunch 93% 76%
English Language Learners 26% 17%
Days attended 87.9% 90.6%
Reading at/above grade level 35.7% 51.3%
(elementary)
Atabove grade level in math 46.1% 62.9%
(elementary)
Reading at/above grade level (middie 28.8% 47.1%
school)
At/above grade level in math (middle 28.8%
school) o

Race and Ethnicity

Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual School Report of the New York City Board of Education, except as noted:
* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs

“* 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

*** January 10, 2000 New York State Education Department Press Release

**** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

***** Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase I district directors of operations
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District 9'8 is located in the Southwest Bronx, in the poorest Congressional district
in the country. In 1998-99, District 9 had 33 schools: 25 elementary and 8 middle
schools, all of which have Title I status. Six schools were designated by the state as
SURR schools — Schools Under Registration Review — because of low performance.
Three District 9 schools have been participating as pilot schools in the PDB
initiative: CES 42, CES 126 and CES 148.14 Maria Santory-Guasp has been the
Superintendent since 1996.

Building Accountability on a Base of Fiscal Responsibility

Since 1991, District 9, as indicated in its District Comprehensive Education Plan,
“continues to demonstrate an exemplary level of fiscal responsibility, effective
budget management and integrity.” The district’s PDB efforts are built upon a well-
developed school-based budgeting system that, along with Title I SchoolWide
Programs (SWP), gave the district’s schools some measure of control over their

budgeting and spending.

With the advent of PDB and the appointment of Superintendent Guasp, formerly
Chief Executive for Instruction and Student Support Services at the New York City
Board of Education, the district turned its attention to linking its budgeting process
to improved student performance. The district now emphasizes improving literacy
and providing school- and district-level professional development. -

Student performance data are used extensively in the district’s accountability
system. When the superintendent meets with principals at the beginning of the
school year on their goals and objectives, “we look at the data and discuss how many
percentage points they feel can be improved. We monitor this on an ongoing basis. .
. Last year, of thirty-three schools, twenty-one met their targets,” she said.

The district emphasizes use of student performance data at the school level, and
makes all school data public. “I discuss them widely and develop a school-by-school

13 This description is based on District 9’s 1996 PDB proposal; May 1997 PDB Strategic Plan;
FY 99 and FY 00 PDB Budget Planning Plan Book; FY 00 initial district allocations;
“Budgeting Made Easy”; FY 00 DCEP; selected FY 00 school budgets; April 1999 Draft
District Plan for School Leadership Teams; interviews with Superintendent Maria Santory-
Guasp and Director of Operations Vincent Clark; miscellaneous district memoranda. Also:
1998-99 School Based Budget Report.

14 Although District 9 was included in Phase I of the PDB initiative, the district was not
expected to begin implementing PDB until 1998-99. Therefore, this evaluation does not
include surveys or observations of District 9 planning teams or other District 9 PDB
activities.
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compari_son with the previous year,” said Ms. Gn_asp. She feels that Central’s data
analyses have improved and are more uéer-ﬁ‘iendly and useful to school teams. _
Disaggregated by grade, they * pomt out strengths and weaknesses and inform
[school level] planning.” ' o

~ School Plannmg Teams

Since the 1990-91 school year; D1str1ct 9 has been encouraging 1ts schools to become
T1tle I SchoolWide Program schools. Thlrty-one of the district’s tthty-three schools -
are now SWP schools, each with a school planning team -

The district 1ntroduced the Chancellor’s School-LeadershJ_p Team Plan by,;‘engaging
teams in discussion around the legislation and what they needed to include,” said
Superintendent Guasp. “Once the plan came out, we disseminated it to every .
principal, every UFT chapter cha1rperson and every PA pres1dent Then ata
principals’ conference and the CEP conference it was on the agenda. We answered

' questions and discussed it.”

“The district provides two four-hour training sessions in finance for principals, SWP

teams and school secreta.ries.» This past year, the district used outside’cbnsultants to
conduct two-day training’ sessions with school teaxn's on “group dynamics, school
leadership etc. At least one parent came from each school up to three to four parents

- - per school. It was very successful and will be repeated next year.”

. The District Leadersth Team met for the first time in March 1999 to develop its ,‘

draft District Plan for School Leadership Teams. The main role of the team is to

~ “help schools move their own agendas.”

School Planmng and Budgetmg _
The SWP planmng team experience was valuable traJmng for school planmng and
budgeting act1v1t1es in District 9, said D1rector of Operations Vincent Clark. Over

_ the two years of the district’s involvement in the PDB 1n1t1at1ve, the school teams

began to engage “in a combined program and budget planning process, involving all
funding sources -- general education, special education, and funded programs.”

Four key school leadership team members -- principal, UFT chapter ¢hair, parent -
association president and school leadérship team chaererson -- attended an annual
all- day CEP training conference, initially designed only for PDB schools, but
expanded for the past two years to include all district schools. The conference helped.
the teams prepare effective CEPs and link them with their budgets. “We begm with

' city and district initiatives so that éveryone starts on the same page; and

instructional planmng is aligned with city and district goals,” said Mr. Clark. The 5
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planmng process culminates in an individual conference between the pnnc1pa1 and
the superintendent and other district staff, to “discuss the school’s programmatic

needs and planned use of allocated funds.”

Mr. Clark indicated that all sehO'ols are treated equally fqr' budgeting purposes: “all
schools have the same discretion. The schools determine the majority of norn-
mandated positions. In my estimation, we’re far ahead in the way we treat our '
schools in the discretion allowed in funding dec1s1ons '

In D1stnct 9, where all school allocations and budgets have been made public for
many years allocations are made accordmg to formulas explicitly outlined in the
district’s Planning Book. This year, District 9 changed its tax levy allocation process
from a “part position allocation and part dollar allocation” approach to an “all dollar
allocation” approach. The distri_ct’s allocation categories were set up “to mirror |
- program activities in the schools.” This year the district gave schools control over
 more money than in the past - e.g., per diem (substitute teacher) and per session -
allocations. “They have to be more careful” with these funds, said Mr. Clark.

District 9 is one of the ﬁve PDB Phase I districts piloting the Galaxy 2000 budgeting
system for the 1999-2000 school year. In June, the district held a principals’
conference at which Director of Operations Clark distributed an allocation memo
detailing the district’s initial allocations to the schools, and instructions for
scheduling the allocations. At the conference, which marked the 1ntr0duct10n of the
new Galaxy 2000 program, the principals also received on-line access to. their -
school’s allocation. Superintendent Guasp asked pmnc1pals to look at their allocation
programmatically, as they modified their school plans to mcorporate new Middle
School Promotion and Class Size Reduction funds. '

. The principals submitted budgets, via the Galaxy 2000 system, to the district, which
aggregated the school budgets into its comprehensive district budget.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 13

CSD 13, - Average of all CSDs

Number of students* : 15,606 : 22,895 5

Number of students per school 679 ' - - 789 j
Number of schools* 23 ' : o

Number of Title I schools™ | - 22 _ - 2
Number of SURR schools™ 3 " 97 (total) 5
Principal turnover: 9%

1998-99 to 1999-00*****

. Fully licensed ‘ 74% | 85%
More than 5 years’ experience | . . 57% 62%
Average days absent | 9.0 . ' 9.0 -
Average salary**** | - $41,024 . . $43,314
Eligible for free lunch | - 87% ' 76%
English Language Learners 5% 17%
Days attended 88.7% © 90.6%
Reading at/above grade level 42.3% - - 513%
y (elementary) : _ _
At/above grade level in math 55.6% ' 62.9%
: ' (elementary) , o
_Reading at/above grade level (middle | 44.5% 1 - 47T1%
: school) _ - -
At/above grade level in math (middle 50.8% - - 58.0%
: school) : .

Race and Ethnicity J2:. Asian ' Hﬂ’///////////
\isorns \
o
Sources: All data is from the 1997-58 Annual Schoohreporror 'v romeoity Bol . oce : e noted:”

* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs

** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

*** January 10, 2000 Press Release )

**** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

""" Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase | district directors of operations
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District 18% is located in northwest Brooklyn. In 1998-99, District 13 had 23

- schools: 18 elementary schools, 4 middle schools and 1 h1gh school, of which22 had .

Title I status. Three schools were designated by the state as SURR schools —

_Schools Under Registration Review — because of low performance. Seven District 13

schools have been participating as pilot schools invthe Performance Driven
Budgetlng initiative: PS 3, 8, 11, 44, 282 and 287, as well as JHS 118. Dr Lester
Young, Jr., has been the d1strlct supenntendent since 1993

Background to PDB Implementatnon The Comer School Development
Model : :

Dr. Young 1ntroduced the Comer School Development Model to District 13 shortly
after he began to lead District 13 in 1993. Developed by Dr. James Comer of Yale
Umvers1ty, this model uses child development and relatlonshlp theories to make
school policies and practices more child-centered and to- strengthen home- school-
community relatlonshlps The district uses the model as a way to organize,
coordinate and integrate school and district activities, and to provide a framework

for communicatiOn and planning.

The d1stnct invests heav11y in training its pr1nc1pals staff and parents in the Comer
phllosophy and methodology. Additional annual districtwide planning retreats '
involve parents, teachers, administrators, support staff and commumty and
business liaisons. A District Steering Committee helps the district and its schools
implement the Comer School Development Program. A Bus1ness Adv1sory ’

Comrmttee links the bus1ness community to the schools

The d1str1ct has four goals that flow from its involvement with the'Comer program:
to increase student academic outcomes, enhance student social development,
strengthen parent effectiveness in nnprov1ng student outcomes, ‘and i 1mprove

orgamzatlonal and staff effectiveness.

, School Leadershlp Teams

Under the Comer model there are three teams in each school. The Parent Team .and
the Student and Staff Support Team (“CARE” teams -- Children are Reason Enough

15 This description is based on District 13’s 1996 PDB proposal; May 1997 PDB Strategies;
Model District Implementation Plan; FY 99 and 00 initial district allocations; selected FY 00
CEPs and school budgets; interviews with Superintendent Lester Young, Deputy :
Superintendent Yvette Douglas and Director of Operations Efrain Villafane; miscellaneous
district and school memoranda, reports, agendas, and other materials; observations of SLT
meetings, retreat, PTA meeting and staff meeting and interview i in one of District 13’
schools. Also: 1998-99 School Based Budget Report :
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-- in District 13 parlance) provide input to the School Planning and Management
Team, which develops a comprehensive school plan. The plan covers curriculum,

instruction and assessment, and sets social and academic goals for the school

Throughout the year teams are charged with the responS1b1l1ty to use data in an
ongoing assessment, ‘modification and momtonng of the plan S 1mplementat1on and
to employ ‘effective resource utilization.” Team | processes emphasize consensus,
collaborat1on and no-fault decision-making. The CARE teams * ‘integrate mental

“health personnel into the school” and handle md1v1dual and school-w1de prevent1on

and intervention issues.

All District 13 schools are Comer schools with Comer fac111tators and parent
facilitators, trained in conflict resolution and team building, in each school.

" The development of the district’s Model District Irnplem_entation Plan?® during the

1998-99 year was an example of the Comer process in operation. The entire District
13 community collaboratively developed recommendations, with input from both the |
formal parent, principal and teacher representatives, as well as ﬁ'orn cross-
constituency committees. Public presentations were made w1th much publ1c interest :

and part1C1pat1on

This year, the D1str1ct Steenng Committee helped coordinate and 1ntegrate the
Comer model with the Chancellors’ School Leadership Team (SLD plan. The district
committee put guidelines in plae‘e about SLT size, when team elections should be
held and how to develop team bylaws. At the same time, the d15tr1ct commJttee does
not deal with budget issues. ‘ ‘ ' '

Deputy Superlntendent Yvette Douglass said it took more than a year for the

district to clarify to the school communities what an SLT i is and what its functions
are in relation to the existing Comer model. The district held community meetings
and parent meetings to explain the SLT initiative. “We thought about how to ’

~ present this as not just another regulatlon I showed them that it was like our

Comer model. The focus of the model and the Chancellors plan for SLTs is the same
— to bring teams of parents, teachers, administrators and other school staff together -

to work constructively to set the educational direction of the school; with a constant

focus on student ach1evement ?

16 During the 1998-99 school year,'Distric_ts 13 and 22 were invited to submit plans
describing what they would do with greater freedom from instructional mandates and more

. money to implement their plans. In September 1999, the Chancellor approved a Model

District plan that was much smaller in scope and fundmg than the plan District 13
submltted
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Planning team members in District 13’s seven_'PDB schools, in responSe toa .
question about the type of formal planning process their school employed, tend to -

.characterize their teams as:school leadership teams and as SchoolWide Program
committees. 17 This reflects the fact that the district has encouraged its schools to
part1c1pate in the Title I SchoolWide Program '

Chart3.2: Y

Scheool Leadership Team

Subject Level Planning Team

Grade Level Planning Team

PDB Planning feam,

State Mandated (100.11)

74%

Schoolwide Program

SBM/SDM

0% 10%° 20% . 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% - 80% 90% 100%

In both years of our study, the District 13 PDB school planning'tean'is had a large -
.number of teachers and parents with average number of parents 1ncreasmg from
the first year to the second.1®

Table 3.7:
Composition of

District 13 school "

Teachers |

Average nmber of
team members,
1997-98

Aveage number of
team members,
1998-99

planning teams
) Parents . .
Principals -1 1.
~ Other 29 2.9
Team size 156 16.6

'y Respondents were asked to indicate as many types of planmng processes as were
apphcable to their school’s team. There were 31 survey respondents in D1str1ct 13.

- 18 These data are based on the school information forms completed by the prlnc1pa1s of the :
seven schools in the study. :
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‘The district strongly supports team collaborative decision-making with a “no-fault”
approach. When there is a conflict on the team that can’t be resolved, however, the
district “tries to let the facilitators handle it,” said Ms. Douglass. “We ask that all
tthgs be done faJrly and that teams follow all regulatlons and document everyth.mg

in case there is a conflict later.”

"The district trains school teams and team members in many areas. While half of the 7

survey respondents on the District 13 PDB teams indicated that they persona]ly ’
~ received some training for their work on the team, one prmmpal commented “not,
every member of the team got the training in all areas mentioned.”

Fifty-eight percent of the survey respondents indicated that their team received -

tralmng in effective team decls1on-mak1ng Almost half reported that their team
received training in understanding student performance data. A District 13 _

principal with whom we spoke rated the distriet’s efforts in this area very highly.

School Planning and Budgeting _ o
District 13 has developed a diﬁ‘erentiated approach to the level of autonomy.granted
its schools. Deputy Superintendent Douglass_ said that the district’s ‘-‘stabl_e schools

. are in PDB, a level below are the Sch_oolWide Project schools.” Superintendent |
Young divides the district’s schools into four tiers based on students’.academic
performance: schools are self-directed, co-directed, special focus or superintendent-
directed.

The district would like to eventually move a]l its schools toward the greater
independencé enjoyed by the PDB schools Ms. Douglass cautioned that teams “must.
be stable, be able to do an educational plan and match the plan to a budget” to be -
granted greater autonomy. One problem, in Ms Douglass’ view;‘is that "‘>[t]-here are so
many regulations and we need to constantly do training. We [also] need to have
someone at the school level who has time to track fiscal matters and be a monitor.”

District 13 uses a formula-driven approach to'allocate positions and dollars to its
schools. Flexibility is inherent in some of the allocations — e.g., the budget request
allocation (“Standards” money) that District 13 gave its schools as a discretionary
allocation to be used to meet the Chancellor s standards. In the spring, after:
developing their instructional plans and proposed budgets school personnel have a
conversation with district leaderslnp in which they explain their plans and how they
mtend to use their allocation. Schools can propose to organize themselves with
different positions than those allocated by the district. This conversation is “when

. 4" ~ .
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we talk about ﬂex1b1hty w1th the schools,” said D1rector of Operatlons EfraJn
Villafane.

The job of the district’s director of operations, said Mr. Villafdne, is to make sure that

" the positions negotlated between the schools and the district are covered by the
allocations the district receives from Central. District 13 wants to “get to the point.
where we give the schools.an allocation — whether based on a per cap1ta allocatlon or -
by formula ~ and [the schools] define the programs sa1d Mr. Vlllafane '

Since school allocations and budgets are made public, every school knows how much
all other schools have received and how they have budgeted their allocations.

The district is one of the ﬁve PDB Phase I districts piloting the Galaxy 2000
budgeting system for.the 1999 2000 school year. In June, the district distributed
allocations to its schools and introduced its principals to the Galaxy 2000 program.
- The pnnclpals submitted budgets -- via the Galaxy 2000 system -- to the d1str1ct
whlch aggregated the school budgets mto its comprehens1ve d1str1ct budget.

Within District 13, the schools participating in the PDB initiative have the most

independence and flexibility with instructional planning and budgeting_. '

District 13 team members we surveyed indicated that their teams participated in _

instructional planmng More than half (17 out of 31) responded, with specific written

examples, when asked what kinds of changes in instructional prog'rams their teams
had recommended in response to student needs. Some examples of recommended

‘ changes were: spec1ﬁc programs to nnprove readJng, wr1t1ng and math; small

readmg groupings; readmg incentives for students; smaller class sizes in speclﬁc

grades; staff for additional remediation, support and professlonal development

extended day programs; and block scheduhng

Superintendent Young places great emphasis on the use of student data to inform
instructional planmng “Ultimately, the utility of data depends on each school’
capaclty to analyze understand and use [student data] and we’re moving with
bmldlng that capacity all the time,” he said. “The district needs more t1me to bmld
the capaclty of schools to use data for 1nstructlona1 planmng '

| ‘The participation of the district’s PDB teams in budgeting is faJrly high. When asked
if they participated in developing their school’s budget, 61% of the District 13 team
members reported that they did.
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A D|str|ct 13SLT at Work A

For the two years of this study, we observed the school planning team in one of the
district’s junior high schools. This school has several distinct sub-schools Its
planning team exh1b1ted a consistent focus on student needs and outcomes,
discussing issues such as testing, promot1on graduat1on and summer school all

from a ch11d development standp01nt

At this school, 1nstruct1onal planning for the coming year is largely accomphshed at

- a year-end, two-day school-w1de retreat attended by administrators, teachers
support staff, parents and students. The first task at the retreat we observed in May
1999 was to set the context for the next year s planmng within the Comer Chlld

development framework..

.After reviewing data from the annual school report, the pnnc1pal pomted out areas
of concern and elaborated on the school’s vision. The group then established goals,
examined the previous year’s 1nstructlonal plan, and looked at what worked and
what didn’t work. Student input into these discussions led to agreement about the
need for greater assistance in developing student writing skills, based i in part’ on
feedback that graduates had difficulty with high school writing requirements. B
Teachers identified a need for increased collaboration among staff, and parents felt
that more information had to be shared w1th parents about, their 1nd1v1dual Chlld
upcoming citywide exams and expectatlons for students. :

Once agreement was reached by consensus — about student needs, the d1scussmn
at the retreat turned to the development of strategles that could be mcorporated into
the daily program of the subschools, taking into account academic requirements, the *_
' var10us subschool specialties, teacher availability, and eqmty across subschools. -

After the retreat, the principal met separately with the parents and staff to share

the goals, identified needs, strategies and proposed program changes developed at

the retreat. She mv1ted part1c1pants to share their-concerns at the meeting orin
writing. "

Subsequently; a CEP subcomlmttee formahzed thxs plan and matched the school’s
allocatlon to the CEP. : o
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 19

CSD19 Average of all CSDs
-Number of students™ 24,390 22,895 o
Number of students per school 813 789 ;
Number of schools* 30 ' o
Number of Title | schools** 30 g
Number of SURR schools*** 7 97 (total) - 8
Principal turnover: 27% g
1998-99 to 1999-00***** @
Fully licensed 80% 85%
More than 5 years’ experience 60% 62%
Average days absent - 10.0 9.0
Average salary**** -$42,055 $43,314
Eligible for free lunch. 90% 76%
English: Language Learners 16% 17%
Days attended 89.2% 90.6%
Readlng at/above grade level 35.5% 51.3%
(elementary)
AVabove grade level in math " 43.3% 62.9% v
A (elementary) ;5
Readlng at/above grade level (middle . 34.8% 47 1% f
school) g
At/above grade level in math (middle ~43.0% 58.0% 3
school) ' - 2
Race and Ethnicity N g
i B
Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual School A s Boar - oted:
* 1998-99 Phase | dlstncts DCEPs i
** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education
*** January 10, 2000 New York State Education Department Press Release
**** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education
***** Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase | district directors of operations . K
' BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District 19" is located in eastern Brooklyn. In 1998-99, District 19 had 30 schools:

- 22 elementary and 8 middle schools, all of which have Title I status. Seven schools

were designated as SURR schools - Schools Under Registration Review — for low
performance. Four schools have been participating as pilot schools in the PDB
initiative: PS 7, PS 345, IS 292 and the East New York Academy Robert Riccobono
was the Supenntendent of District 19 from 1996 through June 1999, when the
Chancellor removed h1m, Joan Mahon-Powell is the Actmg Superintendent. '

Focusmg Schools on Instructlon '

Former Supenntendent Riccobono sought to involve D1strlct 19in PDB to help '
schools integrate a conS1stent focus on learning with the ability to budget flexibly.
“Schools are too often organized for control of children and convenience of teachers,”
he said. Under PDB, “schools make the1r choices built on instructional goals. The
school has to be developed as a player in the budget process, which it never was.

‘ Prmmpals have to be made aware of their role — train them and the1r staff to
- participate. It’s a big change. It’s ver_y difficult to communicate to the schools that

they have this power and responsibility.” One District 19 principal re'ported “This is

new. The budget is in the hands of the schools. None of this existed in the past. For

the first time, the school has the ablhty to make itself into a good school.”

District 19 also became a “Breakthrough for Learning” d1stnct in 1998-99. Accord.mg
to Breakthrough for Learning, the goal of this collaboration between the New York
City Partnership and the Board of Education is to “help'underperforming public
school districts transform themselves into h1gh-perform.mg educational enterprises.
Through a comb1natlon of monetary incentives, professional development,

~ recruitment, and other forms of strategic support, the Breakthrough for Learning

program helps districts to build an organizational culture that rewards excellence,
values innovation, and demands accountablhty 20 ' :

The supenntendent felt that some of the activities 1mt1ated under Breakthrough
were helpful in focusing on the need for improving academic results. Both the

- benchmark testing and the establishment of goals for students, initiated under

19 This description is based on District 19’s 1996 PDB proposal FY 00 DCEP; FY 00 initial
district allocations; selected FY 00 CEPs and school budgets; Breakthrough for Learning
material; New York Times article; interviews with Superintendent Robert Riccobono and
Director of Operations Magda Dekki; and one- school interview and miscellaneous school
memoranda, reports, agendas, minutes and other materials. Also: 1998-99 School Based
Budget Report.

20 Undated document from Breakthrough for Learning
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Breakthrough, for example, “had an effect on where resources were placed. Schoo]s
had an ability to. place the resouirces where they were needed ?

To i 1ncrease the capamty of District 19 schools to shift thelr‘focus from compliance to
instruction, the supenntendent established a formal mentormg relat10nsh1p with
District 2 for selected District 19 teachers, assistant principals, principals and
district staff (1nclud1ng the supenntendent) A dozen District 19 assistant pnnc1pals
for example, received two days per week of mentonng in instructional superv1s1on '
from District 2 master principals. In add1t10n a number of teachers, whom the
district Wanted to train as supervisors, recelved graduate level training at d1stnct

expense

- District 19 budgeted S1gmﬁcantly more of its total budget on professmnal

development activities in 1998-99 than it did in 1997-98: 4.5% in 1998- 99 vs 2. 7% in -
the previous year. The 4.5% budgeted amount for 1998-99 ‘was also twme as much as
the typical non- -PDB district: 4 5% in D1stnct 19 versus 2 1% in the non-PDB
districts.2! ~ '

The supenntendentheld principals accountable for instructional improvement in
their schools. “We haven’t granted tenure in two iyears,"? the .superintendent said in
May 1999. “We made a lot of changes in leadership since I took over in June 1996.
About half of the schools have new leaders. Some were fired, others were removed
from Interim Acting status. Some were pressured to retire or took extended medical
leave. Some sitting prinéipals have extended probation. The problem we have is that

- there’s no pool of principalsout there, because of the lack of a c.o'ntract."’_‘By '

September 1999, nine schools had new leadership. -

‘School capacity to.m_a.ke use of student performance data did improve over the two

years of PDB implementation. “We hammer it home,” said Mr. Riccobono. The data
supplied by bbth _Central and by the 'Break_through initiative were useful, he said,
although timeliness was a prob]em The district downloads 'student'p'erformance _
data from the ATS system and “reworks 1t” to make it more useful to schools

- Superintendent Riccobono said, “The Brea.kthrough data 1ncludes the Test Progress

Report Wh1ch gives us information by grade/class/student. The pnnc1pals said they
were pleased with this add1t10nal 1nformat10n, although there was a timing problem.

" The test results were supposed to come back to us within two weeks, but they didn't,

21 1997-98 and 1998-99 School-Based Budget Reports

¢
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so schools d1dn't have the t1me they needed to make changes before the next round
of testing.” '

" School Leadershlp Teams ‘
District 19 School Leadershlp Teéams developed from the d1str1ct’s Tltle I SchoolW1de
Program (SWP) planmng teams. Twenty-nine of the district’s thirty schools have ‘
SWP status. According to Director of Operatlons Magda Dekk1 there was no -
problem in converting the SWP teams into School Leadersth Teams “because SWP
teams are 51% parents. The only issue is that we had to hm.lt the teams to 18 people,
with no more than nine staff. The concepts of PDB, school budgets and school teams
- are known throughout the district.” '

Planning team members in District 19’s four PDB Phase 1 s..chools when asked to
“identify what type of formal planning process they had, tended to characterlze their
teams pnmanly as school W1de program comm1ttees 22

Chart 3.3

-School Leaderskip Team

Ja1%

- Subject Level Planning Team

Grade Level Planning Team

PDB Planning Team

" State Mandated (100.11)

Schaolwide Program |

SBM/SDM

IS N

o 10%  20% 0% 40%  S%  60%  70% ‘B0%  90%  100%

The S1ze of school planmng teams in the four PDB Phase I schools doubled in the
- first two years of PDB 1mplementatlon from an average of 8 members to an average

of 17 members 23

_ 22 Respondents were asked to 1nd1cate as many types of planning processes as were
applicable to their school’s team. There were 16 survey respondents in District 19.

.23 This data is based on school information forms completed by the four schools in the study
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_ Table 3.9:
Composition of
District 19 school

Average number of
team members,

1997-98

Avage number of
team members,
1998-99

planning teams Teachers --3.0 5.8 -
Parents 2.3 7.5
Principals 1 1
Other 2 . 3

.Team size 8.3 17.3

District and school staff reported that there was signiﬁéant parent turnover on
District 19°s PDB teams. Some schools had difficulty recruiting parents to be active

~ on the teams. The experience of one District 19 PDB school may be common in h1gh-
- poverty schools. The principal explained that a number of that school’s parents '
applied for [Clrcular 6 school aide] jobs. Other parents became WEP workers. Th1s
stripped our PTA of active parents.”

The teams, and espemally the principals, received support and training in needs
assessment and instructional planning from the district. Thirty-one percent of the ‘.
respondents reported that they had received training for their work on the planning
team. This relatively low percentage may be related to the large number of new
team members in 1998-99 and to the time team members may have spent on the
district’s extenswe staff tra1n1ng in currlculum areas.

School Planmng and Budgetlng

All District 19 schools have been preparing CEPs for three years. What changed in
District 19 was a realization at the school level that “they have the resources to
support the CEP,” said the superintendent. “The CEP used to be a mission
statement not a real plan. Now. that they have the resources, they see it as a tool.

We'’re gett1ng there.”

What has also changed is the role of the pr1n01pal “You always had a role in
developing the CEP,” sa1d Director of Operations Dekki at the district’s annual
~ allocation conference, “but now you have a new role. Before we gave you money and
you did planning, but you didn’t know how your plans got translated into a budget.”

At the conference, Ms. Dekki distributed a memo detailing the initial allocations to
the schools, with instructions for scheduling the allocations. The new Galaxy
program was introduced and the principals were given on-line access to their
“school’s allocation. They had some familiarity with Galaxy in the district because its
Phase I'PDB schools had been using a prototype Galaxy system developed by
District 2. The principals submitted budgets, via the Galaxy 2000 system, to the
- district, which aggregated the school budgets into its comprehensive district hndget.
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,D'istrict 19is one of the five PDB Phase I districts piloting the Galaxy 2000

budgeting System for the 1999-2000 school year. However, the district has been
allocating l'unds to its schools for five years. Initially, the tax le'vy allocation was
made on a strictly formula-dnven position allocation basis - e.g., if the school had
500 students it was allocated one assistant principal pos1t10n For the 1997-98,

11998-99 and 1999 00 school years, schools were given a basic 1nstructlon allocatlon

based on register with the remainder of the tax levy funds given as a flexible per
capita allocation. The only exceptlon_s were the categorlcal tax levy funding sources
such as Project Read and Project Arts, which mandated speciﬁc programs. '

For the last five years, District 19 reimbursable funds have been allocated strictly

‘according to the number of eligible students Schools are told to budget. the money in

accordance with the appropriate programmatic guidelines. Th1s allows con51derable
school level flexibility, since all District 19 schools are SWP schools

In J une 1999, after school teams completed their plamung and budget1ng, and
matched their actual allocations to their CEPs, the principal, UFT rep and PTA
president of each school met as a team with the Director of Operatlons The school
had to show how the budget ‘was derived from the CEP. The district and the school
signed a “contract.” Team members’ S1gnatures on the contract indicated that they
agreed on two components: one was 'the school’s budget for the allocat10n it just -

»l received, and the other was its prlontlzed W1sh list™for any future dollars the

d1stnct may receive after the school subm1ts its budget.

Smce school allocatlons and budgets are made public, every school knows how much

: money all other schools have received and how they have budgeted their allocatlons :

' D1str1ct 19 team members we surveyed 1nd1cated their teams part1c1pated in -
' instructional planmng and budgeting. S

. More than half (9 out of 16) of the team members responded W1th speclﬁc Wntten

examples when we asked what kinds of changes in instructional programs the1r
teams had recommended in response to student needs. Some examples of

_ recommended changes were: creat1ng mini-schools, nnplementmg Success for Al,

1mplementmg new math programs, target1ng English Language Learners 1mt1atmg
small group tutoring, and restructuring the cluster teacher program

A very high percentage -- e1ghty-one percent -- of the PDB team members we
surveyed reported that they themselves participated in developmg the1r school’
budget.
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| ' COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 20 |

-Csba2o0 | Average of all CSDs

Number of students* - 27,096 . 22,895
Number of students per school . ..903 . 789
Number of schools™ | - 30 T
Number. of Title | schools™ | 17
Number of SURR schools™** o ' 97 (total)

Principal furnover: | - 3%
1998-99 to 1999-00***** .

"Fully licensed 92% . 85%

More than 5 years’ experience 66% , 62%
Average days absent 95 - 90
Average salary**** | $45,778 $43,314 -
Eligible for free lunch "70% T 76%
English Language Learners 26% : ‘ 17%
, Days attended 92.5% _ 90.6%
Reading at/above grade level 64.7% 51.3%
, (elementary) ' . ]
- At/above grade level in math - 80.5% 62.9%
_ _ - (elementary) o
Reading at/above grade level (middle . 52.4%: ’ 471%
? ' school) ’ |- _v
At/above grade level in math (middle " 65.3% . - 58.0%
school) : , ‘ ’ _

Race and Ethnicity | |

-Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual Schoo Boar
* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs T

** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

*** January 10, 2000 New York State Education Department Press Release

**** 1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

=+ Based on daia from July 1999 interviews with Phase I district directors of operations
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District 20% is located in southwest Brooklyn. In 1998-99, DiStrict 20 had 30
schools: 22 elementary schools and eight middle schools, 17 of which have Title I

- . status. Three District 20 schools have been' participating as i)ilot schools in the PDB
'm1t1at1ve PS 102, PS 187 and PS 200. Seven more schools joined the mitlatlve in-
1998-99.25 Vincent anpo has been the Supermtendent since 1995 -

Eariy Interventlon and Preventlon Focus in a Dlverse District
The district’s large i 1ncrease in student enrollment in recent years has. béen fueled by :
1mm1gratlon from dozens of nations throughout the world. “We have 60 languages
spoken in homes here — everythmg from Urdu to Mandarin to Spanish,” with a large -

number of new unmigrants from Asian and Eastern European countries, said
_ Supenntendent Grippo. District 20 has “the fiﬂ:h largest LEP populatlon in the Clty

of New York, and one of the most diverse.” Twenty-six percent of the district’s.
students are classified as English Language Learners.

Supermtendent Grippo said that prov1d1ng strong early childhood preventlon and

“intervention programs is important to District 20. “This is our philosophy,” said Mr.

Grippo, adding that District 20 is committed to reducing inappropriate referrals to

o spec1al education. He noted that the decentrahzatlon of the Committee on Spec1al

Educatlon to district and school control s1gmﬁcantly 1mpacted PDB ina pos1t1ve

» -

way.

In support of 1ts preventlon philosophy, the district changed the roles of school-based
support teams reduced referrals to special education, increased decertlﬁcatlons of

children from special education to general’ educatlon, and began to oﬂ'er speech _and

counseling services in general education “We have more flexibility now. SLTs are »
thinking diﬂ'erently - they’re looking at the Whole [school] population

School Leadershlp Teams . : :
Most Title I- ellgible schools in New York City have become SchoolWide Program
(SWP) schools. In D1str1ct 20, however none of its Title I-eligible schools chose to

'become SWP schools prior to the distrlct’s partlclpatlon in PDB. D1str1ct 20 schools

24 This descnptlon is based on District 20’s 1996 PDB proposal; FY 99 and 00 initial distnct
allocations; FY 00 allocation documents; selected FY: 00 school budgets; FY 00 DCEP; and _
interviews with Superintendent Vincent anpo and’ Du-ector of. Operations Mark Gullo. Also:

1998-99 School Based Budget Report

- 25-Although District 20 was mcluded in Phase I of the PDB initiative, the distnct was not

expected to begin implementing PDB until 1998-99, Therefore, this evaluation does not
include surveys or observahons of District 20 planning teams or other DlStI'lCt 20 PDB
act1v1t1es
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a district official pointed out, are “very traditional and top down, and shy away from
committees and change.” Prior to the inception.of PDB, some individual schOols
experimented with limited autonomy by creating new educational programs and/or
managing grant budgets However, collaborative planning and budgeting through
teams incorporating different constituencies is not a trathlon in District 20, e1ther
at the school or d1str1ct levels

The supermtendent wanted the district to j join the PDB initiative durlng Phase I S0
the district would have a full three years to prepare for the kmds of changes that
would need to occur in the district and its schools. The supeﬁnwndent recogriized
that a lot of work has to be done, including extensive tralmng of staff and parents.
“One of the responsibilities for supenntendents today is to loosen the reins in a -
flexible and responsible way. The goal is for every one of these schools to functlon

. mdependently,” Supermtendent Grippo said.

The SLT plan was mtroduced through prmc1pa1 conferences and workshops for staff
and parents. “The ten PDB schools have achieved the 50% parent mvolvement
requirement,” said Supermtendent Grippo, but “the real issue 1sn’t the amount but :
the kind and quality of participation, which is why we want to i mcrease traJmng We
see parents as advocates.” The district also budgeted a fall- time position to assist
schools in unplementmg the SLT plan ' ' -

School Planmng and Budgetmg

District 20 has been preparing its schools for PDB in a. number of ways. For
example, in 1998-99, the district distributed a $750 000 m1d-year allocation to all
thirty schools. SLTs in the ten PDB schools made recommendatlons to the district on
how they wanted to use the money In the twenty non-PDB schools, pnncrpals _,
conferred with the PTA pres1dent and UFT chapter chair before- subm1ttmg
recommendations. :

In both 1997-98 and 1998-99, Dlstnct 20’s PDB schools part1c1pated in Central’s
budget request process, enabhng them to plan and budget that dlscretlona.ry _
" allocation. They were also allowed total discretion to budget certain discrete tax levy
allocations. Based on their decisions with these a.llocatxons the schools prepared
budgets using cost factors and worksheets. Slgmﬁcantly, when the PDB schools
were told that they could spend unused per diem (substitute) teacher do]lars in other
areas, they began said Director of Operations Mark Gullo, to revise “their patterns
of spendmg holding down costs for substitutes. They are smarter about spending
money and are taking more respons1b1hty for the do]lars they spend.” The PDB SLTs
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- were mvolved in all these decisions; as well as in demsmns on how to modlfy the1r

budgets.

District 20 did not allow school-level discretion in budgetmg reimbursable or spemal

educatlon funds

District 20 is one of the ﬁve PDB Phase I districts piloting the Galaxy 2000 |
budgeting system for the 1999-2000 school year. In Jurie 1999, Galaxy 2000 was
introduced, and brought several S1gmﬁcant changes to the District 20 planmng and
budgeting process.

' The first change was the need fbr all the Schools to create their 1999- 2000 budgets in
Galaxy. The district held a series of principal workshops at which D1rector of
Operations Gullo distributed an allocation memo detailing the initial allocations to
the schools, with instructions for scheduhng the allocations. The Workshops also
‘introduced the principals to the Galaxy program and gave them on-hne access to
their school’s allocation. :

The second change was the Initial Allocation document itself. For the first time, the -
district presented all the positions and dollars-allocated to a school in one plac
Prmc1pals and SLTs had seen allocations to their school for specific purposes, but
_they “had never seen on one page all the positions and dollars in their school.
Principals knew their own school’s positions, but not the dollars,” said Director of '

, Operatlons Gullo. Furthermore, the Initial Allocations document presented a11 the
positions and dollars allocated to all the schools in the district.

Discretion to determme the use of the allocations is still limited. In most cases,
schools do “not have the latitude to vary from scheduhng the’ pOSlthIl indicated in'a
- program for your school,” the allocatlon mémo stated.

One area in Whlch schools do have discretion is the money accrued from temporanly '

* unfilled general educatlon tax levy positions. This was the source of the money the

district d1str1buted in the previous year’s $7 50,000 mid-year a]locatlon to the

schools (see above). “Now the accruals will go to the schools,” said Director of -
Operations Mark Gullo Another area of dis‘creti'on is the per diem substitute
-allocation. The district gave schools a generous per- d1em allocation equal to ten. days
per teacher per year, which is higher than the district’s average teacher absentee A
rate. - o - o

" The principals submitted budgets, via the Galaxy 2000 system, to the district, which .
aggregated the school budgets into its comprehensive district budget. |

L
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 22

csp22 Average of all CSDs

Number of students* 28,407 _ 22,895 o
Number of students per school 1015 789 - E
Number of schools* 30 ' o
Number of Title | schools** 13 2
Number of SURR schools*** 0 . 97 (total) %
' ~ Principal turnover: 13% ' z
1998-99 to 1999-00***** @
, Fully licensed: 93 % 1 85%
More than 5 years’ experience 61% e - 62%
Average days absent - 84 _ 9.0
Average salary**** - $43,296 ' $43,314
: Eligible for free lunch . 63% - 76%
English Language Learners_ | 1% _ 17% .
” Days attended - 92.2% 90.6%
Reading at/above grade level | 61.5% 1 51.3%
(elementary) . C
At/above grade level in math |- 73% . | 629% »
(elementary) _ . C 5
Reading at/above grade level (middle 60.5% 47.1% ~)
‘ , school) 2
At/above grade level in math (middlﬁ 73.9% | 58.0% ;
- ; ~ school) | — e 7 all -
" Race and Ethnicity [ | \\\\\\\9‘:‘“}///// \@1%Asian“////ﬁ/////////l//ab a
: : ////////// . %16 While N8

Sources: All data is from the 1997-98 Annual Schoo
* 1998-99 Phase | districts’ DCEPs . . _ .
** 1998-99 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

*** January 10, 2000 New York State Education Department Press Release
****'1997-98 School Based Expenditure Reports, New York City Board of Education

***** Based on data from July 1999 interviews with Phase | district directors of operations

H
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District 2226 is located in southeast Brooklyn. In 1998- 99, the district had 28
schools 23 elementary and five middle schools, thirteen of which have Title I status.
The district expanded to 30 schools during the year. Ten of the district’s schools were
pilot schools in the first year (1997-1998) of the PDB initiative: PS 52, PS 119, PS

193, PS 206, PS 217, PS 222, PS 236, PS 312, IS 234 and IS 278. In 1998-99 all

District 22 schools partlclpated in PDB. John T. Comer has. been the district’s
Superintendent since 1986.

Background to PDB lmplementatlon Collaboratlve Plannlng and Shared
Decision-Making :

District 22 leadershlp believes that, because each school is a unique community of

teachers and learners, each school community sheuld have the power to .
collaboratively create its own vision, establish its own goals and design its own

strategies to improve student performance. For more than a decade, District 22 has

- been developing an approach to collaborative school decision-making that

mcreasmgly decentra.hzes respon51b1hty for student outcomes to 1ts schools.

o . The District 22 approach to ‘collaborative planmng and shared declslon-makmg _
‘can be traced to the district’s statement of goals for the 1987-88 school year and
to a district-wide principals’ retreat that same year that focused on how to
1mp1ement school declsmn-maklng As a consequence, many District 22 schools
developed curriculum committees and, later school-based management
committees. : :

e In 1990-91, P.S. 139 became the district’s first school to implement the new Title.

I SchoolWide Program (SWP) that required the school community to plan

' collaboratlvely, observe models of literacy programs, and 1mp1ement team-
devised plans to improve instructional practice. The school’s success in raising
student achievement levels led its staff and principal to advocate within the
district for an expansion of’ collaborative planning. Shortly after, four more
District 22 Title I schools became SWP schools and were given the authority to
merge their tax levy and Title I funds to serve all students in the school.

o In 1992-93, the district began to give schools allocations in some areas.

26 This descnptlon is based on District 22’s November 1996 PDB proposal; FY 99 and FY 00
initial and miscellaneous subsequent district allocations; FY 00 DCEP; FY 99 School Based
Planning Circulars; Model District Memorandum of Understanding; interviews with
Superintendent John Comer, Deputy Directors Robert Radday and Ji erry Schondorf and
Facilitator for School Based Planning Kathy Rosenfeld; one school interview; miscellaneous
district and school memoranda, reports, agendas, and other materials; observations of
district finance and SLT courses, workshops and conferences; observatlons of SLT meetmgs
and retreat in one of District 22’s schools.
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e In 1993-94, a District Planmng Committee created a district plan with. gmdehnes
for the implementation of state- mandated school planning teams (100.11
committees). In the following year, all district schools implemented plans for
collaboratlve decision-making.

e  Since 1995 96, the district has offered an 1n-depth course on district and school

" finance. “We decided to teach people how to budget and get better bang for the1r :
bucks, ” Supermtendent Comer said. Roughly 400 administrators, teachers,
parents, secretaries, district staff and others have attended these courses,
organized and taught by Deputy Supenntendents Jerry Schondorf and Robert »
Radday. Since then, intensive courses, shorter introductory workshops and one-
on-one assistance with the CEP and SLT processes have been added to the
district’s training programs. '

e In the fall of 1996 the district announced that it would become a PDB pilot
- district, with all schools ev.entually participating in PDB. In Spring 1997, ten
schools became pilots, joined by the remaining twenty schools the following year.

- e In September 1999, Central signed a Memorandum of Understandmg with .
- District 22 that designated it as a Chancellor’s Model District. The district’s goal
. 1is to maximize district and school flexibility in many areas currently constrained
by Central’s policies and practices. The district is using the initial funding of the
Model District designation to explore which Central-contrOHed functions — e.g.,
food 'transportation legal services; and school facilities construction and
' ma1ntenance —mlght usefully decentrahze to the district and school levels

The District 22 Collaboratlve Approach

Policies an.d practtc_es. promoting school autonomy -
Because of the district’s belief that the key to improved learning lies in support and

encouragement of each school’s unique goals and strategies, it has decentralized
authority to the schools to develop their own instructional programs and budgets.

'ffInstructional strategies and programs designed by Central or by the district-
office are limited in their effectiveness by the fact that they are designed to -
address general needs rather than to address the spec1ﬁc needs, and build on the-
specific strengths and resources, of a particular school ... . [T]he school

_community does not feel a sense of ownership and 1nvolvement with top down
.initiatives. Far greater commitment and enthusiasm attach to programs arising’
out of local needs assessments and collaboratively developed goals 21

27 District 22’s Application to Partner with Central in the Design and Implementation of
Performance Driven Budgeting, November 1996
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Throughout the 1998-99 school year, school leadership teams in all District 22
schools developed school-specific educational goals 'ahd CEPs. Theli in June, the
district held its Third Annual Performance Driven Budgetmg Allocation Issuance
Conference at which school teams received their md1v1dual school allocations. The

" allocation memorandum informed schools that “all tax levy funds, w1th the exceptlon

of mandated programs, are modifiable by schools as- long as those changes do not
violate labor contracts and existing legislative, Jud101al and adm1mstratlve
gu1dehnes and regulations.” The district gave each school a smgle re1mbursable

" allocation for its Title I and PCEN a]locatlons Fma]ly, the district issued lump sum

allocations for special educatlon Project Read, PrOJect Arts and Endmg Social
Promotion. The d1stnct s allocatlon memo-instructed schools to use their allocations

“as you see fit” within stralghtforward guidelines that maximized school ﬂex1b1]1ty -

e.g., “Relmbursable ‘programs must supplement, not supplant and “The budget
must reflect the school’s educational goals and comprehenswe educatlonal plan.”

District belief is that school autonomy should lead to effective school-level plans that
improve teaching and learning. Dietrict policy is to give all school teams the same
autonomy to develop and fund their plans. With more autonomous schools, these
plans “will not always go the way the superintendent or the principal think it should
go,” noted school board member Anne MacKinnon at the district’s June 1999 _
allocation issuance conference. District and school staﬂ' as well as parents reported

that the district would decrease a school’s level of autonomy only when school -

performance declined for two years in a row.

" District 22 officials hope that Model District deS1gnat10n will eventua]ly translate

into much more flexibility for District 22 schools in the areas of purchasing,
curriculum, instruction, facilities, budgeting and personnel. For example, Central
has agreed to give the district the money saved when children are not referredto
speclal educat10n enabhng schools to support “unlabeled” special needs children in
mainstream classes in their home schools. The district believes that hiring its own
attorney should speed up and facilitate purchasmg from outside veridors. The
district may ask to take over_reSpon51b111ty in areas now controlled by Central, like
transportation and food services. Model District status enabled the district.to hire a
Deputy Superintendent for School Reform and Restructuring who is furthenng the
development of the district’s instructional model

Collaborative Culture _ .
Deputy Superintendent Robert Radday said that District 22’s culture of
collaboration, respect and trust is intended to reach all members of the school
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community. To ensure that all const1tuenc1es on the school teams can function as’
full participants in planning and budgeting, traimng sessions are held at various
times to accommodate the schedules of different const1tuenc1es and are open to all

(in the district) who wish to enroll.

The district encourages discussion among staff, parents and principals — within and
across constituencies -- and actively solicits feedback on its policies and practices.
Successful instructional, budgeting, and team practices are. shared in formal and
informal settings, including parent-arranged school interVisitations, principal
conference presentations, districtwide conferences, and team visits to observe how
other SLTs function. “In the last two to thréee years, I hear real discussion between ?
SLTs and the district office staff about what the right decisions are in many areas,”
community school board member Anne MacKinnon said at the district’s June 1999
Allocation Conference. “School- based management has become a place where people
talk very honestly about how to 1mprove the school.”.

The information needed for school planning and budgeting is made available toall
constituencies in a variety of settings and formats. “Everyone sees what resources .
everyone else gets,” said Deputy Superintendent Radday. “To make sure that
everyone knows what's going on, we send SLT Circulars to SLT chairs, PA
presidents, principals, UFT chapter chairs, DC37 reps, and District Planmng
Committee members.” Principals, UFT chapter chairs, and parents meet regularly
with the superintendent and in constituency groups, to share information and

experiences.

Reinventing the District Office
District 22 is trying to reinvent its district office as a provider of the services. and

support its schools need to become effective planners and budgeters. During our
observations of meetings, training sessions and other school and d1str1ct activities,
we often heard school personnel and parents comment that district office staff,
including the Deputy Superintendents, were available to provide whatever

assistance the schools needed to carry out their missions.

The District Plannmg Team (DPT) ‘whose membership includes representatives of
the district’s unions and parents, is charged with supporting the efforts of school
planning teams. The DPT brings together representatives of all school and district
constituencies to focus on improving the effectiveness of the school leadership teams.

" The DPT also receives input from district constituencies, and discusses alternative

allocation strategies to help guide formation of the district’s allocation policies. “Our
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multifaceted d1str1ct leadership team models a team approach for the schools, sa1d
Deputy Superintendent Robert Radday

Intensive .Tramzn,«_:r _ . .
The district’s two main training courses are an in-depth six-session series on district
and school finance and a parallel course on SLTs and CEPs.

The finance course taught by Deputy Superintendents Robert Radday and dJ erry
Schondorf as a series of hands-on workshops, covers essential topics in sufficient
depth to give school planners the information they need to become effective
budgeters. Topics include: tax levy, special education and re1mbursable fundlng
streams; Central allocatlon formulas; district budgets and modifications; Central
' budgeting and personnel systems; permissible uses of reimbursable funds; how to
budget different staff categories; OTPS issues; and how to budget to accomplish

_ educational goals and objectives. - | '

The second cours_e, a district and Central collabora'tion, is a six-session course that -
helps school planners understand how to make their SLTs more effective. It also
provides hands-on technical assistance on how to assess school needs and develop
CEPs. The course was organized to help current school team members develop their
own school’s CEP with the technical assistance from the trammg staff. We observed
participants shanng strategies and techmques with partlclpants from other schools
.and const1tuenc1es :

’ The district also offers separate introductory training sessions for parents and staff
~on various topics, geared to théir needs. One we observed was a two-day SLT
training session for parents and staff taught by District 22 Presidents Council
leaders. The purpose of the training, held at different times and locations, was to
“stimulate people to attend district training sessions and to provide everyone Wlth '
' ground level knowledge, said a parent leader. '

 We saw ev1dence of SLT members’ sophisticated understanding of budgeting and
finance issues at every district or school meeting we observed. Parents and staff
alike understand — from both their training and their SLT experiences — such topics
as the permissible uses of various funding streams, alterrlative funding strategies,
and the logistics of school purchasing and spending. We saw team members
swapping information about the relative merits and costs of using part-time, full
time, per session, per diem and consultant staff. Other discussions we observed
concerned the cost effectiveness and efficacy of different staff development
programs. ' | -
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School Leadership Teams ,
School leadership teams in District 22 have been evolvmg for many years. The

- advent of Central’s SLT plan was welcomed in District 22, since it was, in many
ways, a codlﬁcatlon of District 22 practice. “A good thing about the new plan,” said
Superintendent Comer, “is that it has only two functions: developmg the CEP and
domg the budget. In fact, the SLT plan is excellent.”

~ Using Central’s SLT allocation, Dlstnct 22 thed a coordlnator and fac111tator for
school based planmng, Kathy Rosenfeld who observes and assists’ the d1str1ct’

SLTs and acts as their liaison to the district. Ms Rosenfeld reported that parent
participation on SLTs in District 22 is very high — about half the schools have 50%

* parent particibation on the teams in 1998-99. The district expects that almost all -
teams should achieve that SLT plan reqmrement by the 1999-2000 school year, she
added Ms. Rosenfeld said that, although typical school teams had about 7 staff and 7
parents, some teams were much larger. Most were doing well i 1n developing their '

' CEPs, she said, as 1t was not their first year handhng this task.

In response to a questlon about the type of formal planmng process the1r school had,
* planning team members in the six District 22 schools we surveyed tended to
~ characterize their teams as school 1eadersh1p teams and as school-based
’ management/shared dec1s1on-makmg committees.28 '

Chart 3.4:

School Leadership Team 2%

Subject Leve! Planning Team |%:7]4%

Grade Level Planning Team

PDB Planning Team

State Mandated (100,11)

Schoolwide Procra.m

SBM/SDM

0% 10% 20% - 30% 40%  50% 60% 70%  80% 90%  100%

28 Respondents were asked to indicate as many types of planning processes as were

. applicable to their school’s team. There were 28 survey respondents in District 22. Also,
three of the six schools participating in the survey did not have Title I status and therefore
COuld not participate in a T1tle I SchoolWide Program
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The D1str1ct 22 planning teams we stud1ed consisted of an average of 11 team

members in 1997-98 and 15 in 1998-99. There was an increase in the average
number of both teachers and parents on the teams in 1998-99.29

Table 3.12: ‘ o ' B Average number of Aeage number of

Composition of L team members, team members.
District 22 school _ 1997-98 1998-99
planning teams- Teachers '
Parents _
Principals 1 ’ 1
" Other 2.7 23 .

"Team size 114~ - 15.0

_ In District 22, training reinforces the district’s focus on school-determined strategies
for improving instruction and student outcomes. Sixty-four percent of the survey
respondents in .Dis_trict 22 indicated that they personally received some training for .
their work on the planning team. Thirty-two percent indicated that their team
received training in understanding student performance data, ,while’siXty—eight

. percent reported team training in effective team decision-making. Approximately
slxty percent indicated team training in both how to read a budget and
understanding the bndgeting process.

School Planning & Budgeting |

Many of District 22’s planning teams are experienced in the nuances of planning and
budgeting. Because schools have been engaged in this work for a decade, planning
team members have become skilled in negotiating the linkage between planning and
budgetlng Because so many team members — across const1tuenc1es -- are well
equipped to part1c1pate in the SLT process, teams can draw on the strengths and
perspectlves of many members of their school communities durlng the planmng
process.

In addition to the Central and state assessments District 22 school teams rely ona
variety of d1str1ct developed and school-developed assessments to help them
understand and plan for their students’ needs. For example, the district employs a -
math program that tests cthdren ‘every six weeks, and employs readmg programs

29 These data are based on school information forms, completed by the prmc1pal of the six
schools in our survey.
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that use end-of-leve_l tests. Schools are encouraged to diagnose the strengths and
weaknesses of each student in all subject areas at the beginning of the school year .
and again, as needed, later in the year. The results of district assessments are-made-
available to the schools as qu1ckly as possible. Teams use these data to assist them ‘
in instructional planmng '

, D1str1ct 22 team members we surveyed indicated their teams part1c1pated in
instructional planning. More than half (15 out. of 28) responded -with specific written
examples, when we asked what kinds of changes in instructional programs the1r
teams had recommended in response to student needs. Examples of recommended
_ changes were: creating bridge classes; instituting club hour; reorganizing cluster
“schedules and/or subject classes; “push in” academic support programs; afterschool
programs for reading and math; evening math progr_ams for students and parents;
gifted programs; integrated genera]/special education prograx'ns;:preschool academic
programs; specific foreign language, writing and reading programs; student snpport.
‘services both after school and during the day; paraprofessionals to assist oversized "
classes; changing to heterogeneous.class organization; reduced-size classes for
-struggling students; and computer-based programs for speCial needs students.

Team 1nvolvement in budget1ng is extremely high in District 22. Nmety-s1x percent
of the District 22 team members who responded to thie survey reported that- they
' personally participated in develop1ng their school’s budget

“Schools have much more control over their destiny than they had before said -
Deputy Supenntendent Radday “Be creative,” was the phrase he used at the

- district’s June 1999 annual allocation conference After the team members received
their allocations, they attended half-day technical assistance workshops In the days '
~ that followed, teams developed their final budgets and submitted them to the
d1str1ct which aggregated them into a comprehensive district budget |

The d1str1ct decided to contmue to use its own budgeting system rather than to J01n
the other five Phase I districts pllotmg the Galaxy 2000 budget1ng system for the
1999-2000 school year.

" A District 22 SLT at work .

For the two years of this study, we observed the planmng team of one of the
district’s schools. This team exhibited a consistent focus on moving the 1nd1v1dua1
student “toward the standards we’ve set,” said one team member. “We have to find
the way that children can learn, and a way for children to take responsibility for
their own learning.” The team used parent and staff surveys and student
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assessment data to understand how well the school was meetlng student needs,
what areas staff and parents felt needed 1mprovement and how. they thought that
should be accomphshed

For example, one discussion we observed in April 1999 centered on the dramatic
results of the school’s focus ‘on first and second grade students. District testing of
first and second. g‘rade reading progress demonstrated that more than 80%.of the
school’s ﬁrst and second grade students were now readJng at grade level. The team

" discussed what strategies they thought had contnbuted to this roughly 30%

1mprovement in student scores. They weighed the 1mpact of ne_wly-mtroduced_

~ smaller classes and small reading groups, the after school Project Read classes for -

targeted children, increased engagement of parents, individual student ass1stance

~ from Reading Recovery teachers and paraprofessionals, enhanced gmdance services, .
. increased staff collaboration: time, targeted staff development, and the use of a new,

individualized student assessment process. The team then d1scussed wh.lch
strategies should be employed in the following school year.

Spend.mg issues were a part of every team meeting; and included updates on school
spending and adJusted school allocat1ons Most team members seemed to understand

_ the school’s ﬁnances and part1c1pated actively in these discussions.

_ At this April 1999plan.n1ng_ sess_10n, team members also understood the budgeting .
implications of different educational strategies. For example, the team discussed the

results of parent surveys that indicated that parents wanted an afterschool _program

~ that ended later than 4: 30 pm. Team members bramstormed about how to meet -

parent needs and create an 1mproved afterschool program. One participant said that
there should be enrichment as well as remediation. Several suggested that the
program could serve more children than those targeted by Project Read Some
worried that teachers’ aﬂ;erschool professional development commitments might
interfere with their part1c1pat1on in the program, and therefore reduce instructional

linkage between the schoolday and afterschool programs

The team estimated the cost of the various options, basmg their estimates on

- projected cost factors for the following year, and made tentative dec1s1ons about the

shape of the followmg year’s afterschool program.
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CROSS-DISTRICT IMPLEMENTATION CONCERNS

When preparing their 1999-2000 bu'dge-ts, the PDB schools and districts had to
wrestle with a number of complicating factors that affected their ability to plan and
budget for the coming school yeér. These factors, which seemed to have a
disproportionately greater impact in the high need districts we studied,?® were:

. Uh_certainty about state and federal funding. Since Central’s initial allocation to
the districts was based on an educated guess about the final state budget, there
was some possibility that the district’s allocation would be increased or

decreased, or that specific progréms would receive more or less funding from the
state. In addition, districts had to adjust for sdmetimes dramatic changes in
federal Title I funding. For example, one High Needs district saw a one-year drop
of $4.5 million (out of a’ $140 miillion initial allocation) because of a slightly lower
register and a lower per capita Title I allotment for FY 00.

e Uncertainty about the number of students who would enroll in each grade in
each school. The normé.lly, difficult task of producing accurate student enrqllment
projéctions was complicated in FY 00 by the introduction of Central’s Ending
Social Promotion policy. Schools didn’t know until late summer which students
would be retained in their grade or promoted to the next. In the High Needs
districts, there were larger numbers of affected students and schools than in the
other districts. This uncertainty affected how districts calculated the amount of

". money each school would receive in its budget. : '

e High turnover of school staff and pi'incipals. All districts were affected by
shrinking teacher and suﬁérvisor pools and by an exodus of school st'aﬂ';."thi's
complicated the school planning process enormously. In some st:hpbls, plans

~ developed in the spring had to be abandoned in late August when teaching staff
losses were finalized. In the two High Nee_ds,PDB districts, one-third of the
principals who submitted their 1999-2000 schools budgets in June 1999 had left
those positions by the time school opened in the fall 3! '

30 We define Districts 9 and 19 as the two PDB districts with the hfgheét needs, based on the |
same factors Central uses in its Similar School analysis: a high poverty rate, as represented
by percentage of students eligible for free lunch, and a high percentage of English Language
Learners. : ‘ : : :

31 The ability of a High Needs district’s schools to do effective instructional planning is
hampered by the shortage of quality teachers, as was vividly demonstrated in one school in a
High Needs district. The principal was informed a few days prior. to the start of the 1999-00
school year that a number of the school’s most effective, trained and seasoned teachers were
not returning. The school was forced to fill the sudden vacancies with inexperienced teachers.

Chapter 3: PDB In the Phase | Districts o - 60




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative ' ' May 2000

e Dual Roles of the DCEP: Because the DCEP is a mandatory compliance
document for the New York State Education Départmént, the document
' embodi_e_s the tension between the mandates for state reporting on a number of
discrete pfograms, versus a planning document that res‘p'onds'to the needs -
" surfaced in each district’s schoo,ls’v CEPs. This tension limits the value of the
DCEP to districts and schools. | :

The principal felt that the school needed “instant teachers,” since the newly-hired staff would
be teaching classes whose performance would reflect on the entire school. The previous '
spring’s carefully crafted CEP and budget were scrapped in favor of a scripted reading
program to help the new teachers work with their students as they learned how to teach..
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CHAPTER 4 o o . |
FINDINGS FROM THE PILOT COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

The prlmary task of thls current year’s evaluation is to examine whether changes in

pohcies and practices at the Central and district levels have enhanced the ability of -
schools to create budgets linked to i improving student performance In last year’s
evaluation report, we stated that the goal of PDB was: ‘ '

“to redefine relationships and dec1s1on-mak1ng authority among the three levels
- of the school system so that decisions about the use of résources are d1rectly

liniked to effective instructional strategies and improved student ach1evement >

(Appendix A.) o

Our hypothesis is that changes in seven broad areas of policy and practice are

. critical to estabhshmg and ma1nta1mng this hnkage between use of resources and

1mprovmg student performance

1. Movement of authority in budgeting, personnel and 1nstruct1onal planmng to
the school level.

2.: Restructurmg of resource allocation policies and practices to support school

level mstructional planmng and budgetmg
3. Provision of mformation that schools: need to plan and budget

4. Development of the capacity at a]l levels to support school tea.ms work of
planning and budgeting.

5. Creation of more broad-based participatory and mﬂuential dec1s1on-ma.k1ng
structures at the school level '

6. Estabhshment of an effective accountability and reporting system

7. Development ofa systemic culture that supports school decision-making and

continuous school improvement. ‘
What follows is an analysis of the changes in districts and schools during the first _
two years of PDB implementation that reveal the extent of progress toward
performance driven budgeting. '
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AREA 1 MOVEMENT OF Aumonn'v IN BUDGE'HNG PERSONNEL AND

INSTRUC'HONAL PLANNING TO THE SCHOOL LEVEL

Through mterv1ews observations and surveys, we examined the extent of devolution
of authority to schools and d1$tr1cts Our findings about the extent of devolution of

authority are divided into three categones
¢ Devolution of budgeting authonty
e Devolution of authority for personnel

o Devolution of authority for instructional planning

a) Devolution of budgeting authority

We asked supermtendents whether their district and schools had
more authority in this area. “We've been able to make plans for
spending money wifho,ut prior approval from Central,” said one

‘superintendent. Another said that greater district-level authority
resulted from the Budget Office granting it the flexibility that
came with “Group 1” status. “Both last year and th1s year,” saida -

third superintendent, “we have had mg‘m.ﬁcant ﬂex1b1hty

~ Central has been trying very hard to become more flexible. Our

requests get approved more qmckly

All PDB supermtendents sa1d they passed on to thelr schools
whatever budgetmg authonty Central relinquished. In one
district, the superintendent said the school teams’ growing
expertise as budgeters forced the district to “realize that we could

Did the schools in

'| the six Phase |

districts receive the
authority to create
budgets? Did these
schools gain‘the
authority to budget

'a_ll_the dollars
| allocated to the

schools, or only-a
small discretionary
fraction of these -

| funds?

be more flexible as a district.” Yet, in another district, the supermtendent said that

schools “don’t readily accept the authonty they have.”

The three PDB school prmmpals we mterv1ewed strongly agreed that thelr schools
had been g1ven greater authority in budgeting. “We have total ability to plan and
spend every dollar. We used to get dollars. Now we have all dollars.” Another
principal said, “The budgetmg freedom has allowed us to design programs
specifically for our students and hire the [kind of]. personnel we need to imiplement
these programs.” A principal who responded to our survey wrote, “We enjoy the

luxury of having control over our budget.”

We asked all three principals if, in the past, schools had been.frustrated by their
inability to control their own resources, and if that perception had changed in the

two-year period. All three principals agreed that their schools had gained

considerable control over their resources.
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Further observations and interviews in the distr'icts and schools — and our
examination of documents we collected from every-district — indicated that PDB
schools were exercising more authority to budget the total dollars allocated to them

than they had two years before. These observatlons and 1nterv1ews 1ncluded

. Observatlons of school teams actively creatmg 1nstructlonal plans and prepar1ng
" budget priorities for the 1998-99 and 1999-2000 school years;

' The J une 1999 allocatlon conferences in five of the six Phase I d1stncts At these
conferences; the Phase I districts d1stnbuted to all their schools allocations that ‘
included most of the funds that Central allocated to the districts. Districts also

“gave instructions and assistance on how to budget their allocations to schools in
accordance with school-developed and d1str1ct-approved CEPs, and within
district parameters.

i

e Interviews in J uly and August 1999 with a]l six PDB districts’ directors of
- operations. ‘ :

The survey results from ninety-five respondents in twenty-three schools in four
Phase-I districts also confirm that people in PDB schools have been engaged in
budgetlng for at least two years. Our survey asked,

Table 4.1: Did people‘in " A Percnt responding yes o
yolur.sc: OOIlplF?x"; ?rzl 1996-97 (N=87) | 1997-98 (N=87) | 1998-99 (N=95). | -
role in developi e S 3 ‘ ;
budget? : 75% 93% ‘ : 93%

Positive responses increased over the two years of the study: ﬁrtuaﬂy all
: respondents agreed that people in their school participate in budgeting.

' 'I‘hrough our surveys we probed the extent of the PDB schools authonty over .-
components of the1r budgets — i.e., funding sources and positions. If schools are
actually gaining control of all funds allocated to the school, they should have a key
role in deciding how to budget both basic (tax levy) and supplementary (Tltle I and
PCEN) funds which comprise most of a school’s allocated funds. The survey asked,32

32 School budgets are . made up of numerous funding streams the largest of which are: tax
levy, PCEN, Title I, Bilingual/ESL and special education. Tax levy funds, which pay for basic
educational expenses such as classroom teachers and principals, are drawn from city and
state funds. PCEN (state) and Title I (federal) funds are for compensatory and supplemental
education expenses. Bilingual/ESL funds are state and federal funds earmarked to help
English Language Learners. Special education funding comes mostly from the city and state
for students who have been certified as having disabilities. Note that six of the 23. PDB
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Teble42 Do peoplé in Percent responding ye 9

%our tsc:;ﬁgi;helt;')1 decide | Tax Levy - ' 0D%
ow to et the ~ : : -
following types of PFJEN 84%
funds?’ Title | L _ -80%*+
Bilingual/ESL . v ' ' 66%*
Special education ' ' -1 57%*

* Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eIimfnate‘d ,
from all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don’t
know.

+ Six of the 23 PDB schools were not ellglble to recelve Tltle

I funds. ’

A very high percentage of PDB respondents ;‘eported that their schools'pa'.r_ti'cipate in
budgeting tax levy and PCEN/Title I funds. Many also report _jpa';'ticipating in
budgeting their school’s Bilingual/ESL and special education fuhds

Since PDB respondents indicated that their school participates in dec1s1on-makmg
over most funds allocated to the school, respondents should also have indicated that
their school helps budget classroom teacher positions, since salaries for these
positions make up most of a school’s budget. The survey asked,

Table 4.3: Do people in

' Percent responding yes (N=95)

“your'school help decide. ["professional development services: " 85%
how to budget any of =

the following positions Classroom teachers - 74%

and services? - Gundance & other support staff 74%"

-Per session teachers - ' | 74%*

School aides - '.' 70%"

Paraprofessnonals o 63%"

Per diem substitutes (covering absences) 52%*

1 School secretaries A - 48%*

| Supervisors : , ' . . 46%"

'Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated
from all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don't
know.

PDB schools do seem to participate in budgeting most positions, particularly
classroom teacher positions, in their schools. '

schools in our survey were not eligible for Title I funds; therefore survey respondents from
those schools would not have an opportunity to budget those funds.
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If authority is actually shiﬂ;ing to the schools, p-lanm'ng' teain members should feél
‘that people in their school play a key role in determining the school’s budget. The

survey asked, . s T
TableddiHow
influential are each of  I'your school’s leadership & staff , 67% 3}
the following in " District ' T 66%" '
determining the budget . The Central Board of Education . 66%"
f°_' your school? | State & Federal governments - 61%"

City government SR 60%*
Your school’s parents . 37%
Community School Board o 34%*
UFT&CSA . . | 21%*
Community groups -~ N 8%" ..

."_Blahk and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated
from all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question

. where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don't
know .

, Two-tthds of the’ PDB survey respondents mdlcated that the1r school 1eadersh1p and
- staff were “very influential” i in determining the school budget - slightly more than
' those who felt that the1r district, Central and the city, state and federal g
governments were very mﬂuentlal

‘AgaJn if schools were actually gaJmng control over all the dollars forma.lly allocated
" to the school team members should feel that the1r school’s control over their budget
had mcreased s1gmﬁcant1y over the two years of PDB 1mp1ementat10n The survey
' asked

Chart 4.1: Atthe
end of this second

year of PDB, how  100% - , o o
much increase have : - Increased control over budgeting and spending
 youseeninyour - % ' -
school's control over 80% |
the budgeting and
spending of its . T0% %
ions? £ :

aIIocatlons.. § con —

2

g son

2

rd o

C30% 4 A 2% -
Little or None | Some v l l, AlLot )
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Sixty-three percent of the responding team members 1nd1cated that they. had seen '
considerable increase in their school’s control over budgeting and spending over the
two-year penod Only eleven percent indicated there had been no increase or-very

little increase of school control.

substantial increase in their authority to budget.

Non- PDB D|str|cts

Because the PDB initiative started with speclﬁc pilot districts and
schools, we focused on those’ districts and schools participating in
the initiative. But the Central intervention_s we described in the - ‘
previous chapter were aimed at all districts and schools in the

- gystem, a.nd not just at the PDB pilot schools and districts
Therefore we also 1nvest1gated whether all d1str1cts and schools in -

the system showed some md.lcatlons of increasing 1nvolvement in

budgeting.

We interviewed, observed conducted surveys and collected

~ documents in four schools i in two districts not participating in Phase -

I of PDB. While the experiences of this small group of non-PDB
schools may not be representative of all non-PDB schools in the
system, it is instructive to compare their experiences with those of
the PDB schools during the two-year period of our study

 We found that schools in the six Phase I districtsdid_ experience a. |

Did the non-PDB

schools we
“studied receive

the authority to

create budgets?
Did these schools
_gain the authority
‘to budget all the .
.dollars allocated

to the schools, or

only a.small.

discretionary -
fraction of the
money?

In the spnng of 1999, all four non-PDB school pnnclpals told us that over the o
prev10us two years, they had gained greater control in school budgetmg However,

~what they cited as evidence for greater control was their school’s experlence w1th the

budget request allocation, a small d1scret10nary allocation.3 This was in contrast to
the PDB school principals, who all focused on the1r total budgets as the arena in

thch they exerc1sed increased control.

The four non-PDB pnnclpals descnbed how their schools budgeted the1r
d1scretlonary budget request money. One prmc1pa1 told us that h1s school rece1ved a .

33 The budget request process, one of Central’s major initiatives, asked schools to budget a
small lump sum allocation that was included in the Chancellor’s formal budget request. In
June 1998, the initial district allocations included approximately 60% of the funds the
schools had budgeted. By the 1998- 99 school year, two-thirds of the schools in the system

were participating in this exercise.
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your school play any 1996-97 | 1997-98 1998-99
role in developing the . (N=16) (N=16) . (N=20)
. budget? 50% 63% | 95%
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: “budget of about $150,000 - $180,000 over which we had total discretion. We decided
to buy a librarian and a family worker.” Another said, “We have more money and

- more discretion, because of the budget request money. For example, we decided to - |

* group heterogeneously in third grade this year. The budget flexibility enabled us to
help the third grade teachers who requested paraprofessionals.”

A third pr1nc1pal descnbed the adetlonal exposure to school- based budgetlng that -
her district gave in allocatlng Title I money to its schools “In the past, in the
summer we were asked, ‘What do you want?’ Then we got pos1tlons allocated. This.
year, the district gave schools their Title I allocations based on their CEP and the -
number of eligible students in dollars ‘We were g1ven cost factors. We can also split-
fund positions.”

Analysis of the survey results supports these principals’ statements: After two Iyea_rs,

" there was a large increase in the number of team members from non-PDB schools
who indicated that the1r schools played some role in developmg the school budget
The survey asked

Table 4.5: Did people in Percent responding yes

We also probed the extent of the school’s authority over components of the budgets -
funding sources and positions. The survey asked, ' :

Percent responding yes (N:O)'

Table 4.6: Do people in

your school help decide | Tax Levy - . _ | a7
how to budget the E ' T T
following types of PCEN. ‘ : - | 45% |
funds? : o Title I* : . 54%*
Bilingual/ESL : | 38%*
Special education S| 31%

“Blank and “don’t know" responses have been eliminated
from all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don't
know. In this table, the percentage of blanks and don’t
knows ranged from 35% to 45%:

Few survey respondents from these non-PDB schools 1nd1cated that people in their
school participated in budgetlng these school’s funds regardless of funding source.

The survey also asked,
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Table 4.7: Do pe'ople.in IR Percent respondlng yes -20)

your school help decide | Paraprofessionals _ 94%
?hoev‘(t)cl)l_otztvliﬁge; :srlllo(ﬁs Guidance & other support staff | 87%"
and services? - | Professional development services | 87%" .
- [ School aides : | 73%

Per session teachers . | 67%"

Classroom teachers - o 25%.

“Supervisors R o 13%"

School secretaries - ; - 13%"

T Per diem substitutes (coverung absences) 7%

. *Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated
from all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don't
know.

In contrast to the results from the PDB schools - where three-quarters of the
respondents indicated that people 1in their schools helped decide how to budget
classroom teacher positions — the survey results suggest that people in the non-PDB
schools help budget mostly supplemental positions — paraprofessmnals support
.staff school aides, etc. The non-PDB schools do not appear to have a significant role
in budgetmg basic school funds such as classroom teacher posmons

Do planning teams feel that members of their non-PDB schools play key roles in
determining the school’s budget" The survey asked,

Percent respnding “very influential” (N=20)

‘Table 4.8: How

influential are each of State & Federal governments = -~ [ 94%
he ;fr::‘i’r‘:i”;’;gtg"e budget ~ | The Central Board of Education T 86%
“ for your school? .| District : -81%
' City government T | 81%
Your school’s leadership & staff T 44%
- Community-school board . - : 25% |
UFT&CSA - T 19%
Your school’s parents - - | 17%
“Community groups . , " 0%

*Blank and “dont know” responses have’ been ellmlnated
from. all tabulations. An asterisk indicates a. survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don’t
know.

In contrast to the results from the PDB- schools - Where 67% of the respondents
indicated that their school’s leadership and staff were very influential in v
determining their school’s budget — only 44% of the non-PDB team members think
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their school_’s leadership and staff were Qery inﬂuential in.»determining their school’s
budget, roughly half as many who indicated that the district, Central and the city,
state and federal governments were very mﬂuentlal 4

In the final survey question we probed to What extent school- 1eve1 budgetary control
had increased over the previous two years The survey asked ' '

100% hpcreased control over budgetlng and spendlng

~ Chart4.2: A
Chart 4.2: At Increased control over budgetlng and spendlng

the end of this 90% -
second year of :
PDB, how much 80% 1
increase have 70%
you seen in
“your school’'s
control over the
budgeting and
spending of its
allocations?

60% 1 56% -
50% - R
40% {

30% - : .
: 22% »

Percent of Respondents .

20% -

10% 4"

0% +—— = —
Little or None . .. Some- ' A Lot

*Blank respbnses have been eliminated from the tabulations

‘ .‘ More than half of the non-PDB respondehts indicated that there had been_no
increase or very little increase of -'school control over budgeting and spending. By
contrast, in the PDB schools, siXty three percent of the respondents indicated that
their school’s control over budgetmg and spending had increased cons1derab1y over -
the previous two years. A’ 81de-by-s1de presentatlon of these data perm1ts easy

- comparlson

86
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Increased control over budgeting and spendind

Chart 4.3;
How much
increase have
you seen in
our school's
control over
the budgeting
-and spending
of its o
_allocations?

100% -
90% -
80% - ,
70% - "63%
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% 4.
20%
10%

- 0%

56%

22%

Percentage of respondenfs

Litleor . Some Alot | . Lleor. Some A Lot
None . "None ' .

PDB Respondents - Non-Pbé Respondents -

Given the evidence from this small group of non-PDB schools, Central’s budget
request process seems to be providing the non-PDB schools with hands-on

- ekperien‘ce budgeting a small discretionary allocation. We also saw some evidence
that districts are beginning to prepare schools for a universal school-based -
budgeting process.3¢ There is no evidence, on the other hand, that people in these -
schools feel they have much control over the funds allocated to their schools. r

Our limited interviews, observations, surveys and document collection in
non-PDB schools suggests that non-PDB schools have been engaging in
preliminary activities that are hélping them learn how to budget However,
they have far less control over total school funds, compared. to the schools
partwtpattng in Phase I of the PDB initiative. :

b) Personnel decisions

We asked the six Phase I suf)enntendents if their districts and ' Did the schools iﬁ

schools had gaJned greater authonty over personnel in the two-year the Phase | PDB

period of PDB 1mplementat10n ' . | districts have

In the fall of 1998, Central decentralized control over the _ more-authority
. . . . _ : : over personnel

Committees on Special Education (CSEs) and the School Based decisions?

3¢ We also found evidence in our first year’s work that the work of the PDB school'blanning
teams was aided by the experience many schools had with SchoolWide Programs.
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Support Teams (SBSTs) to the d1str1cts and schools. 35 Three supenntendents
reported that the CSE and SBST staff in their district were more responsive to their
schools and to the district since the transfer of authority, and that SBST staff had
become more mtegrated into schoolwide activities. One superintendent told us:

" Decentralization has played a very critical role by putting accountability back
into the school districts. One of the things we’ve done thoughtfully is to change
the roles of school-based team members. Our referral rate is down. The . '
decertification rate is up. We started non-mandated speech and counsehng,
service that is outside of special education and that reflects our emphasis on
prevention. We have more flexibility. We hired a school social worker to work
with school phobic children (truants). SLT’s think differently. They’re looking at
the whole populatlon [in the school].

But another superintendent was not satisfied with the degree of control the district |

could exercise over CSE activities and budgets.

[Central] should have said, “Here’s a pot of money. Here are the goals Instead '
they said, “Here are services. Here are the mandates. You administer the
‘mandates instead of Central.” I don’t see the link between reducing referrals or
~ serving ch11dren out81de of speclal education and usmg the CSE money for that

PDB supenntendents were concerned about the limitations-on admm1strat1ve staﬂ' '

- that Central has imposed on all district offices. One superintendent told us, “The

admm1strat1ve guidelines Central imposes leave me no flexibility. We're told how to
staff the District Office and how much to pay. Why does Central impose such rigid
guidelines? I want to use my administrative allocation ﬂex1bly to get the best ’
administrative staffing mix possible.” However, another superintendent reported
that fiscally responsible districts (Group 1) were allowed somewhat greater
flexibility in district hiring. ’

‘Some school-level hiring practlces had lmproved d18tnct oﬂic1als told us, and
'Central had made earlier and more localized hiring practlces a priority. Central’s

new procedure that allowed districts to loca.lly process apphcants for teachmg
pos1tlons was helpful they said.’

But, as one supermtendent told us, “Central’s inflexible personnel policies haven’t
changed, with the exceptlon of those schools electmg to become School Based Optlon

35 The CSEs and the SBSTs are charged with evaluating and placing students' suspected of
having a disability in appropriate settings. Under the new pohcy, district supermtendents
supervise the chairs of the CSEs, and school principals supervise the SBST members.
Respons1b111ty for budgetlng these staﬁ' positions now resides in the d1stncts '

Chapter 4 Findings from the Pilot Community School Districts and Schools ' 72

88




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting-lnitiative - ... May 2000

. schools ” Another superlntendent told us, “There are too many rules — civil service,
state, city, legal requ1rements union contract Personnel isa hard 1ssue to deal '

. wlth »

Hiring policies limited their ability, some principals -said to hire the staff they
thought were best for their school. For example one pnnclpal sa1d the school was
forced to retain a less suitable teacher with one type of. prov1s1onal teaching hcense
over another cand1date with a dJﬁ'erent type of prov131onal license. Such pohcles

~might d1sproportlonately affect hard-to- staff districts with a larger number.of .

prov1s1onally 11censed staff.

" One _of the most important areas of school control over jpersonnel is the power to

remove ineffective staff. But, in this area, superintendents and principals told us
that.there had been no change in the arduous and time-corisuming processes
required. One principal commented, “All the thrust has been to move the schools;
however\ the most important thing, which they haven’t helped us om, is moving the
‘baggage —[teachers] who won't change These people are holdmg us back, We are

getting some good new people now.”

School-level control over hiring was also severely hrmted by shrmkage in the pool of |
qualified teachers over the two-year period. Accordmg to one principal, the main

- reason for the shnnkmg pool is the disparity in pay levels for teachers in New York

City compared to teachers in the. surrounding snburbs This pnnc;p_al, in a district
that has an especially difficult time attracting qualified staff, was faced with a large
number of teach.lng vacancies in late August, 1998, and felt forced to sw1tch to'a

| scnpted reading program that the prmclpal dec1ded could be handled by tota]ly

: 1nexper1enced teachers

The district officials we mterv1ewed reported an equa]ly senous loss of quahﬁed
pnnclpals and principal candidates, as well as a severe problem with principal .-
morale, caused by the continuing absence of : an agreement on a contract between the_

-'Clty and the Council of Supervisors and Administrators.? Many of our interviewees
' argued that some 'principals were earning less money than teachers and that
‘principals felt discouraged by the unprofessmnal and demeanmg way they felt the

Clty was treating them 87

36 Subsequerit to the penod of data collection for this report an agreement was negotlated

. between the City and the CSA.

37 Of the 190 schools in the six PDB districts in June 1999, 35 had new principals in
September 1999: an 18% principal turnover rate ThlS turnover rate was 32% in the two
highest need districts.
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Our analysis of survey results also supports the assertion of superintendents and -
principals that Central’s hiring policies do not give schools much control. The survey
asked, “How much flexibility ddes your school have in hiring staff?” Thirty-nine
percent of the planning team members respondmg to the survey 1nd1cated that their

. schools had “a lot” of ﬂex1b111ty in hiring staﬂ'

The interviews with principals from the non-PDB schools and the_'(s'u'rv'e'y reépbnses
from those schools yielded data similar to those obtained from the PDB schools

We found that schools did not gain greater authority over personnel durlng

the two-year penod of PDB implementation:

e Central did not move greater authorlty for personnel matters to the _
school level, with the important exception of the transfer of authonty for
CSE and SBST activities to the districts and schools.

o While those we interviewed gave Central credit for improved _hiring
practices, continuation of the maintenance of Central control over hiring
-decisions, plus the extrinsic limitations on the pool of principals and
teachers available to be hired, resulted in very limited hlnng capacity at
the school level.

c¢) Instructional plannmg

We asked the six PDB supermtendents if their d1str1cts and schools Were the schools

had more authority over instructional planning. All but one g]ist:'::t:hg?j:r:
reported that they had already been devolving instructional 1 g Té ater autho rity

planning to their schools prior to involnement in the PDB initiative. over instructional

“We do our own instructional planning, and we have for quite a 'plann'ing?

while,” was a typlcal comment. Pilot schools in the PDB districts -
had been developmg instructional improvement p1ans and school budgets at least
since the inception of the PDB initiative in early 1997. Our assessment of the CEPs

- we collected from the 1997-98 school year support these supenntendents

contentlons

'The directors of operations in most districts agreed that, in support of school-leve’i ’

instructional planning, schools had been given more ﬂexibi]ity in scheduling and

.assigning staff. They said that schooels gainéd, during the two-year period, greater

ability to determine how to meet Central’s goals and objectives. Some said this gain

in flexibility resulted from the requirement that all schools develop_a CEP.38

38 The CEP is an evolving document, originally targeted for low performing schools, that tries
to combine compliance with state mandates for the use of compensatory education funds,
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The directors of operations also said that' their schools had more control over -
instructional planning because of greater budgetmg flexibility. Central relaxed
several budgeting constraunts in its allocations to d1str1cts collapsed several small
tax levy allocations into a single per capita allocation, and allowed districts to more
flexibly spend funds earmarked for Pro_]ect Read, a categorlcal tax levy allocation

intended to improve literacy.

The PDB principals we interviewed‘ were enthusiastic about their increased |

authority to do school level instructional planning. “We have total choice,” said one.
“We have a better course of study in science . . . this means new supplies, extended

day and partnerships,” said another.

~ However, almost all PDB superintendents -- and the three PDB pnnclpals we

interviewed -- were frustrated by what they characterized as too numerous city and

‘ state mstructlonal mandates One superintendent spoke about the tendency for the
-city and the state to introduce mandated instructional programs — this

superintendent cited Pro_]ect Read Fam1ly Literacy, Extended Day, Project Arts — 11
a way that leaves the district very little room for local d1scretlon in shaping

‘instruction. Supenntendents argued that mandated programs require that the -
‘district spend money as ea.rmarked with little discretion. They said that districts

and schools should be allowed to choose their instructional strategles and then be

held accountable for outcomes

One supenntendent observed that, though there were too many mandates Central
had been supportive of that district’s eﬂ'orts to. obtain wauvers from State and federal
special education mandates : '

Through our surv.ey, we sought evidence that PDB schools developed instructional

- improvement plans, or CEPs. The 1998-99 survey asked, “Does your school have .

some kind of instructional 1mprovement plan (comprehensive educational plan)?”
More than 90% of the respondents in PDB schools answered “yes.” ‘

We also probed the extent of PDB schools’ control over the development of their
CEP. If control over instructional planning is being devolved to the.school level,
team members should report cons1derable school mﬂuence in developmg the school's
CEP. The survey asked ‘

with development of'a school improvement plan. Some practitioners suggested that the
requirement that schools use a one-size-fits-all comprehensive planmng tool (the CEP) hm1ts
schools’ ablhty to do the most effectlve instructional planning.
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Table 4.9: Please Percent o 'l# espondents dicating “ve o

indicatehhofwr‘:nfluentia_l Principal _ S ‘ 92%
are each of the: " - - ,
foIIO\G;vmg in developing Teaehers " : 4 ,66%
your school’s District - ~ . 52%
instructional ‘| Parents 47%
. |mprpvement plan: - Central : , . 1 40%
’ ‘ State- : _ , 40% -
CSB _ 2%
Students . - R 4 o 14%

*Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated from all tabnlations.
An asterisk indicates a survey question where more than 20% of the
responses were blank or don’t know.

As the above table indicates, team members in PDB schools did consistently report
that pnnclpa.ls and teachers in their school were very influential in developing the1r
school’s CEP ' ' '

If schools were actively engaged in developing their CEP_s,_ team members should be '
able to report what changes their team recommended in the school’s instructional

program.

More than half of all survey respondents, in all categories (parent, teacher and -
principal) chose to respond in writing to the question, “Did your planning team
recommend changes in‘the instructional program in response to specific student
needs? Please give examples.” Their responses were detailed and varied. Examples

~ included changes in school structure and organization, class size,reductions, more
effective and targeted instructional strategies, more effective use of support and
paraprofessional staff, schoolwide curriculum approaches targeted to identified
groups of students, integrated afterschool programs, additional materials to support

" instructional initiatives, targeted staff training, and strategles to stretch budgets to

meet more school pnontles

These written resp_onses indicate some of the ways that PDB schodls m acﬁvely ‘
engaging in instructiona.l planning. .= 4 ' _

The evidence we collected from the four non-PDB schools was similar to that
obtained from the PDB schools. These non-PDB schools are all engaged in

developing CEPs, and survey respondents indicated that principals and staff are
very influential in that process.

Focus Group
We asked a group of teachers serv1ng on PDB plamung teams to descnbe the

~ instructional planning process in their schools. In response, they adduced the many

~
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d1str1ct Central and external pressures that made effective mstructlonal planmng

'more dlﬁicult 1nc1ud1ng numerous City and d1stnct mandates

The teachers also spoke at length about madequate and mcons1stent funding to
support school-developed instructional plans. “We’re not a Title I school (we missed

by 2%), so we didn’t have a lot of money. PDB is a. great pro_gram, but [because we're

not a Title I school] we're arginng over pennies,”'said one teacher. “We don’t have a
guarantee that you can follow through with money to meet our goals Money is not v
there because it meets your goals. It’s there because someone wants you to do -
sometthg Money drives the program.” A third teacher said, “They should make - _
sure that the money is there if I have a multi-year plan. You never know when the
shoe will drop.” “How can you not be disheartened?” a fourth teacher asked.
Crumblmg and overcrowded faclhtles were also mentioned as maJor constraints on

school planmng options.

In add1tlon the teachers talked about how schools ability to do school-level planmng
suﬁ'ered from politicians’ distrust and _short-term thinking” that produced “eight
chancellors in 14 years . . . If .reading scores don’t go up in six months, it’s thrown _
out. The chapter leaders [in my district say], as soon as this chancellor leaves, it’s a]l“
thrown out. Why bother with SLTs? It’s not mstltutlonahzed because the next mayor

Wﬂl pick the next chancellor who Wﬂl last two to four years. Why should we bother"”

Some teachers said the driving force behind mstructlonal improvement plans was .

: 1mprov1ng test scores, Whlch they said, was not’ synonymous with i 1mprov1ng student

learmng ‘Test-taking and test preparation squeezes out time and resources for other
activities such as art, music, and guidance “because it’s not related to the test.”
What is covered by the test is all that schools teach, they said.

We concluded that schools in the Phase I districts - ‘ as well as the non-PDB
- schools we studied - gained greater authority for mstructzonal planning

through the CEP process. However, a teacher focus group reported that
schools’ ability to plan eﬁ'ectwely is hampered by dzstrlct and Central '

. mandates 39

39 In November 1998, Central began a three-year phase-in of the Chancellor’s School
Leadership Team (SLT) plan which was intended to lodge authority for instructional
planning and budgeting with a team at the school level (see previous chapter). Districts were
charged with responsibility for estabhshmg district guidelines and for overseeing

- implementation of the SLT plan. This plan requires.that all schools have planning teams
- . that develop annual Comprehenswe Educational Plans (CEP) and budgets to 1mplement that
plan. - . : , -

QQ

Chapter 4: Flndlngs from the Pilot Community School Districts and Schools 7




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative " May 2000

Conclusion

1. We found that schools in the six Phase I PDB d1str1cts did expenence a _
substantial increase in the1r authonty to budget durmg the two-year penod of
PDB unplementatlon

o QOur 11m1ted examination of non-PDB schools also suggests that non-PDB
schools have been engagmg in preliminary activities that help them learn
THow to budget However, they have far less control over their total school
funds, compared to the schools participating in Phase I of the PDB initiative. ‘

2. We found that schools did not gain greater authority over personnel

e Central did not move authonty for personnel matters to the school level, with
the important exception of the transfer of authonty for CSE and SBST
activities to the districts and schools

o While those we 1nterv1ewed gave Central credit for 1mproved h1r1ng practlces
a combination of the maintenance of Central control over hiring dec1s1ons, |
plus the extrinsic limitations on the pool of principals and teachers ava11ab1e

'. to be hired, resulted in very 11m1ted hiring capaclty at the school level..

‘3. We found that all schools — PDB as  well as non-PDB -- gaJned greater authonty
for instructional planmng through the CEP process. ‘
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AREA 2 RESTRUCTURING RESOURCE ALLOCA'nON POLICIES AND PRACTICES TO
SUPPORT SCHOOL. LEVEL |NSTRUC110NAL PLANNING AND BUDGEHNG '

Eﬁ'ectlve unplementatlon of PDB mvolves insuring that schools control their own
funds, and thatschools recéive those funds in time to do effective school planning.
But as we delineated in last year’s evaluation report, the realities of New York City
school finance create many obstacles to tlmely allocation of annual appropnatlons to -

' schools

This section analyzes how Central has begun to remove those obstacles by .

restructuring resource allocation policies.and practices. Understanding the extent of
Central’s task — the development of a new school budgeting system — involves an
understandJng of the Board of Education’s trad1t10na1 budgeting system, which is ,

- still in place in non-PDB d1str1cts as well as how that system 1mpedes effective

school planmng

The Traditional Budgetmg System

The New York City Board of Education is the official and sole school district for all
New York City’s public schools, for the purpose of receiving funds from the city, state’
and federal governments. The Central office of the Board controls certain functions —
e.g:, transportation, food services, high schools, personnel — and shares -

' Vresponslblhty for other functions with the districts —e.g:, special education and staﬂ'

development. The local districts control a th1rd group of functlons ‘primarily -
classroom instruction and supervision. Central allocates funds to the d15tncts for
these purposes; however ‘district control is often limited by 1nstruct1ona1

- mandates®.

Traditionally, at the beginning of the fiscal year, Central issues an initial allocation
‘to all the districts to support the functions under district control. The initial

allocation consists of numerous discrete formula-dﬁven sub-allocations to support all
school functions, as well as district office operations. Each district creates a district
budget consisting of the cost of all positions allocated to the schools and the district
oﬁice as well as non-personnel expend1tu1‘es D1str1cts typlcally do not develop
comprehenswe budgets for individual schools ' '

40 Acoordmg to the 1998 School Based Expendlture Report, Central controlled 28 6% of the -

$9.8 billion spent on public schools while schools and districts corxtrolled 71 4%.
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Once Central approves a district’s budget, the district schedules that budget4, w}nch 3

then becomes available for spending in the specified categories. Until a district’s
budget is approved and scheduled 1t is not authonzed to fill pOS1t10ns and spend

money:

Centrel’s budgeting and expenditure'tracking system has depended on districts
creatmg school budgets, called school spending plans. Ironically, schools do not.

. create their own school spending plans; their districts do; many schools never see
their spending plans In addition, because Central uses the school spendmg plans to

allocate and track expenthures the critical budget relationship is between the
district and Central and rarely 1nvolves the school42.

Districts create spending plans for their schools by creating (and filling) positions at
individual schools and indicating the non-personnel money to be spent in each
school. The Board’s financial system then charges expenses, such as teacher salaries
or textbooks, egajnst the school spending plans: Accessing and modifying these'
school spending plans is cumbersome and inefficient. Approval for school purchases,
and for modifications to spending plans, iney take weeks or even months. The plans
have nothing to do with how schools may be organizing 'for instruction; instead, they
merely list staff by broad category, not by grade or function. There is no formal
linkage between school spending plans and school-level instructional planmng, and
therefore no connection to the CEP.

Instead of budgets, schools ttaditionally receive initial positicn allocation sheets
from their'district usually in June, indicating the number of staff positions the
district has initially allocated to the school for the following school year. Allocations
are made in the form of positions, not dollars, and usually do not include allocations
for all programs and services in the school. The initial position allocatlons are based
on register projections, the programmatlc reqmrements of fundJng sources and
Central and district policies.

Schools make tentative staffing decisions before the school year ends. But these-
school staffing decisions are, at best, approximations. Central’s initial allocation to

41 “Scheduling” a budget. means entering all personnel positions and non-personnel items into
Central’s budgeting system with the appropriate codes that specify budget categories,
function, etc. Allocations that Central makes to districts after the initial allocation must also
be scheduled. A modification process is required to transfer money, once scheduled, to
different spending categories.

42 Central bases its School Based Budget and Expenditure Reports on the school spendmg
plans. ,
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the districts usually came in July or August because the state budget was almost
always late, and state and city funding beyond the current fiscal year is uncertain.
Thus, schools often ended the year in June not knowing the exact makeup of their

~ staff or the organization of their classes for the following fall

Schools typically received their final pOS1t10n allocations in late August or early

- September, just days before the start of the new school year, when they often had to '

scramble to fill positions and shuffle classes and classrooms. Under these daunting
conditions, effective school planning and budgeting is extremely difficult.

The New Budgetmg System for PDB Schools

In contrast to traditional budgeting practice, in June 1999 all PDB schools were :
able to create school budgets and to link their budgets to their instructional plans. -
This milestone in school-based budgeting_was reached when the 190 schools in the
Phase I districts received and budgeted initial allocations for their total school

- budget, in dollars, and in time for effective school planning. . One focus of our

evaluation was to analyze how this uniquely important achievement came about.:

In early June, Central went forward with the issuance of initial allocations to all th_e .
districts, despite the lack of a state budget (finally passed in inid-August).
Essentially, Central allocated money that it had not yet received. Through a
combination of political forecasting and fiscal balancing, Central constructed |
allocation parameters based on a projection of expected resources from. state and city
sources that represented an audac1ous pohtlcal gamble. This extraordJna.ry and
courageous commitment to school-based budgeting and planmng benefited all
districts and schools, because they were able to use the early allocations to organize

and plan more effectively for the new school year.

Timely issuance of the initial allocation also made it possible for the six Phase I
districts to make mid-June allocations to all their schools. The PDB schools
developed their own budgets from their allocations and submitted them to their
district. The PDB districts then created district budgets. by aggregating the school
budgets and adding in the funds needed to cover district office and district-controlled
functions. In late July, the PDB districts submitted these aggregated- d1stnct |
budgets to Central, along with the 26 other commumty school dxstncts

For the first time, Central’s new policies and practices restructured the previously |

- hierarchical Central-district-Central budgeting process into a reciprocal Central-

district-school-district-Central budgeting process. ‘Schools’ mstructlonal plans could
now be directly translated into school budgets School budgets could be aggregated

3 R
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into, and could therefore structure and drive, district and Central budgets School
‘budgets aligned with school 1nstructlonal plans could become the basis of a new
Central budgeting system.

This cntlcal advance in school budget1ng emerged not only through Central’s success

in advancing the date of allocations to districts and schools, but also through the
development ofa radically new school- based computerlzed budgeting process the
Galaxy 2000 system.+* ’

We assessed the effectiveness of Central’s efforts to restructure resource allocatlon

policies and pract1ces by examining: _
e Movement of fiscal respo'nsibility and budgeting flexibility to the districts;

¢ Development of policies that ensure school fiscal autonomy hnked to school .
instructional planning;

e Creation of a school-based budgeting system in which school level decisions drive
district and Central budgets '

- a. Movement of fiscal responslblllty and budgetmg f|8leI|lty to the dlstrlcts

Increased district fiscal responsibility _
_Central’s Budget Office developed a differentiated three-level
approach to transfer fiscal respons1b1hty to those districts assessed

'What w_as the

| scope and extent of
restructuring of

as high functlomng and fiscally respons1b1e and to prepare other Central resource
districts for accepting fiscal respons1b111ty. The Budget Office = - | allocation policies
determined which of the three levels toassign districtsby evaluating and practices to

‘their business practices against criteria the Budget Office developed support school-
level instructional

collaboratively w1th the Phase II directors of operatlons b
planning and

Based on these criteria, th1rteen of the 33 districts were deﬁned as budgeting? _
Group 1 d1str1cts for FY 00 and released from all but minimal a
Central oversight. Fifteen districts were defined as Group 2 d1str1cts w1th
significantly reduced oversight. Five districts were defined as Group 3 districts, with
intense monitoring by Central. ‘ S o SR

43 The Galaxy 2000 software and related processes were developed by a specific field-driven
initiative — the Core Group of Phase I district directors of operatmns -- that Central formed
‘to take on the leadership and direction of PDB. We described the origins and development of
the Core Group in our first year evaluation report, and we describe the development of the
Galaxy 2000 system later in this section. '
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Because Group 1 districts are deﬁned as ﬁscally respons1ble Central no longer
requires pre-approval for their budgets and budget modifications, nor does Central
need to prov1de technical assistance and support. Group 2 districts receive technical’
assistance and support from the Budget Office on an as-needed basis. Group 3
districts receive extensive technical ass1stance to help them improve their fiscal

pract1ces

From 1996-97, when Central first used this approach ‘to 1999-2000, the number of
districts in Group 1 increased by three. The number of districts in Group 2 1ncreased "
by three as well. Only five districts remain in Group 3. This means that there was a

net movement of six distncts toward increased fiscal respons1b1hty

Table410 NUi'nberOf : ber of d A -. her of d

- Community School - ’ ' g 00
Districts in each group, ~ Group 1| . T ) .13
FY97 and FYOQO0. Group2 | 15 15

‘ . Group 3 . 8 . 5

The Phase I directors of operations perceived the increase in fiscal responsibility

through this differentiated approach as a major change “Central . . made big.

'changes They don’t micromanage districts that have demonstrated sound business

pract1ces, was a typical comment. “The Budget Ofﬁce s diﬂ'erentiated approach is
~ very helpful,” commented another. : : :

_ Increased dlstrlct budgetmg erxnblllg

Budgetmg flexibility is important because, if the funds districts and schools can
spend are so constrained by Central that the choices available to school pla.nners are
severely limited, then schools have. very little control over their own budgets, and .
school and district accountability for student outcomes becomes ambiguous.

" Our research indicates that Central introduced several systemw1de changes
designed to increase district- and school-level budget1ng ﬂex1b1hty in the use of tax
levy, special education and reimbursable funds: ~

Tax Levy funds
One of the most significant of Central’s changes, directors of operations reported,

was the permission given districts to roll over surpluses in tax levy funds from one
fiscal year to the next. In the past, districts’ inability to roll over tax levy funds
forced them either to run a surplus that deprived them of some key resources, or to
run a deficit that risked incurring expensive penalties. At the district and school
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levels, this policy: hampered effective school pl_a_nm'ng by producing ..l’rantic endfol'-.
year efforts to spend funds that would otherwise be lost.

Another significant change (descri_bed in the previous chapter) was the increase in
new discretionary tax levy dollars — approximately $100 million for the districts,

_high schools and citywide special education in 1998-99 — through the budget request

process. This “standards allocation,” and the budget request process through wh1ch
schools and districts planned for its use, gave all districts and schools the
opportumty to flexibly match some additional d1scret10nary dollars to 1dent1ﬁed

_ school needs

: Central made the use of some categorieal taxlevy dollars'less categorical. Explained'

one director of operation, “T'wo years ago there was the 1ntroduct10n of maJor

' categoncal tax levy allocations (Project Read, Project Arts ete. ) with lockstep - .
. allocation memoranda This past year, ﬂex1b1hty was given to the districts who .

wished to deviate — e.g., PrOJect Read money could be used flexibly so long as it was

-used for literacy, although that use is still reviewed by Central ”

Central also rolled several smaller tax levy allocations? into the: d1str1cts basm

instruction allocation. This gave the districts and schools increased ﬂex1b1hty over.

how to meet the mandates assoclated w1th these allocations.

There were two new major initiatives in'v 1999-2000. Funding for Middle School
Ending Social Promotion ($3Q million), a program intended to serve “high nsk”

grades 6 and 8 pupils; was allocated in a way that districts and schools were given'

discretion over its use. A second 1mt1at1ve Reduced Early Grade Class Slze ($89

- mllhon) ultimately supported by state and federal allotments, is‘a program
_ intended to reduce class sizes in grades K through 3. The funding for this m.1t1at1ve ’

is, said one director of operatlons “fan'ly directed money. It has to be used to reduce
class sizes and do enrichment services, and it has to be targeted for kmdergarten
How a district prov1des the ennchment services can be somewhat flexible.”

Rezmbursable Funds
Most districts reported that in part because of Central’s encouragement they

 increased the number of their Title I schools part1c1pat1ng in the SchoolW1de

44 ‘Schools were told to budget these funds to help them meet the new curriculum standards '

45 Examples cited were funds for middle school guidance teachers and coverage for
administrative tasks previously assigned to teachers_ .
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Prograin option, which afforded these schools much greater flexibility to use Title I
money in funding schoolwidé improvement plans.

The directors of dpérations reported that there was some increased flexibility in the -
kinds of positions that could be funded with Title I and PCEN dollars. However, -
district officials were frustrated by the fact that non-Tltle I schools were still unable
to use state compensatory education (PCEN) dollars as flexibly as could Title I

schools.

Some state reimbursable funds were perceived to have “a decent amount of latitude,”
as one director of operationé expressed it. However, district officials reportéd funds
for students with limited English proﬁmency (for ESL and b1hngua1 programs) did
not become appreclably more ﬂex1ble over the two-year period of PDB

1mplementat10n

Special Education Funds
When Central turned over the operation and budgets for the Comnuttees on Spemal
Education (CSE) and School Based Support Teams (SBST) to the districts and
schools*®, mandates remained in place for the specific types, numbers and salary
levels of the CSE and SBST positions. For the first tiﬁlé however, Central is
allowing districts to use any money that is accrued from temporanly unfilled staff

positions for preventlon activities.

- Districts are responsible for the instruction of students with mild and moderate

disabilities; however, the funds designéted to support special education instruction

_ are almost entirely non-discretionary. During the 1999-2000 school year, Central .

gave a small discretionary lump sum allocation to districts to support each student
whom the district decertified*’. Also, when Central restored special education
instructional support funds that had been cut in previous years, the money was -

 given to districts with fairly flexible guidelines. Finally, through the LRE

ihitiative“, Central gave grants directly to schools that were ready “to establish

their own initiatives,” said a director of operations.

46 As mdlcted above, thé CSEs and SBSTs are responsible for the evaluation and placement

of students in special education programs. Responsibility for their operation was given to the
districts and schools early in the 1999-2000 school year.. .

47 “Decertification” occurs when a child who has been certified as requiring special education
is returned to general education. .

48 The Least Restrictive Environment initiative is a Central initiative to integ_rate"chjldren
with disabilities into general education settings.

I(H

" Chapter 4: Fmdlngs from the Pilot Community School Dlstncts and Schools . ’ - 85




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of ihe Performance Driven BUdgeting Initiative o May 2000

Although these special education m1t1at1ves ‘produced 1ncreased budgetmg ﬂex1b1hty
when compared to previous years, district officials reported frustration because the -

-use of almost all special education fundsremalns primarily mandate- -driven. One

director of operations told us, “We should be able to use the money within special ed

. [for both instruction and evaluation] flexibly. If we have a h1gh decertlﬁcatlon rate

we should ‘reap the benefit to serve these children.”

In summary, districts enjoyed-a S1gmﬁcant increase in flexibility in the1r use of tax
levy dollars as a result of changes in Central’s resource allocation pohc1es and
practices. This ﬂembﬂlty gave schools and districts the opportunity to more
eﬁ'ectlvely align the1r budgets with their instructional plans. There was no

' 31gmﬁcant 1ncrease in flexibility in use of reimbursable and speclal education funds

Improving district and school spending practices
There was general agreement at the district level that, as one director of operatlons
said, “the Purchasmg Ofﬁce seems to be making a real effort to assist districts and

give them more flexibility.” Said another director of operatlons “Central has made
some significant changes to their purchasing gmdehnes Central handles the process
more expeditiously. They have really streamlined the process. For contracted '
vendors [handhngthe vast majority of purchases], they have an online FastTrack’

system [that] they’ve refined and improved” over the last two years maldng it much - -

easier for schools and districts to make purchases from contracted vendors and to

negotlate better prices.

D1rectors of operatlons also reported that Central prov1ded more ﬂex1b111ty in

purchasing from vendors outside the Board’s list of approved vendors. Schools can

spend up to $2,500 without havmg to partlclpate in the competitive bidding process.
They may also purchase non-contract 1tems_ if found at a price that is lower than the
Board’s contract price. These changes should increase school capacity to make |
purchases from the best sources available. »

" Results from the survey of PDB team members, matched by similar results from

non-PDB teams, confirm the director of operations’ reports that schools have
somev_vhat greater discretion in making purchasing ’decisions. School team members

- report that they have “a lot” of discretion to make purchasing decisions in key areas
related to teaching and learning -- purchase of textbooks, instructional supphes and

computer hardware and software.
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Table 4.11: The survey Percent responding “a lot” (N=95)
a'sked,'“qu much Textbooks . 67%
discretion is your school - ———
-~ allowed in making Instructional supplies = = - | = 67%
purchasing decisions in | Computers and software N 51%
- these areas?” | Photocopying and photocopler . 44%
"~ | School furniture ' 30%
| Building maintenance 4 7%
Telephone service ~ 4%
Custodial supplies : 3% .

Blank and “don’t know” responses have been elummated
from all tabulations.

Systemwide changes in. Central’s purchasing pohc1es and practices seem to have
given schools and districts greater ability to make those purchasing decisions that
support their mstructmnal plans (i.e. textbooks instructional supphes and

computers and software).

By increasing schools’ ability to make important purchasing decisions, Central has
begun to give schools the opportunity to strengthen the linkage between
instructional plans and spending. '

We found that Central increased dzstrzct ﬁscal responszblllty and budgetzng
flexibility by

. Transferrzng fiscal responszbzlzty to those dzstrzcts Central Judged
' capable of handling that responszbzlzty,

o Increasing district-level budgeting flexibility in the use of tax levy funds,
and, to a mor. limited extent, in the use of certain rezmbursable and
special education funds; and

e Improving district and. schpol spending practices.

b. Policies that ensure 'schoo fiscal autonomy Imked to school
instructional planning

Before school planning teams and school-based budgetmg were mandated by the
legislature, there was no explicit policy about the roles and responsibilities of each
level — Central, district and school — for instructional planning and budgeting. As a
result, local school-based planning and budgeting policies and practlces varied
considerably across the districts. Some districts allowed their schools no ﬂex1b1hty in
budgeting, and little flexibilit, in instructional planning. At the oppos1te pole, a few -
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districts had been encouraglng school budgeting and 1nstructional planning for some

time.

In response to the 1996 governance legislation, Central developed a far-reaching'
policy that grappled with the inevitable dilemma that confronts central
administratorS‘ how to mandate from the top a program aimed at encouraging -
bottom-up change. Central’s 1998 School Leadership Team (SLT) Ppolicy explicitly
requires districts to develop plans “for supporting the tranS1tion from centrahzed

control to school-based autonomy.”

_ The new SLT policy sets up a “flexible framework for a perfo'nnance-driven school

system” and defines a set of roles and responsibilities for schools, districts and
Central. Within this framework, districts are encouraged to adopt a “dlﬂ‘erentiated
approach” that can accommodate different levels of school readmess

Under the new policy, districts are respons1ble for establishmg district-level policies,,

for student performance within the context of systemwide policies and standards.
The plan further states that distriét policies must determine “the range of -
instructional/curriculum and profess1onal development choices avallable to the
schools,” and establish gmdelines for budget decision-maklng, including the

: ﬂex1b111ty schools will have in transferring funds across budget categories and
. developing their own staffing structures ” The school is responsible for developing

specific educational strategies and budgets Witlun this framework established by
Central and each district. '

Central’s SLT policy is formulated to develop a balance of respons1b111t1es across the
three levels — Central distncts and schools -- and to differentiate’ who is responsible

for doing What at each level. Several Phase I districts had been experimenting with

this same issue of balance between top-down and bottom-up management for several
years; these districts had developed particular approaches in balancing district and
school responS1b1ht1es Their common strategles include:

e Clearly defining the respective roles of distncts and schools;

o Establishing the range of instructional choices and the extent of budgeting
flexibility schools are granted; '

e Monitoring and supporting school planning and budgeting efforts; and .

49 Chancellor’s School Leadership Team plan; p.34.
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. Determining the relative mix of freedom, o\fersight and assistance each school is
granted, based on an assessment of each school’s capacity for instructional
planning and budgeting. A

Central’s SLT policy seems to have learned from, and built upon the strategies

developed by the Phase.I dxstrlcts to combine top -down and bottom-up approaches

: _Central s pollcy spec1ﬁes that school teams are respon81ble for two act1v1t1es -

mstructlonal planning and budgetmg Districts are respon81ble for supporting
schools and for determmmg their relative mix of freedom, oversight and ass1stance
The SLT pollcy encourages a- productive tension between districts and schools about
the appropnate roles and responsibilities of each. One example: while giving some
latitude to the districts to establish district-specific enforcement and oversight
functions, the SLT policy makes it abundantly clear that schools, not districts, are’
the locus of instructional planmng and budgeting, and that the school team is the .

‘sole vehicle for that process.

Districts have three years to fully implement Central’s SLT policy. By 1999-2000, -

- the second year of implementation, all schools must have functioning teams. By

Spring, 2000, all schools must create CEPs. By the following school yeavr,.a]l__schools'
must prepare school budgets linked to their CEPS Central’s plans include training’
and support for districts and schools as well as extensive overs1ght of district and _
school implementation. _ N

Thus,’ Cent_t_'al’s SchOol Leddership Team policy is designed to ensure that
schools will attain fiscal autonomy that is linked to instructional planning.

' What remains to be seen, perhaps in next year’s. evaluation report, is how

eﬁ'ectwely both Central and the districts support the zmplementatwn of the

' School Leadersth Team polzcy

c. Creation of a school-based budgeting 'sys_tem in which school-level ,

“decisions drive district and Central budgets

School-based budgeting efforts in other cities have often left in place the structural
mechanisms through which money moves from Central to the schools. In those
cities, school teams receive a deﬁned allocation with specific discretionary sums they -
can budget and spend. But the system still remains a top-down budgeting system
with allowances for lnmted discretion to schools at the bottom.

The initial notion of PDB assumed that there were problems with Central’

structure that would have to be resolved during the effort to lodge the budgetmg
- function at the school level. But the metaphor underlying'the restructuring effort
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assumed adjustment rather than radical change. After control of PDB shifted from
Central to the Core Group, which consisted of the most knowledgeable school
budgeting experts in the system®, the Core Group decided that the Central
budgeting mechanism itself was the key impediment to genuine school-based _
budgeting. The Core Group was convinced that Central’s budgeting system needed

" radical restructuring and that school-level budgetiug decisions had to determine

district and Central budgets — a total reorientation of traditional systemic pohcles
and practlces Otherwise, the Core Group argued Central’s existing allocation and

‘budgeting practices would ultimately frustrate the Core Group’s efforts. Therefore,

the group set out to develop a new systemwide budgeting system. The Core Group is
designing Galaxy 2000, a software program whose operation is forcing changes in
purchasing, human relations, payroll, budgeti‘hg, accounting, and other Central
business functions, as well as in Central’s information systems.

The Core Group decided that the new bottom-up séhool budgeting system must be
built from the school’s budget up. Galaxy 2000 will:

. Derive a school budget from the school’s instructional program;

e Support a wide range of school-level instructional designs;

e Be easy for school planners to understand, access and use; _

e Provide maximum budgeting and spendlng ﬂex1b1hty,

e Be completely integrated with Central’s fiscal and information systems and

e Force Central to change those policies, practlces and systems 1ncompat1ble with

school- developed budgeting. ,
The PDB goal of aligning resources and instruction at the school level “closest to

‘where teaching and learning take place”! continues to shape Galaxy’s design and

development. According to its developers, 'Galaxy is focused on “the programs in the
school and how they are funded. It’s about teachers and students, not so much about
budgets 52

50 See our First Annual Report of the Evaluatlon of Performance Dnven Budgetmg for a
description of this shift. .

51 See Appendix A: PDB Goals & Principles.
52 Galaxy 2000 was first implemented in the schools in five of the six Phase I districts in

" June 1999. Districts 2, 9, 13, 19 and 20 used Galaxy to create their school and district
. budgets. District 22 decided to continue to use its own school-based budgetmg system and to

defer the changeover to Galaxy to after the 1999- 2000 school year.
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Galaxy allows school planners to build their school bud_geté from their tables of
organization, which list the staff positions specified in the school instructional

‘improvement plan (CEP), as well as the non-personnel expenditures each school

makes. Galaxy automatically calculates a school’s budget from this school-developed
table of organization. Once approved by the district, this budget becomes the school-. -

_ created school spending plan, replacmg the tradltlonal dlstnct-created school

spendlng plan.

Galaxy is easy to use. It employs straightforward user interfaces, standard English |
instead of accounting jargon, and descﬁpﬁVe job titles and plain-English item
descriptions instead of arcane codes. Rules and restrictions on the use of various
funding sources, built into the software, are designed to prevent schools ﬁ_'om.
making ii_npermissible choices -- such as using money earmarked for textbooks to
pay for a classroom teacher’s salary. The built-in rules also guide schools to spend
money from the most restrictive funding source first. -

The Galaxy design is interactive, allowing school pla.nﬁefé to see, plan, adjust and
spend their allocations without unnecessary bureaucratic delays. Galaxy will also
simplify school- and djsti'ict level administrative procedures, such as personnel, "
payroll and purchasing, because it will be fully mteg‘rated with all Central fiscal and

personnel systems.

Schools using Galaxy will have the ability to modify théir budgets almost
immediately. When a school has a change in its instructional improvement plah'.—
for example, replacing a staff develbper position with a staff development vendor —-
modifications should be approved, and money transferred into the apbropriaté
categories, as quickly as overnight. For the first timé, schools will be connected to
all Central fiscal systems, as well as to Galaxy. Linkage to Galaxy and to Central’s
systems is through aAl_aptop computer, which makes Galaxy and other systems - -

" accessible to‘t_,eam members at any time and place.

The Core Group and the Galaxy prbject manager oversee Galaxy design,
development and implementation A new, high-level Centrél task force, the Galaxy -
Steering Committee, is charged with removing roadblocks and guiding the
successful 1mp1ementat10n of Galaxy throughout the school system.

53 This committee is.comprised of the Chief Financial Ofﬁcer, the Chief Information Ofﬁcer,
the PDB Project Director, a Core Group member, the Director of Business Systems, division
executives from the budget, financial operations, funded programs and revenue operations

" divisions, and a representative from the office of the Deputy Chancellot for Instruction.
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In response to the development of Galaxy, Central and the field-based Core Group
have managed to surface, and begun to remove, some of the most significant
resource allocation barners to effective school planmng and budgeting. Policies and
practices must niow be developed to ensure that schools receive allocations that
contain virtually all school dollars; that schools have greater control over budgetmg
and spending those allocatlons, and that schools receive those allocatlons in
sufficient time to doeffective planmng and budgetmg

Thus, Central and the Core Group are developmg and zmplementmg a new
budgetmg system that gives schools almost total control over. their budgets.
Budgets developed at the school level - which drive district and Central -
budgets -- are the core buzldmg block of the new reczprocal budgeting
system. . '

Conclusion - !

Central has undertaken a major restructuring of resource allocation policies and
* practices that is removing some of the most S1gn1ﬁcant barners to effective school

planmng and budgetmg We found that:
1 Central increased d1stnct fiscal responS1b111ty and budgetlng flexibility by:

~» Transferring ﬁscal responsibility to districts Central _]udged capable of
handlmg that responsibility;

e Significantly increasing district budgehng ﬂex1b1hty in the use of tax levy
funds, and, to a more hrmted extent, in the use of relmbursable and special
education funds; and ‘

. Improving school and district spending practices

2 Central’s School Leadershlp Team policy is designed to help schools gain ﬁscal
' autonomy that is linked to instructional planning. -

3. Central and the Core Group are develop1ng and implementing a new budgeting
system that is giving schools almost total control over their budgets. Budgets
developed at-the school level — which drive district and Central budgets -- are the
core bu11d1ng block of the new remprocal budgeting system
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AREA 3: PROVISION OF INFORMATION THAT SCHOOLS NEED TO

PLAN AND BUDGET . . o - | Are Central and the |
districts providing

To effectively ilnplement school-based instructional planning and
schools with the

‘to conﬁgure their budgets to those plans schools and their ; o
information they"

districts need a wide variety of mformatlon and data to analyze. . o

_ .~ | need to plan-and

This section reports our exa.mmatlon of the extent to wh1ch S bUdgét" :

schools were receiving the information critical to effective
decision-making. We divided the mformatlon necessary for effectlve decision-
making into the following categones

U Informatlon about student and school demog'raphics and outcomeS'
e Information about the eﬁ'ectlveness of current school practlce and

° Informatlon about school ﬁscal resources.

a. Information about student and school demograph|cs and outcomes

In last year’s evaluatlon report, we indicated that. Central managers were aware of
“the need to better support school planning activities with useful, t1mely and
understandable mformatlon about student performance and school outcomes.
Central took several steps this past year to provide student performance data that is
more useful to school planners; and to train supenntendents and: dlstnct staff in the
use of these data in 1nstructlonal planning.

For more than adecade, Central has been upgrading its computenzed database -
management system called ATS (for “Automate the Schools”)..This system, which
helps schools record, report and analyze student data; is pnmanly a student reglster
and attendance system that also captures and reports a large variety of student
blographlcal and assessment information. Reports can be generated to help d1str1cts
and schools select. and sort different groups of students by d1ﬂ‘erent need categories,

- such as eligibility for Title I, PCEN, bilingual and other funded programs holdover
risk status; free lunch ehglblhty, and exam history. :

Central is constantly i 1mprovmg the utility of information available through the ATS
system and in other formats as well For example newly-developed reports available
through ATS provide information on: student year-to-year test score gains; student .
test scores disaggregated by grade, gender, ethnicity, spec1al education status and
other factors; overall school progress; "and gains in Enghsh proﬁclency for English
Language Learners
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Almost all districts reported that the data provided on student performance -
whether through the ATS system or via other channels -- was useful and accurate,
and had improved over the past two years.

Two partlcularly helpful analyses cited by supenntendents were quartile data
analyses and the Item Skills Analysis.’ “We get item analyses by district, school,
class and grade, targeted for populations,” said one superintendent who found the
multiple data djsaggregations very useful. “They have disaggregated the data in so
many ways, it’s phenomenal — longitudinal, gender, ethnic, grades, income levels,
comparisons. w1th similar types of schools 1anguage etc

The PDB supenntendents also pra1sed the ECLAS assessment system5s. Students in
grades K through 3 are measured individually every fall and spring on four strands
of a literacy development checkhst. Teachers are taught how to convert the ECLAS
lnformation into instructional plans. “Feedback tells us that schools feel ECLAS is
giving them a world of useful information,” said Central’s Director of the Division of
Assessment and Accountab111ty Robert Tobias.

District officials in all the PDB districts told us that they analyze and repackage
Central-supplied data for their schools. In one district, the superintendent
exp1a1ned d1stnct staff “download the data put it in a spreadsheet and rework it.”

At 'least three of the Phase I districts also supplement Central-supphed data with
school- or district-developed assessments. “A lot more goes into evaluating students
and schools than scores alone,” commented one superintendent. Said another: “We
strongly suggest to schools that they do constant assessing. For eXarnple, the math
program tests children every.six weeks. In reading, schools use end-of-level tests. At
the beginning of the year, all teachers are encouraged to diagnose the strengths and
weaknesses of each student in-all areas” '

Two superintendents suggested, however, that Central overwhelms schools ‘with
data. Central “gives the schools too much data, and is in danger of flooding schools
with data they can’t assimilate.”

54 Central’s Items Skllls Analy51s provides mformatlon about student performance on the
citywide reading assessment in four basic skill areas (basic understanding, text analysis,
evaluating meaning and identifying strategies), by student, class, school/grade, and by
dlstnct/grade It also provides a comparison to nationally normed scores.

55 The Early Childhood Literacy Assessment System is a K-3 low-stakes: performance
assessment designed primarily to help teachers analyze young children’s developmental
progress in literacy and to use the results to reconﬁgure appropriate classroom instructional

- ‘strategies.
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All districts said that the capacity of their schools to use student performance data -
had improved over the past two years. “Ultimately, the utility of data depends on

- each school’s capacity to analyze, understand and use it, and we’re working at

building that capacity constantly with each of our schools was a typlcal comment

from a superintendent.

Although extensive training and support is available to all schools. and-di.stri'c'ts,
schools vary greatly in how well they use the ATS system. Ohe obstacle is that,
because of conﬁdentiality concerns, few personnel other than school secretaries and
principals have access to the system. Another is that the system’s format is
outmoded and not “user-friendly.” )

Many practitioners feel that the Annual School Report is not very useful for school
planning purposes because test scores and other data contained in this report are

one year old at the time of the report’s issuance.5

Lack of timeliness of the data was described as a major problem. Central is aware
that the state’s 4t» and 8t grade math tests and the 8th g‘rade English Language Arts
test are especlally problematlc because they are given m June. Robert Tobias,
Executive D1rector of Central’s D1v151on of Assessment and Accountab1hty, said
“that’s late to be using the results mstructlonally . I had urged the state to give all -
the assessments in March ... It would give us time to get the results back to the

'schools | before the end of the school year.”
“The data [city and state reading and math tests] oome in'too late, after the school -

planning is done in June,” said one district official. “The timeliness of providing |

_results must be improved!” A third commented that the unpredictable timing of data

arrival makes it difficult for schools to utilize data most effectively in their planning _
The three PDB prmclpals we interviewed found that the data prov1ded by Centra]

~ was, in a general sense, useful and accurate, so did the four non- -PDB principals.

One of these principals, however elaborated on that school’s view that the Central-
supphed data’s usefulness was limited to accountablhty purposes. Central-supphed
data was not sufficiently targeted to their school’s assessment needs, this prmmpal
said, in terms of what was tested the frequency of testmg, and the tlmehness of
reporting results. This school- rehed heavily on a variety of frequently-administered
district- and school-developed assessments that identified studert needs more

56 The report is a comprehensive 8-page document that uses city and state data to describe

- the school and its staff and students
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precisely. The school’s teachers constantly received information that helped them
adjust their teaching to how well their students were performing in specific skill and
content areas. The data also helped the school’s planning team evaluate how well

specific interventions were working.

The PDB and non-PDB principals also reported that lack of timeliness was a serious
problem. One PDB prineipal told us, “Citywide test scores are too late to be used in
instructional planning. The school report card is actually a whole year behind the _
test. This means we have to act on last year’s information. We don’t have -
information on this year’s children from the Board, yet we have to plan programs to

“meet their needs.”

School planners seem to have beneﬁted from the nnprovements Central and the -
districts have made in the quality and utility of the student data analyses they
provide the schools. Results from the survey of PDB team members (and similar
results from non-PDB teams) confirmed the principals’ and superintendents’ views
about the general utility of the student data school planning teams received. Qur

survey asked,

Table 4.12: How useful Perce e ;. ding “ve o 9

~ arethe data your team  ["gy,dents not meeting state standards in reading 78%
_received in‘identifying St ‘t tina state standards | th 779,
the needs of these at- | Students not mee mg state standards in mal _ o
risk students? - Students with limited English proficiency | 66%*

' Students requiring special education services 59%*
.Newly arrived students : R 55%*

*Biank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated from all
tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey question where more than
20% of the responses were blank or don’t know.

b. Information about the effectiveness of current school practices

.Central managers have been aware of the need to further refine the PASS
(Performance Assessment of Schools Systemw1de) school- evaluatlon instrument,
designed to help schools assess the quahty of their instructional practlce In last
year’s evaluation report, we noted that Central hoped that PASS would evolve into a

~ crucial diagnostic tool for School Leadership Teams. This past year, Central
evaluated and refined the PASS tool and the procedures for its use. Central provided

" training for all the districts, to enable PASS to become a collaborative district-school
process that uses “self-reflection and information gained from the review to drive
changes in the schools,” said Robert Tobias, Executive Dii'eetor, Division of
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Assessment and Accountablllty PASS is also used by Central monitors, to evaluate

school practice in low-performing schools.

The districts all use PASS and in many cases, encourage their schools to use PASS

asa form of self-assessment. For example, one higher-performmg district
1mplements a PASS review with one third of its schools, and asks the other two
thirds to “do an informal PASS during the other two years as part of their CEP
process. ” Another district with many low performing schools says that its schools use

~ PASS, “but not independently yet. They are exposed to it in one of two ways: Central
‘monitors come in and conduct a PASS review, or the district does one. It’s initiated '

externally My hope is that as PDB goes on, they’ll initiate it themselves from w1th1n
and use it to reflect on what they’re doing.” '

Superintendents said they found PASS a useful tool in identifying areas of school
practice needing improvement. One reported that PASS “is-absolutely a useful tool.

‘School staff'say it’s really helpful and interesting.” Superintendents qualiﬁed their

comments about PASS’s’ usefulness by pointing out that it took time away from

teaching and could become a source of information overload

The three PDB principals gave PASS excellent reviews. One said “It was excellent.
We came up with some very good ideas.” Another said the school uses PASS “for self
evaluation to see if we are on target It is helpful in reaffirming, and helps to get buy

in.” The third called PASS “very, very useful. It’s a good way to look at your school ”

The four non-PDB pnncipals concurred with this Judgment

"C. Informatlon about school flscal resources

In 1995-986, Central began to issue School- Based Budget Reports (SBBRs) and
School-Based Expenditure Reports (SBERs). These reports detail how money was
budgeted (SBBR) and spent. (SBER) for every school and district in the city. Taken
together, the SBBRs and SBERs comprise, as we noted in last year’s evaluation
report, a comprehensive, transparent budget reporting system that is unprecedented
for any major school system in the country. But how useful are the SBBRs/SBERs

to school planners?

The districts -reported that the SBBRs/SBERSs are useful mostly to compare district-
to-district and school-to-school expenditures. One superintendent told us that the
SBBRs/SBERS “took off the table issues of [intra-district] inequity. It’s good that it
continues for this reason.” Other superintendents told us why they felt that these
Central fiscal reports were not as helpful to school planners. “Schools want clearer

. categones plus something that will give them the capacity for yearly accounting
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The PDB and non-PDB principals all sa1d that they do not use the SBBRs/SBERs
One PDB principal called them “an accountlng device.” Another said they “talk

~ about areas over which I'm not in control, and money we don’t get.”

One superintendent notéd that the SBBRs/SBERs might well become more useful to
school planners once Galaxy is fully operational. Galaxy is de81gned to capture much -

- more information about the actual instructional roles that school and district

personnel carry out. The school spending plans reduced from Galaxy- -created school

budgets should contain this more detailed information; the SBBRs/SBERs, based as

they are on school spending plans, should thus represent the school’s true budgeting
and spending patterns. One benefit to school planners is that Galaxy should be able

~ to demonstrate, through analysis, the relative costs of different instructional

strategies employed by schools (and districts) throughout the c1ty

The Galaxy system as designed, will be updated daily, and will show all funds
available to a school. School planners will be able to easﬂy_ see and understand
where and how their money is budgeted and spent, by program, by grade, or even by
class. Planners will be able to retrieve information about the costs of different

-instructional strategies, including personnel and non-personnel costs. Finally,

budgeting and spending will be greatly simplified because the rules and regulations ,
governing budgeting and spending are being built into the Galaxy system, thus

~ making it possible for educators, parents and other school planners to understand

the available options.

Conclusion
Schools participating in the PDB initiative are receiving more of the data they need
to plan and budget effectively:

o Central and the districts have improved the usefulness of the demographic and
outcome data they provide to schools. Late reporting of student performance
_data, primarily because of the state’s testing schedule, remains a major problem.

e Central’s PASS instrument seems to be a successful Central-developed tool to-"
help schools analyze their practice and determine what instructional practices
need to change.

e The Galaxy system is des1gned to provide 1nformatlon about the avallablhty of
school-level resources and the rules governing their budgeting and spending of
these resources. However, because Central’s financial systems are in transition,
school planners must currently rely primarily on district- and school- supplied
data to guide their budgeting and spending decisions.
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AREAA4: DEVELOPMENT OF THE CAPACITY ATALL LEVELS TO SUPPORT SCHOOL

TEAMS’ WORK OF PLANNING AND BUDGETING

As Centrel develops the systemic structures that suppoi't school-
based instructional planning and budgeting, scaffolding for PDB is
being put into place. But another critical task is to develop the
capacity of schools, or teams at the school level, to carry out
effective school-based planning and budgetl_ng. ‘The existence of
almost a hundred schools defined by the New York State _
Education Department as low-performing; the designation of
another hundred schools as Chancellor’s Priority Schools; and the
likelihoocl, as our Institute’s work in other areas indice.tes,57 that
almost a third of the city’s elelnentai'y and middle schools are at
risk of failing to adequately educate their students, suggest that

What is each level

-of the system doing

to increase its own
capacity to support
the critical work of

“school-level

planning ~ that is,
to build the .

-capacity of the

school and its team
to implement PDB?

the capacity to plan and budget effectively is severely ]nmted at too many of the

city’s schools

In this sectiOn we report our findings from interviews, surveys and observations,

* probing for evidence of increasing capacity to support school-developed planning and

budgeting at the Central, district and school levels.

Building Central capacity

Central’s efforts to build systemic capacity to support school-level planning and I

budgeting ihvolVes four areas: integrating school planning elements; integrating
critical data functions; integrating bottom-up and top-down fiscal systems, and

makmg Central divisions more service-oriented.

Integration of school plannmq elements

_ An integrated, school-developed planning and budgeting system did not exist prior.
to Chancellor Crew’s articulation of a performance driven school system. Within
PDB, according to former Deputy Chancellor Spence school planning consists of
three basic elements — a school planning team (SLT), an instructional improvement
plan (CEP), and a school budget. Ideally, the school planmng team should plan and
budget within the context of an integrated, multi-level planmng and budgetmg
system. But currently, school planning teams operate within a hybrid-environment
that juxtaposes a-traditional hierarchical system with a new system whose outline is A

~ 57 Ascher, C., N. Fruchter and K. Tkeda, Schools in Context: an Analysis of SURR Schools

and their Districts, NYU Institute for Education & Socia_ll Policy, 1999.
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emerging from the Galaxy pilot efforts. In the process of implernenting Galaxy, PDB
schools and districts identified several impediments to an mtegrated multi-level
planmng and budgeting system: .

Lack of coordination of CEP develobment and school budgeting:

Central’s CEP instruction manual advised school teams to ¢onduct a needs

assessment, to “discuss proposed alternatives to strengthen the instructional

programs . . . [and then to] align the school’s goals and objectives W1th the
Chancellor s Initiatives and the supenntendent’s goals.”s8

. However, several problems in this process became evident as_the 1’998-99 school

year progressed

e Current year student performance data was not available in t1me for the schools’
needs assessment process.

e Schools were unsure whether to use the superintendent’s goals specified in the
current year’s District Comprehensive Education Plan (DCEP) or the as-yet-to- .
be-specified goals for the following year’s DCEP. R ' T S

o New Chancellor’s Initiatives, such as the summer school program Were
introduced after the school planning process was ﬁmshed

e Schools’ plans to strengthen the instructional programs ‘were developed
~ without knowledge of how much money. the schools could. spend in that endeavor. ‘

CEP and DCEP are flawed. Dlan g tools'

Practitioners raised concerns that the CEP was “unfocused” and “too comprehenslve

and could not serve both functions well—a planning tool for local educators and a

. A comphance document for state regulators overseemg school improvement efforts in

low-performmg schools. The DCEP, into which the CEPs aggregate, also serves as
the d1str1ct-1eve1 document that meets state programmatic descnptlon reqmrements

for ten or more re1mbursab1e programs.

Disgarate and fragme nted Central initiatives:
As noted in last year’s evaluation report, dlstncts and schools reported that

: Central’s directives typically reach schools as “d1sparate and fragmented 1mt1at1ves

makmg effective school operatlons and planning more difficult. One cause of this

' fragmentation is the plethora of mandates from city, state and federal entities. .

Central offices may respond to these mandates in isolation from each other, sending
directives to the field with timetables and requirements to ensure compliance. Often

% Guide to Completing the School Comprehensive Educational Plan 1999-2000, p.2
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missing from this process is an appreciation of the struggle of school planners to
integrate these mandates into comprehens1ve 1nstructlonal efforts to meet student

needs

There is recog‘mtlon at Central that these 1mped1ments to successful 1ntegrat10n of -
school planning elements must be’ removed for school planning and budgeting efforts

to be .successful.:Fonner Deputy Chancellor Spence and Deputy Chancellor Rizzo

convened a working group of Phase I PDB superintendents which began to meet in
the spring of 1999. Subjects under discussion include a common calendar for school
planning and the development ofa new CEP and DCEP that become more focused

tools for school and district planners

Integration of school data functlons _

As mentloned above, districts and schools reported that school teams conducting
needs assessments were not given student performance data qu_ickly enough after
students were assessed, and that the timing of assessments vyas not always

~ integrated with the school planning cycle. A related problem is that the data, as

reported, often do not reflect the actual organization of schools and programs. For
example, a school building housing three independent programs might get three sets

of student data, but only one school-based budget report (SBBR). .

These problems exist, in part, because Central’s fiscal and student data systems are
independent of each other. Some information systems, such as those administered
by the Division of Assessment and ACcountability, Which maintains Central’s
student data files, fall under the responsibility area of the Deputy Chancellor for
Instruction. Other information systems, such as ATS and the personnel payro]l and

_ accounting systems are the responsibility area of the Deputy Chancellor for

Operations. , ‘ _
Recognizing that the traditional lack of integration of Central’s information systems
is a major impediment to effective school planning and budgeting, Central formally . -
transferred the technology and information system responsibilities housed in the
two divisions to a new Division of Information and Instruction Technology Former
Deputy Chancellor Spence sa1d_th1$ restructuring was essential to ensure “that the
appropriate data be made available at the appropriate levels for management

decision-making.”
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Integration of bottom-up and top-down fiscal systems

Both Central and the Core Group anticipated that the des1gn and implementation of
Galaxy 2000 would surface existing fiscal practices impeding the development of an
effective school planning and budgetlng system. Therefore, early in the 1998-99

school year, Central formalized the conversation between the Core Group and
Central’s financial managers by forming the Galaxy Steermg Comm1ttee composed

. . of the Core Group leader, the PDB Project Manager and Central’s top financial and

information system managers. The Galaxy Steering Committee works to resolve
those issues surfaced by Galaxy’ s implementation that impede the development ofa
bottom-up fiscal system.

Our observations of the committee’s meetings confirmed CFO Beverly Donohue’s
assessment that the committee “does troubleshoot tough i issues and force different

 offices to face the nnphcatlons of the changes in bus1ness pract1ce that Galaxy and

PDB require.”

.Becomlnq more servuce onented

' Several Central offices in the Operatlons D1v1s10n began to take steps to change

from a catchlng_ failure” role to a Central-as-service-provider role. Managers of -
these offices, most notably in the business; purchasing, information systems and
finance areas, reported that they emulated the approach of the Budget Ofﬁce in

restructuring the1r areas.59

Building districts’ capacity
During the past year, Central took several steps to help districts prepare themselves :
to assume their new roles as facilitators of school dec1s1on-makmg and as service- .-

providers for fiscally autonomous schools:

e Central provided three small allocations to districts to help support their
transition to their new roles. Phase I and Phase II PDB- d1stncts received a one-
‘time $40,000 planning grant. Phase I districts also receive approximately
$72,000 per year to compensate for time spent by district staff on Core Group
activities. Finally, starting in FY 99, all districts receive $65,000 per year to
- support district SLT activities. According to Central, “.Most districts have chosen

5 As discussed elsewhere in this report, the Budget Office moved from a top-down approach
that required approval of every budget and every budget modification in every district, to one
that minimally monitored many districts, while providing greater support and over51ght for
the districts needing assmtance
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to use the allocation either to pay for a staﬂ' person who will support teams or to
purchase consultants to provide training to teams.”60

¢ Second, as noted previously, the Budget Office provided training and technical
-assistance to help district personnel become more proficient in standard business -
practices. The Budget Office assumes that districts with more business expertise
will be better able to help their schools develop their own capacity. Evidence of
increased district proficiency is the fact that six districts moved into higher
categories of proficiency over the three years of the Budget Office’s
“differentiated approach.” :

e Because district business personnel typlca]ly have training and experience in ~
business practices, but little or no background in pedagogy, they are often not
fully aware of the relatlons_hlp between school instructional planning and school
budgeting. Théir main focus has been to run the business side of the district.
Similarly, district-level educators typlcally have considerable pedagogical
-expertise, but little business training or experience. Both need to see the whole
picture — budgeting and spending in support of school instructional planmng -
and learn how to become effective managers in a performance- driven system.

Toward that end, during the 1998-1999 school year, Central provided the Phase I
and Phase II directors of operations with a graduate-level management traJmng
course at New York University’s Wagner School of Public Service. The course
was designed to help district business staff become more aware of their role in "~
changing their district and school personnel into part1C1pants in a performance-
driven system. L

e In June 1999, Central prov1ded district business staff in the six Phase I districts
with specific, detailed training in the theory and operation of the Galaxy system.
- One week later, district staff provided the same training for school principals
and others identified by the school.

Districts also expanded their own capacity to support school planning and
budgeting. Because the directors of operations of the PDB Phase I districts played a
dual role as designers of the Galaxy system and as directors of eperations in their
own districts, they were in a good position to prepare their districts for the Galaxy
1mplementat10n that began in June 1999. :

Most of the PDB districts created or restructured district office pOS1t10ns to
coordinate support for school teams domg school plan.mng and budgeting. District
officials told us that their staffs recognized that their new roles involved providing
greater support for school-based planning and budgeting. The three PDB principals

60 “Answers to Commonly Asked Quest@ons about School Leadership Teams, June 1999”
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we 1nterv1ewed agreed that pnnclpals in their districts had the opportunity to
provide mput into district-level decisions about school planmng and budgeting.
“There are open d1scuss1ons one said, “and many opportunities at- pnnclpals

meetings.”

Bunldmg schools’ capacnty to support school planning and budgetmg

Central

During the 1998-99 'school year, Central took a number of signiﬁcant steps to help -
schools become fiscally autonomous, and to help school teams learn how to perform
their roles as planners and budgeters. Central o

e Gave school teams throughout the Clty two new a]locatlons a $10 00081 annual
- “school leadership development and continuous improvement allocation.” The
$10,000 is a flexible lump sum spec1ﬁca]ly for building the capacity of the team
(including parent outreach) and ensuring that it accomplishes its core tasks of

developing the school’s ‘CEP and budget.”2 Central also allocated money to
provide, at the discretion of the district and the team, up to $300 per member for
“annual reimbursement in lieu of traditional compensation.” The latter is an
important recognition that the work of all team members - parents staff and
principals — was equally valuable. ' '

e Facilitated SLTs purchase of planning and training services by providing a hst
of pre-approved individuals and organizations offering these services. Central :
generated the list through a formal RFP process. School teams are free to

' purchase the services they need with their $10,000 SLT development allocation.

« Held borough-wide informational workshops about SLTs that showcased the .‘

work of individual districts and schools.

. D1ssem1nated materials with clear, detailed answers to commonly asked -
. questions about SLTs.

e Provided support for SLTs and d1str1cts by phone and on-site.

L Prov1ded trainers, at district request, on all aspects of SLT work.

e Provided ongoing training and technical support about Galaxy for all schools in
the PDB districts.

¢ Provided user-ﬁ'lendly business and human resource brochures, as well as a web-
site, to explain business and personnel matters in a more service-oriented style. -

61 $10,000 is an average per school amount. The amount varied, dependmg on the number of
students in each school. : »

62 Answers to Commonly Asked Questions about School Leadership Teams, June 1999
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e Developed plans for a broad, $9 mllhon 3-year c1tyw1de parent outreach and
training effort.

Dlstncts

Each Phase I district brought to the PDB initiative an individual h1story of district
activity in support of school planmng and budgetlng (see Chapter 3). Asthe PDB
initiative unfolded, districts exhibited this same varlety in the type and level of

. tra1n1ng and support they prov1ded their schools:

D1str1ct officials reported that they prov1ded training for pnnclpals const1tuency
groups, whole teams and/or individual team members in the essential areas ~ how to
do budgeting and purchasing, how to develop CEPs and how to work eﬂ'ectlvely asa
team. What each district emphasized in its'training program reflected particular
d1stnct perspectives, and the amount of time they were able to devote to school

planning and budgeting activities.

For eXample two districts focused much of their tra1mng of teams and team

members on understanding and implementing curriculum standards. Another
district stressed working w1th school communities on how to build school consensus.
A fourth prov1ded extens1ve training on school finance and collaboratlve decision-
making. Formats also varied: one-shot district and/or school retreats vs. several-
month-long' courses; informational sessi'o'ns' vs. hands-on Workshops° district- or
Central-led tralmng Vs, parent-led training; and const1tuency-spec1ﬁc tralmng vs.
cross-constltuency sessions open to all members of the school commumty Dlstncts
provided training in a variety of formats, and in a variety of settlngs and time
frames, depending on sub_)ect matter, const1tuency and local demand

One consistent concern raised by part1c1pants at all levels was the lack of time for
effective tramlng Members of the school community stressed that their available

~ time for training was stretched even thmner by the demands of preparatlon for new

city and state high-stakes assessments new curricular standards and other
instructional mandates. A related concern was the need to train the many new
members who joined pre-existing teams that increased in size after the’ SLT policy

was put in place

There were also a number of concerns raised about lack of support for principals in

their expanded role as leaders of collaborative planmng and budgeting enterprises.
One PDB principal told us, “There are too many respons1b111tles that require too
much expertlse in new areas on top of everything else. Leaders become _
overwhelmed. These changes need to happen, but it’s always the same person .

‘responsible and accountable.” A principal in a non-PDB school echoed a concern of
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the non-PDB principals in our study, “I feel 'm responS1ble for every child’s welfare
and safety Idon’t want to worry about having to be in charge of the money as well.
We need an adnumstrator at the school.”

Survey results
Results from our survey of PDB team members mdmate that most PDB teams even -

prior to full implementation of the SLT policy,5 are recewmg some trammg in the
areas essential to school-level planning and budgeting. Non-PDB team members also
reported receiving some training in most of these areas.

More than half of both the PDB and non-PDB planning team members 1nd10ated
that they themselves received some training for their work on their school’s
planning team. This was a surprisingly high percentage, as most of the team
members in 1998-99 were new. The survey asked,

Table 4.13: Did you Percent of PDB team members Percent of non-PDB team

receive any training at responding yes (N=95) members responding yes
all for your work on the (N=20)

planning team? , 54% - . - . 68%

"Blank responses have been eliminated from all tabulations.

We asked another series of questlons about whether planning- teams recelved
training in specific areas relating to the work of school teams. The response was Very .
pOS1tlve The survey asked,

- Table 4.14: Did the. B Percent of PDB team | Percent of non-PDB
planning team receive members responding team members
. any training, materials yes (N=95) responding yes

and/or support in: _ (N=20)
- Effective team
decision making?
Understanding | 63%* T 48%*
student :
performance
data? |

*Blank and “don’t know” responses have been €liminated from all tabulations. An
asterisk indicates a survey question where more than 20% of the responses were blank
or don’'t know.

* 8 The SLT policy was passed by the Board in November 1998. Central began a three-year
phase-in during the 1998-99 school year. Most of the support and money for training and
stipends Central provided for school teams, however, was not available until late in the year.
The list of pre-approved vendors wasn’t finalized until June 1999. Therefore, the first full
year of SLT implementation will be 1999-2000, too late to be reflected in our 1nterv1ews '
observations and surveys. .
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" The survey also asked,

Table 4.15: Did your : : : - Percent of non-
school’'s planning team ‘ ‘ Percent of PDB PDB team
receive training in: ' team members members

responding yes responding yes
. , : (N=95) ’ (N=20)
How to read a budget? ' ‘
The budgeting process? - 75%* N - 67%*
- Theroles of PDB | - - 68%* . . 40%* -
- participants? | - . R
How to allocate resources - - 64%* S 21%*
.. with more flexibility? ‘ - I
How to develop effective . 56%* - . 36%"
~ instructional strategies? : o
-~ How to link resource | - - 58%* 50%*
allocation choices to | - :
instructional planning?

*Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated from all. tabulations. An asterisk
indicates a survey question where more than 20% of the responses were blan.k or dont
know.

Conclusion

Our overall finding is that Central and the PDB dlstrlcts have taken prehmmary

steps to improve the capa01ty of schools and d1stncts to implement eﬁ'ectlve school
. .planning and budgeting: '

1. Central is enhancing system capamty to support school level planmng and
budgetmg by integrating school planning elements; integrating critical data -
functions; integrating bottom-up and top-down fiscal systems and ma.kmg
critical Central divisions. more service- onented

2. Central is prov1d1ng allocations to support d1strlct staﬂ' as well as traimng in
effective business practices, management techniques and the-Galaxy budgeting -
system. PDB districts are rethmkmg district staff functions to create support for
school planning.

3. Central is providing an average of $10,000 to each school team to build team
capacity and $300 to each team member for his or her work on the team;
- facilitating team purchase of training services from outside prov1ders prov1d1ng
. explanatory materials, mformatmnal workshops, call-in and on-site support, and
Galaxy training and support; and creating plans for 01tyw1de parent outreach
‘ and training.

4. PDB Phase I Districts provided training and support for their school teams,
which varied in emphasis and depth in each district.

_ ‘. y 305 o » :
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AREA 5: CREATION OF MORE BROAD-BASED, PARTICIPATORY AND EFFEC11VE

SCHOOL-LEVEL DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES

Previous school-ba'sed planning efforts
School-based planning has a two-decade long history in New York
City, beginning in the 1980s with the CSIP (Comprehenswe School

Improvement Project) planning teams that Central required for low .
performing schools. When Chancellor Fernandez took office in 1990,

he spearheaded another experiment with what was then called
school-based management/shared decision-making. In the same
period, a New York State reg_ulation — Section 100.11 — was

» promulgated that required districts throughout the state to prepare
a plan by 1994 for the “participation by teachers and parents with
administrators and school board members in school-based planmng
and shared decision-making.” ' ‘

More recently, changes in the federal Title I (formerly Chapter 1)
program empowered school planning teams to use Title I funds for
whole-school improvement. The SchoolWide Program option gave '
many Title I-eligible schools the opportunity to empower multi-
constituency teams to deirelbp school improvement plans and to

- budget some portion of their school funds.

| To what extent

does the PDB -
effort, and the

complementary.

reforms associated
with it, transcend
the limitations of
previous efforts to
lodge instructional
improvement and
budgeting at the
school level, and
produce a
genuinely broad-

based, participatory -| -

and 'effective ,
system?

Many of these experiments in school-based planning, hoth in New York City and -
around the country, were deemed by critics and participants alike to be quite

limited. School planning teams were often viewed as ineffectual because the teams-

had neither the power nor the authority to make decisions about critical school

' 1mprovement issues, were not given the school’s allocation to budget, and were often

absorbed in discussions and decisions peripheral to instructional improvement. The
failure of school-based teams to 1mpact the critical decisions affectlng academic

- achievement often led to W1despread cymmsm about.the motives of central

administrations in introducing systermc governance innovations that 1nva.r1ably

became cosmetic.

Thus, current efforts to devolve decision-making to the school level in New York City
are situated within a context of considerable skepticism about effectiveness, gliven‘

_ the limits of past efforts.

124

Chapter 4. Findings from the Pilot Community ’School Districts and Schools

108




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgetihg Initiative ‘ May 2000

1998 School Leadershlp Team Plan : -
Central’s 1998 School Leadership Team (SLT) policy was de51gned to transcend the
limits of previous efforts at participatory school-based planmng and dec1smn-mak1ng
in New York City. The SLT policy envisions school-level dec1s10ns made by a broad-
based team in which the key. school const1tuenc1es are equal participants. Key

features mclude
e Every school must create an SLT.

e The role of the team is to “determine the educational vision and direction of the '
. school, make key decisions about the instructional strategies that will be .
1mp1emented to achieve that ‘vision,, and ahgn the budget to support these
strategles 64 o » .

e The compos1tlon of the team consists of a “balance” between parents and staff, -
with the principal, the teachers’ union representative and the PTA pres1dent as
ex officio members. Parents must have at least the same number of voting A
" members as school staff. Students must be included as members in high scthls
(Student participation is optional at other levels.). Community-based
organizations and other individuals may petition to participate. Team members
are elected by their own constituencies. S ’

o All team decisions are made by consensus. By-laws must be developed to spec1fy
team s1ze compos1t10n and operatmg pnnc1ples

. Central prov1des $3OO annual reunbursement for all team members, regardless
of const1tuency (Setting the same reimbursement for all members is designed to
contribute to equalizing relationships within the team. ) "

e Central prov1des $10,00095 training money for.each SLT to help members ,
develop the capacity to part1c1pate meamngfully

The SLT policy differs from previous efforts to institute school- based planning or
school decision-making in four important ways: : :

;o The SLT’s role is to do planmng and budgeting, and only planning and
~ budgeting.

e The money the SLT budgets is the school’s entlre annual fiscal allocatlon
o The SLT has the same number of parents as school staff.

‘e« The SLT has funds ava11able to train 1tself and to reimburse its members for
time spent on the team’s work. ' ’

64 “Answers to Commonly Asked Questlons about SLTs, June 1999” p.12

65 $10 000 is an average amount. The actual amount varies, dependmg on the number of
students in the school.
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The SLT pohcy also provides for a District Planning Team, respon51ble at a
minimum, for developing the district’s SLT plan (also called the 100.11 plan) and a
Chancellor’s Advisory Team, made up of parents, a district supenntendent and
répresentatives of the UFT, the CSA, a community school board and a commumty-
based organization. This team advises Central on administrative issues related to
SLTs and “oversees efforts to design strategies to support effective SLTs.”66 -

The SLT i)lan has a three-year phase-in pe"riod and the‘followi’ng time frame:

Winter 1999 All schools must establish school planning committees to develop a
plan to estabhsh an SLT.

Fall 1999 Every school must have an SLT that develops a training strategy for
the team and a spending plan for its $10,000 training allocation.

Spring 2000 Every SLT must adopt bylaws and develop CEPs. v
Spring 2001 Every SLT must develop CEPs and budgets.

As noted in last year’s evaluation report many schools in the four onglnal Phase 1
districts (Dlstncts 2,13, 19, and 22) had functioning planning teams of one kind or
another that were involved in planmng and budgetmg during and often prior to the
first year of PDB implementation. To see ‘whether school teams had become more
broad-based — more inclusive of staff and.parents in relatively equal numbers -- over
the two years of PDB implementation, we surveyed their members and examined
their membership hsts to determine team size and compos1t10n during that period.

School planmng teams in the second year of PDB 1mplementatlon grew in size and
included more parents. Average team size in the 28-school cohort we studied
increased by 26%, while the average number of parents on the teams increased by
56%.57 | i ‘

66 Thid, p.18 |
87 Our analysis looks at the membership of the planning teams in 23 schools in four districts:
6 schools in District 2, 7 schools in District 13, 4 schools in District 19 and 6 schools in

District 22. (These schools participated in our survey.) This average was obtained by dividing
the total number of team members in each category by the number of schools in the analy51s

Icfl :
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Table 4.16: . — B 1997-98 PDB teams | 1998-99 PDB teams
Size and . (N=23) (N=23)
Composition of Average number of | - 3.2 ' 5.0
PDB school ) parents ‘ ]
© planning teams, " Average numbérof | 45 ' 5.4
1997-98 and teachers .
1998-99 — ,
Principals 1 1
- Average number of 2.1 ' 20
' others | - _ :
Average total team size |- - 10.7*, : 13.5*

* The numbers in the last row differ from the sum because of roundlng

The average size of planning teams in these four 'districts increased from 10.7
members on PDB teams in the first year to 13.5 members in the second. Team
composition also changed during this period, with the average number of parents on
a planning team increasing 56%, from 3.2 in 1997-98 to 5.0 the following year, and
the average number of teachers increasing, by 21%, from 4.5 in the first year to 5.4
in the second.

Parents made up 30% of the membership of planning teams in the PDB schools in
1997-98 and 37% in 1998-99. The SLT policy requires that the 1999-2000 teams
have a “balance” in team membership between parents and school staff. However,
team members who are not staff of that school (e.g., students and community
members) are not included in the ca.lculatlon of “palance.”

To see whether the school planning teams had become more influential in the

dec1S1on-mak1ng process in their schools we surveyed PDB planning team members

about whether the SLT made budgetmg decisions and about the impact of their '
~team’s decisions in their schools and about. ‘

" Table 4.17:.

Percent responding yes (N=95)
::‘;:‘}: of the The SLT made budgeting decisions? . - 92%
decisions on The SLT’s deliberations always had a direct 63%
the school. impact on actual decisions in my school?

68 For example, if the 2.0 “other” members on the 1998-99 teams were members of the school
staff (e.g., paraprofessionals-or secretaries), the conclusion would be that the 5.0 parents -
comprise 37% of the team, compared to the 8.4 school staff. If the 2.0 “other” team members
were non-staff, the concluswn would be that the 5.0 parents compnse 44% of the team,
compared to the 6.4 school staff.
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If, as these responses seem to 'indieate, members feel their planning teams are
making important decisions for their schools, how importaht is each-constituency’ s

participation perceived to be? The survey asked, -

_Tab|e4.18: Who Perce c . g pa : patio budqge .

in your school ~ Principal | - 88% -
z:veﬁepp?ilnz t;mre ' L . Teachers _78%
budget? , PAIPTA |~ 74%
' - UFT chapter chair 71%
School planningteam | - 70%

Other supervisors 65%

~ Other staff 37%
-School secretary - 18%
- Title | PAC - 14%
Custodian 8%
Students 2%

‘Note: There was no “don’t know” option for this questlon

Teachers, supervisors, and parent and teacher representatlves as s well as the school
planning team, are all perceived to partlclpate toa h1gh degree in school declswn-
making. : '

To further probe the dlﬁ'erentlal extent of dlfferlng constltuencles partlclpatlon and
~ influence, the survey asked,

Table 4.19: How Percent respondmg very mfluentlal” (N 95)

influential are Principal and other 92%

. each ef the i supervisors _
f9|t|rC1>_Wlng people  ™School planning team 59%
within your —
school in PAPTA o 7%
deciding h - '
me:rg;?s ow UFT chapter chair : . 46%
budgeted? . : Teachers , . 40%

Tle IPAC |~ 40%
~ Other staff 18%" -
School secretary 14%*

Custodian : 14%*

Students . 9%*

BIank and *don’t know” responses have been eliminated from all
tabulations. An asterisk indicates a survey questlon where more than
20% of the responses were blank or “don’t know.”
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in shaping the school’s budget, with almost 60% of the respondents reporting that
- -the planning team itself was very influential in shaping the budget. This compares -
“to 92% reporting that the pr1nc1pal was very influential, and fewer than half » )
reporting that parents and teachers were very influential. Clearly, team members
feel that the SLT itself is. very influential i in school decision-making, more so than
any single school constituency with the exceptlon of the pnnc1pal ' '

Another measure of the breadth of participation is the, extent to which indivi.dual
school constituencies share team chair responsibilities. The survey asked,

Table 4.20: ' ~ercent indicating p patio

Who chaired the L Teacher |~ - 53%
planning team ~ Principal 41%
this year? : L Parent | 32%
' . Other supervisor | - 21%

Other school-based staff | -~ 13%

School secretary | 6%

Community member | 3% .

. Student 0%

Fifty-three percent of the team members responding to the survey indicated that
teachers chaired or co-chaired their school’s planning team in 1998-99, wh1le thirty-
two percent indicated that parents chaired or co-chaired the team.

While the data do suggest incremental change toward a more broad- based and
participatory system, they do not necessarily lead to the conclusion that, in every
PDB school, teams are representative of their schooling constituencies, share power
eﬂ'ectlvely, or actually make the key instructional and budgetmg decisions that
might lead to significant increases in student achievement. As with previous school-
based planmng efforts, parents may still be marginal on too many teams; the - 4
information and data flow critical to effective planning may still be controlled too
often by the prmmpal and the permitted ranges of planning team d1scussmn may
still keep some tearns focused on relat1vely trivial issues. ’

Conclusion

The school pla1m1ng team framework that PDB helped create has generated a more
level terrain on which planning and budgetmg for school improvement can be shared
across key schoohng constituencies. Thus far, two years mto the 1mplementat10n of
PDB, our evidence indicates that school planning teams are becoming more broad-

G | f\ Fal . )
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based and paJ'ticipétive and are influential in school decision-making. The teams’
experience across the next several years, as well as Central’s efforts to create a

~ genuinely reciprocal accountability system, will demonstrate whether What PDB

created was new opportunity or another symbolic intervention.
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AREA 6: ESTABLISHMENT OF AN EFFECTIVE ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING
SYSTEM | | I -

A performance-driven system depends on, as former Chancellor Crew articulated it,
the use of data to drive continuous improvement and hold the entire system
accountable for student performance.®® Therefore accountability for student
academic outcomes is one of the key dimensions of P.D'B, and given that PDB’s
budgeting structure depends on a reciprocal school-to—district-to-Central framéwbrk,
an effective systemic aceountability structure depends on the same framework of
reciprocity among school, district and Central levels. | :

A reciprocal accountability system -

A reciprocal accountability system has been conceptualized as an interactive and
1nterlock1ng set of relationships among the three levels of Central, d.1str1cts and
schools, in which:. :

e Central defines the standards and provides both the supports to: help d.1str1cts

‘and schools achieve them, and the assessments that measure how well those
standards are achieved;

.o Districts prov1de the resources and supports to help schools achieve the

standards, assess the extent to which the standards are ac.hieved,'and intervene
to help those schools in which achievement is less than satisfactory;

e Schools provide instruction that responds to students’ needs and attempts to -

meet the standards; analyze assessment results to understand how curriculum
and teach1ng need to be reshaped for greater eﬁ'ectlveness and also assess and
articulate the extent to which the district, Central- and the state are meetmg
their responS1b1ht1es for aid and support.” .

Last year s evaluation report discussed the instructional accountability system
currently in place in. New York City schools, and delineated Central’s various
accountablhty tools and processes -- testlng instruments; instructional planmng
tools at the district (DCEP) and school (CEP) levels; an 1nstruct10na1 assessment and
review process (PASS); and varieties of district and school level data formats (e.g.,
annual school reports, ATS school data profiles).

69 First Annual Report of the Evaluation of Performance Drivert Budgeting, p.1

70 Allen, Lauren and Anne Halllet. Beyond Fmgerpomtmg and Test Scores, Cross Clty
Campaagn for Urban School Reform, 1999.
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- As we indicated, accountability is currentiy conceptualized as a hierarchical
relationship, from Central to districts to schools, rather than a reciprocal onej each .
level holds the level below responsible for producing appropi'iate academic outcomes.
Our last year’s report suggested the limitations of such a umdlrectlonal set of

accountab1hty relatlonshlps

In this report we indicate how a more reciprocal set of relatlonships could be
conceptuallzed to assess the extent of PDB effectiveness, ‘and then suggest the '
extent to which PDB Phase I schools and districts were attemptlng to unplement

such relationships. -

Within PDB, accountability, can be.'COnceptualized as a three-level system, involving
conversations within the school; across schools and between districts and their

schools; and across districts and between distncts and Central

Conversations wuthln schools

The structure of the SLT and its responsibility for both 1nstructlonal planmng and
budgetlng require communication between the planning team and the rest of the
school. The job of the team is to collect and analyze information ‘about the
eﬂ'ectlveness of instructional practice; to identify 1nstructlonal need; to contmually
“develop strategles to meet these needs; to match those strategles to the school’s
‘budget; and continually assess the eﬁ'ectlveness of its improvement strategies and -

the use of school dellars. But the team cannot do this in isolation; ideally the team

- and the school should be engaged in a continuous conversation about how to i improve
instructional practice and learning outcomes, and what each spec1ﬁc new
1nterventlon has contnbuted to mstructlonal eﬂ'ectiveness

Therefore we formulated a set of questions to determine how and to what extent
teams engage the school in continuous conversations about their work. Do SLTs, for ‘
example, disseminate information to the school community and involve them i in the
planning process? Are the results of the SLT’s school unprovement efforts shared
‘with the school community? What are the intra-school forums for conversations
about the effectiveness of SLT instructional interventions? If the SLT i is not
engaged in this internal conversation, what do d1stncts do to encourage that

conversation to take place‘?

Conversations across schools and between districts and their schools
" School teams need varieties of help and support to carry out their tasks. Once teams

analyze their school’s instructional needs, for example, how do they determine the ,
programs or strategies that will meet those needs most eﬂ'ectlvely and
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appropriately? School teams need access to varieties of information that are often

_ beyond the range of school-based knowledge and experience. Schools might well
need to know, for example, the effectiveness of prograxns or strategies being utilized -
by other schools; the cost effectiveness of different strategies and programs; and how
to make their teams more effective planners and budgeters. '- :

Teams also need to access this mformatlon through multlple avenues, mcludmg via
electronic media, intervisitations, and formal and mformal networks. Fma]ly, school
teams and their supporting constituencies need opportumtles to talk with other
schools, to share useful information, to probe the commonalties and differences
involved in mutual efforts to improve student academic achJevement and to learn

from each other

In a hierarchical accountability system, the district must monitor and assess the
instructional improvement piocess in their schools? intervening when necessary to
attempt to enforce irnproVement; In a reciprocal accountability system, the district .
is primarily a provider of services and supports to help schools improve their
assessment outcomes and instructional effectiveness. In.a reciprocal system,

districts and schools would be engaged in continuous conversations about academic
outcomes and how schools might improve them, and districts would be researcthg,
identifying and providing a range of supports deS1gned to help schools become. more

instructionally effective.

To examine the extent of activity across schools, we probed the extent of cross-school ‘
conversations, as well as what roles dlstncts and Central play in providing the “
information school teams need, in fac1htatmg access to that mformatlon and in

fostenng cross-school conversations.

We also examined the extent to which districts develop continuous conversations
with their schools, buttressed by the provision of a variety of supports for schools.
For example, we probed how the PDB Phase I districts respond to more and less
effective schools. Do districts differentiate their responses for different groups of
schools? How do districts report to the public and to Central about both school

academic outcomes and school efforts to improve those outcomes?

Conversations across dlstncts and between districts and Central

In a hierarchical accountability system, Central must assess the eﬁ'ectlveness of
student outcomes at school and district levels, and the processes districts put in
place to improve those outcomes. Ultimately, Central must intervene when those

outcomes don’t improve. In a reciprocal accountability system, Central retains its
ultimate accountability monitoring role, but also becomes responsible for the

) ;-- ‘ LN i
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1dent1ﬁcatlon and provision of a wide variety of instructional supports to d1stncts
and schools.

Observations of recipro'cal, account_ability

Although assessing the extent to which reciprocal accountability is developing in the
Phase I PDB districts was not a primary focus of this year’s evaluation, we d1d
observe elements of reclprocal accountability in all PDB d1stncts What follows are
‘the results of a specific accountab1hty question in our survey of PDB team members
as well as lumted observatlons of accountability practices in PDB d1str1cts and
schools '

Conversations within PDB schools
We asked planmng team members to respond to the followmg questlon on our

survey:
Table 4.21: Percent responding “a lot” (N=95)
How much Student performance ‘ - 72%
information is Student performance goals - 69%
shared by the - School ol _ : , 65%
school with the chool’s curriculum : _ 5%
school’s parent ‘School’s instructional improvement plan | 58%
body in the .| School’s budget 47%

" following areas?
’ ) * Blank and “don’t know” responses have been eliminated from

“all tabulations. An asterisk would indicate a survey question
where more than 20% of the responses were blank or don’t
know.

Team members report that the1r school shares “a lot” of mformatlon about student

performance and curriculum with parents. Fewer report mf_'ormatlon-sharmg about

the school’s instructional improvement plans and budgets. These results are

encouraging, given that school planning and budgeting have not become'widesp_read »
. practices in New York: City schools. However, these results do not tell us much about

the extent of continuous conversations between team and school commumty, let

alone the form and quality of that conversation.

We did observe two schools in Districts 13 and 22 that demonstrated different, but
equally promising kinds of conversations about instructional improvement. Both
schools are 1ntensely focused on “what is best for our children.” Both schools
~communicate with their school commumty through newsletters, PTA and staff
meetings, and the posting of mformatlon about school and team act1v1t1es Detailed
student performance datais shared widely within each school.

» The District 13 school uses semi-annual retreats, attended by dozens of parents,
staff and students, to identify needs and develop improvement strategies. The
" retreats build on the Comer school community model that mcorporates the v1ews
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. of all members in a student-focused process, culminating in a set of strategies
that become the basis of the CEP. The work done at the retreats is shared
broadly within the school community. Monthly team meetings serve to resolve
immediate issues and provide opportunities for members of the school
commumty to raise specific concerns. Through the retreats, PTA meetings, staff
meetings and personal contact, the principal ensures that all constituencies have
the opportunity to participate in determining the school’s instructional needs and
priorities. Feedback is continual. This school’s approach concentrates on 4
instructional improvement but does not extensively mvolve_school planners in

' budgeting and spending activities.

e The District 22 school uses its team meetings to coordinate the school’s data
gathering and analysis, needs identification, and instructional planning
activities, and to make all budgeting and spending decisions for the school. The
team exemplifies District 22’ collaborative demsmn—makmg process, with staff
and parents involved in school planning in two ways. They participate as team
members in team decision-making, and they contribute, as constituents, to
school-wide surveys that look at what works in the school, and what constituents

~ would like to see happen. The team members analyze these surveys, examine
student outcome data and access other information to help them understand
student needs. They then examine and devise strategies.to meet those needs.

_The team holds two all- day budgeting retreats in the spring to translate the CEP.
into a detailed budget. Because the district-wide level of knowledge among the .
constituericies about school planning and finance is relatively high, parents and
staff have an enhanced ability to engage in the conversatlon about instructional
improvement and budgeting.

Conversations across PDB schools and between dlstncts and their schools
-All commumty school d1stncts have formal and informal opportunities for principals,
other supervisors, staff, parents and the general pubhc to share information about

school improvement efforts. We looked for a more structured approach that reduces
 the isolation of schools and districts and encourages experimentation and “_th_mkmg
outside the box.”

e In District 22, two of the essential elements of the d1stnct’s collaborative school

demsmn-makmg process are: expanding the knowledge level about planning and
. budgeting issues; and sharing information among schools and across

constituencies. For at least five years, the district has been making ava.ﬂable to
all parents, staff and principals — whether or not they are on a team --
comprehensive districtwide training about instructional planning and
collaborative decision-making processes and about school budgeting and
spending. These training sessions provide members of the school community

.'l\h
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with opportumtles to learn from each other. The d1str1ct ensures that all schools
and const1tuenc1es receive identical mformatlon about school pla.nmng and
budgeting issues as well as information and data about school performance. The
supenntendent holds monthly meetings with parents, teachers, principals and
other groups in whlch this information i is discussed.

' 'Dlstnct 22 also created numerous formal sharing opportumtles such as the
| school “buddy” system in which Phase I PDB school teams were paJred with
schools new to PDB. School teams regularly make presentations at pnnclpal and .
assistant principal conferences, and at parent and staff gatherings, as well as at
d1str1ctW1de and c1tyw1de conferences Supenntendent Comer said, “PDB has

" had a dramatic impact on communication between schools . Everyone is
calling everyone else. The [honzontal] lines of communication have opened up.”

Conversations across districts and between dlstrlcts and Central _
e The Core Group that developed the Galaxy 2000 system is a stnklng and
V important example of cross- d1str1ct and district/Central collaboratlon D1rectors '
‘ of Operatlons from the PDB districts (and two non-PDB d1$tr1cts) selected for
their financial knowledge and sophistication; worked Wlth each other and with

representatives of Central divisions to deS1gn a radical new budgetmg structure
~ based on the school as the core umt

e Central’s development and d1ssem1nat10n of the SBBR and SBER fiscal
’ _accountablhty tools transformed the conversation about the equity.of allocatlons
across d1str1cts and between districts and Central '

. Central encouraged cross-district -- and cross- school - sha.rmg by holdmg
" citywide and boroughw1de SLT presentatlons at which schools and districts .
shared and discussed their insights and approaches '

These observed elements of a rec1procal accountablllty system could become the .
preliminary building blocks of a framework of reciprocity : among the school, d1str1ct
and Central levels of the school system:
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‘they thought needed. to change for PDB 1mplementatlon to be .

: AREA 7 DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEMIC CULTURE THAT SUPPORTS SCHOOL

DECISION-MAKING AND CONﬂNUOUS SCHOOL. IMPROVEMENT

. Two years ago, when we first began to observe PDB - -~ | Towhat extent has

a culture that
supports school
decision-making

1mplementat1on we asked people at all levels of the system what

successful. Their responses revealed a pervasive climate of Imstrust

1 and'school -~
~ and cymc1sm Practitioners at school district and Central levels - _Improvemem o
told us they didn’t believe that the entrenched top- down school - . developed atthe -
system would ever become a bottom-up system ‘with real authonty | Central, district and
exercised by people in the schools. They spoke of a culture of . . | school levels?

resistance to change. Even at Central, people were skept1cal that
Central and district staff were prepared to assume a service- onented ~supportive .

" role, whlle trust1ng schools to make critical decisions about mstructlonal

1mprovement

Inour school level 1nterv1ews and observations, part1c1pants sa1d that. ne1ther
. Central nor the districts fully understood the challenges of runmng a school. They

expressed skept1c1sm that Central -- and sometimes the d1str1cts -- would maintain
their focus on PDB’s school-centered goals in the context of prohferatmg d1rect1ves _
and mandates from the Federal government the state and Central. They doubted

‘that Central would relmqmsh real authority and give schools genume control over _
their money They worried that they would not be given the prog'rammat1c and ﬁscal

ﬂex1b1l1ty they needed to plan, budget and spend most eﬁ'ect1vely, and would not
receive the support and traJmng they needed to help them perform effectively in

their new rolés.

School-level pract1tloners also deﬁned layers of suspicion among the three main .
‘school constituencies — parents teachers and pr1nc1pals - expected to collaborate in

school planning. Parents feared they would have only a token role, once again, in
school dec1s1on-mak1ng Teachers and principals were afraJd parents wouldn’t |

‘ understand whole- school issues, or, sometimes, any school i 1ssues in sufficient depth.
_Pnnclpals worried about their own accountab1l1ty for student performance in a
. scheme in which teams developed 1nstruct1onal plans and budgets and schools were

given 1nsufﬁc1ent control over staff and money.

District oﬂic1als shared the same concerns about Central Some also sa1d that state
programmatic and fundmg mﬂex1b1hty was a maJor nnpedlment not likely to

-change. In addition, some district officials felt that some of thelr schools were not

mterested in assmmng the new responS1b111tles requlred by PDB

1')0
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Administrators in PDB district — all of which had volunteered to pilot PDB - said
they were very concerned that the PDB initiative might be doomed if the school -
system continued its history of rapid leadership turnover at Central. Several top .
Central managers also expressed this concern. “If leadership stability. doesn’t
cont1nue one said, “then I don’t know if PDB will contmue

Findings 4 , }
During the second year of our study, we saw in'dications that some of the beliefs
described above were changing. Though district officials told us that district and
school personnel still believe that “Central will never let go,” they reported
perceptlons that many top Central managers were committed to change

One supermtendent agreed that top Central managers “have been trying very hard

_ to change the terms of how their ofﬁces : relate to us as a district.” ‘This -

supermtendent warned, however, that Central’s commitment might not: extend»
deeply into the Central structure. “Underneath those top levels of command, the.
system ! seems to be clos1ng ranks, stlﬂ'emng agamst new ways of domg business.”

Nevertheless, several district ofﬁclals reported that they saw w evidence that some top

* Central managers were committed to the PDB initiative, and_were resp_ons1ve to
~ district concerns. Two superintendents praised the greatly improved communication

between top Central managers and the districts. A third spoke about Central’s
positive response to concerns voiced by PDB districts. The PDB d1rectors of
operations said that top managers were clearly committed to the development of
Galaxy and its nnplementatlon throughout the system. The PDB prmclpals we
interviewed also said they saw s1gns that Central 1 was committed to PDB.

Two superintendents noted that PDB contributed positively to “a different
conversation” in their schools, one more focused on student needs and instructional

- planning. Team members participating in that conversat10n are learmng to work
. collaboratively, some reported. In the teacher focus group we conducted a teacher

said, “Our school is multicultural. The SLT is highly effective. Parents are very
involved in the school and contribute a lot.” Another teacher said that hlS “school is

- very collaboratlve and the prmc1pal is w1llmg to hear all sides before the decision is

made. Parents [on the SLT] are really there for the good of the children. People leave. :
their personal agendas at the door.”

Our survey also probed the extent to which PDB has begun to change these deeply
corros1ve layers of cynicism about systemlc interventions.
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The survey asked,

Table 4.22: | Percent indicating that the schoa

{r\:tel'; B’g’_ﬁ%’; Sin A better place for student learning | 71% -
e initiative, : — 5
do you think your About the same for student Iealjnmg_ 19%
school is: A worse place for student learning 3%

In this second year of the study, hoWever,‘ we also saw a rise in the lével of concern
about the increasingly unstable political climate surrounding public schools. One

A centinuing source of concern was the possibility of another change in leadership at .
the top of the system. One district official said, “when there’s new leadership at
Central, there will be new initiatives.” Another said that “there was a lot of damage
done by the’ d1spute between the Chancellor and the Mayor.”

School and district personnel said they felt tremendous pressure to quickly
implement the new curriculum standards and prepare their students for high-stakes
state and city assessments. Staﬂ' members said they felt Central and the state were
using a top-down implementation strategy that left schools w1th» fewer options.

At the same time, staff at all levels of the system said they felt that supervisors were
“being treated unprofessionally and unfairly by the City, given its failure to cohclude
negotlatlons for a supervisors contract. One result of this perceptlon was an exodus
of expenenced teachers and supervisors for retirement or for less stressful, higher
paying positions outside New York City. “The system is in crisis about attractmg

and retaJmng good leaders nght now,” said one supenntendent

1 These comments were made at the end of the 1998- 99 school year, prior to Chancellor
Crew’s departure

Chapter 4: Findings from the Pilot Community School Districts and Schools ‘ ) © 123




‘Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative ~ May 2000

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM THE PiLOT DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

Our analysis of district and school implementation of PDB during the ﬁrst two years
led to the following conclusions about the extent of progress toward the goals of
performance-dnven budgetmg

1. Movement of authority in budgeting, personnel and mstructxonal planning to the

school level.

a) We found that schools in the six Phase I PDB districts expenenced a
substantial increase 1n their authonty to budget

Our limited examination of non-PDB schools also suggests that non-PDB
schools have been engaglng in preliminary activities that help them learn

- how-to budget However, they have far less control over their total school -
funds compared to the schools part1c1pat1ng in Phase I of the PDB nnt1at1ve.

b) We found that schools d1d not gain greater authonty over personnel dunng
- the two-year period of PDB 1mplementat10n

e Central did not move authonty for personnel matters to the school level A
with the 1mportant exception of the transfer of authority for CSE and ‘
SBST activities-to the districts and schools

e  While those we interviewed gave Central cred1t for mlproved hlnng
* practices, a combination of the maintenance of Central control over hmng
deCISIOIlS, plus the extrinsic limitations on the pool of principals and ’
teachers available to be hired, resulted in very limited hiring capacity at
the school level. ' :

" ¢) We found that all schools —PDB as well as non-PDB — _gamed greater
authority for 1nstruct10na1 planning through the CEP process

2. Restructurlng of resource allocatlon policies and pract1ces to support school level

instructional planning and budgeting.

We found that Central has undertaken a major réstructuring of ’resou_rce
allocation policies and practices that is removing some of the most significant
barriers to effective school' planning and budgeting. We found that:

a) Central increased district fiscal respo'nsibility and budgeting flexibility by:

e Transferring fiscal responsibility to d1str1cts Central judged capable of
handling that responS1b111ty, : ,

140

Chapter 4 Findings from the Pilot Community School Districts and Schools 124




Second Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative ' May 2000

o Slgmﬁcantly increasing district budgeting ﬂex1b1hty in the use of tax levy
~ funds, and, to'a more limited extent, in the use of remlbursable and
special education funds; and

e Improving school and district’ spend1ng practices.

b) Central’s School Leadersh1p Team policy is designed to help schools gaJn
ﬁscal autonomy that is linked to instructional planning.

¢) Central and the Core Group are developlng and 1mplementing*a new
budgeting system that is giving schools almost total control over their
budgets. Budgets developed at the school level — which drive district and -
Central budgets -- are the core bu11d1ng blocks of the new rec1procal
budgeting system :

L 3 Prov1s1on of information that schools need to plan and budget.

Schools participating in the PDB 1mt1at1ve are rece1v1ng more of the data they
‘need to plan and budget eﬁ'ectlvely '

a) Central and the districts have improved the usefulness of the demographic
and outcome data they provide to schools. Late reportmg of student
performance data remains a major problem.

b) Central’s PASS instrument seems to be a successful Central- developed tool to
“help schools analyze their practice and determ1ne what 1nstructlonal
practices need to change. :

¢) The Galaxy system is designed to prov1de mformatlon about the ava11ab111ty
of school-level resources and the rules governing their budgetmg and
spend1ng However, because Central’s financial systems are in transition,
school planners must currently rely primarily on district- and school-
supplied data to guide their budgetmg and spend1ng dec1slons '

4. Development of the capaclty at all levels to support school teams’ work of

planmng and budgetlng

Our overall finding i is that Central and the PDB districts have taken prellmmary
steps to improve the capaclty of schools and d1str1cts to 1mplement effective -
school planning and budgetmg

a) Central is enhancing system capacity to support school-level planmng and
- budgeting by integrating discrete school planning elements, integrating
critical data functions; integrating bottom-up and top-down fiscal systems;
and making critical Central d1v1s1ons more service-oriented.

b) Central is prov1d1ng allocations to support district staff, as well as traJmng in
effective bus1ness pract1ces management techniques and the Galaxy '
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budgeting system. PDB dJstncts are rethinking district staff functions to
create support for school planning. -

¢) Central is providing an average of $10,000 to each school team to build team
capacity and $300 to each team member for their work on the team;
facilitating team purchase of training services from outside prov1ders,
providing explanatory materials, infonnational"workshops call-in and on-site
support, and Galaxy training and support and creatmg plans for citywide
parent outreach and training. '

d) PDB Phase I Districts provided training and support for their school teams,
* which varied in emphasis and extent i in each dJstnct

5. Creatlon of more broad-based, partlmpatory and 1nﬂuent1a1 demsmn-makmg :
' structures at the school level. ' '

The school planning team framework that PDB he1p_ed create has gerxerated a
more level terrain on which planning and budgeting for school improvement can
be shared across key schooling constituencies. Thus far two years into the
1mplementat10n of PDB, our evidence 1nd1cates that school planmng teams are
becoming more broad-based, part1C1pat1ve and influential in school decision-
making. The teams’ experience across the next several years, as well as Central’s
efforts to create a genuinely reciprocal accountability system, will demonstrate -
whether what PDB created was new opportunity or another symbohc ’

mterventlon

6. Establish'ment of an effective accountability and reporting system.

" One model of an effective accountablhty and reportlng system is a remprocal
accountability system in which: ' :

o Central defines the- standards and provides both the- supports to help districts
and schools achieve them, and the assessments that measure how well those
‘standards are achieved. :

e Districts provide the resources and supports to help schools achieve the
‘standards, assess the extent to which the standards are achieved, and
“intervene to help those schools i in which ach1evement is less than sat1sfactory

. Schools provide instruction that responds to students’ needs and attempts to
. meet the standards; analyze assessment results to understand how
curriculum and teaching need to be reshaped for greater effectiveness; and
also assess and articulate the extent to which the district, Central and the
state are meeting their responsibilities for aid and support.
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Although assessing the extent to which reciprocal e.ccountability is developing in
the Phase I PDB districts was not a primary focus of our study, we did observe
elements of reciprocal accountability in all PDB districts and between Central
and the districts. These elements could become the pfeliminary building blocks
of a framework of reciprocity among the school, district and Central levels of the .
school system. : :

- 7. Development of a systemic culture that supports school dec1s1on-makmg and

contmuous school improvement.

; During the first year of our study, we asked people at all levels of the school

. system what they thought needed to change for PDB 1mplementat10n tobe

1 o successful. Their responses revealed a pervasive climate of mistrust and

' cynicism; they didn’t believe that the entrenched top-down school system would
‘ S ever become a bottom-up system, with real authorlty exercised by people in the

schools.

During the second year of the study, d_istrict' officials said that district and school
personnel still believed that “Central will never let go.” Yet they also reported
that many top Central managers Wer,e committed to change and to the PDB
initiative. They said there was a “different conversation” in the schoels, one more

focused on student needs and instructional planning.

' ' However, there was also a rise in the level of concern about the increasingly

\ ‘unstable political climate surroundJng public schools; about the tremendous
_ pressure to prepare students for high-stakes tests and about the damage done to
| ' the system by the City’s failure to stem the exodus of expenenced teachers and '
prmmpals from the system

. = b I W= :
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

At the end of the second year of PDB implementation our findings indicate that
both Central and the PDB districts and schools have begun to create the school-
driven, 1nstruct10nally-focused budgetlng system that the PDB planners envisioned.

As summarized in Chapter 2, the Core Group and Central are developmg and
1mplement1ng the Galaxy budgeting system. Central is transformmg its fiscal .
systems, 1ntegrat1ng them with Galaxy, and prov1d1ng district allocatlons with

- greater flexibility and, at least thus far, in time for effective budgetlng Central has
begun to implement its School Leadersh1p Team plan, which, assigns the

- responsibility for lnstructlonal planning and budgetlng to school teams. Central, the
districts and schools are attemptlng to enhance their capacity for school level

| planning and budgeting. Central is also improving its instructional planmng toolkit,
technology and data systems, and student data reporting in support of PDB
implementation. Chapters 3 and 4 provide the evidence that these changes have
begun to have some effect in the PDB d1str1cts and schools. | |

In just two years the outlme of a different system of budgeting and 1nstruct10nal
improvement i 1s emerging. No other large urban district engaged in school- based
budgeting has developed a budgeting system that denves its d1str1ct and system
budgets from performance- dnven school- developed budgets

CONCERNS

In last year’s First Annual Report of the Evaluation of Performance Driven _

Budgeting, we suggested that two d1st1nct forces could reverse the many 1mportant
: changes Central has initiated. The first is the poss1b1hty of a new chancellor '

committed to differing notions of reform. The second is.obdurate res1stance to

change by Central’s rmddle management

We also suggested, however, that determined implementation of the Galaxy 2000
budgeting system, initially in the Phase I d1stncts and schools and subsequently in
all the system’s schools; might provide the 1mpetus to permanently change a top- "
down command-and control budgeting system.

Galaxy 2000 is in place in almost 200 Phase I schools. If Phase i mlplementatlon
due July 2001 in several hundred more schools, can proceed as scheduled and if
‘Galaxy and Central’ s fiscal systems can be integrated, school- level budgetlng will
become much harder to extirpate.
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During Phase III implementation, if the system’s remaining schools adopt and
implement Galaxy, and if Central’s top managers continue to work out the
remaining barriers, the physical reality of Galaxy could force restructuring of
remaining centralized command-and-control structtires. '

‘But we have additional concerns.

District Capacity

~ Our most critical concerns center on distr_ict and school capacity.

High-planning districts have developed the capacity to continually assess their
schools’ performance and academic outcomes, discuss with school personnel the
limitations of those outcomes and the extent of 1mprovement necessary, and momtor :
their schools’ efforts to implement the strategies developed to generate '

~ improvement.  Such districts can quickly assumlate PDB into theu‘ particular

planmng traditions. Our findings suggest that even the poorly performing schools in
districts with developed expenence in school- based planmng have some capaclty to -
assess their outcomes, target improvement strateg1es and begln the struggle to

' 1mp1ement them.

We worry that‘many districts lack the capacity both to assess their schools’
performance and capacity and to assist their low 'perfo'rming schools. Most districts -
- PDB as well as non-PDB -- have developed neither the outcome momtonng systems
nor the incentive/sanctions systems that can hold their schools accountable for. -

1mp1ement1ng a contmuous instructional planning process

How will the districts that house the bulk of the city’s poorly perform1ng schools — -

schools with limited capaclty and/or cultures resistant to change — be encouraged

and supported to change their pract1ces so that they can help their schools’ 1mprove?_

- These concerns are not abstractions. Central mdst quickly prepare Phase II and '

then Phase III districts, the bulk of the city’s school populatlon for the
unplementatlon of Galaxy. If Ga]axy implementation proceeds as essentlally a

budgeting process, what may result, especially in poorly performlng schools in the

Phase II and III districts, is mechanical application of a new budgetmg process
without the continuous cycle of instructional planmng at the heart of the PDB

VlSlOIl
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School Capacity o \
‘What do schools need in order to do effective planning and budgeting?

From the perspective of operationalizing school-based planning and budgeting, the
SLT plan provides a clear mandate for both functions lodged in a school-level team
with broad constituency representation and guidelines for formation, focus and
responsibility. Implementation of the SLT plan is deliberate, paced and
- comprehensive, and training and support for both school teams and d1str1ct capacity-
‘building has been made available through a vendor-dnven RFP process.

- The SLT process assumes that varieties of ass1stance available through Central-
approved vendors and paid for through small | grants that each school can allocate,
will provide the training and other supports that schools need to plan and budget
effectively. But, aside from the question of whether the modest size of the school
grants can adequately meet the scale of school need for assistance across the system,
there is also the issue of what will galvanize schools, especially low-performing
schools, to embark on a genuine planmng process to improve their academ1c

outcomes.

The SLT plan requires buy-in and commitment to be eﬂ'ective The commitment to -
team-driven school-based planning requires hard work, 1ngenu1ty, good will, trust
and honesty about the current limitations of their schools’ lnstructlonal efforts.

Many school personnel will be tempted to ﬁnesse their SLT’s planmng process. -
rather than to engage it head-on

What is problematic is how Central can mot1vate 1 200 schools and 40 d.lStI'lctS to .
effectively 1mplement Central’s SLT plan.

What can Central do to reduce gaming, paper comphance and mechanical
1mplementatlon'7 Momtonng, the traditional Central response to implementation
mandates, is clearly not a solution; the citfs'schools- and districts have developed
high levels of sophistication in simulating responses and gaming the shell of
compliance without the substance. Schools with long histories of poor performance _
are often controlled by defensive adult cultures resistant to examination of outcomes

or discussion of new instructional arrangements to improve those outcomes.

' Some combination of 1ncent1ves based on a mix of team performance and school
improvement, and sanctions, based on failure to function as a team and failure to
1mprove performance, might prove effective, if standards for how to assess effective
team performance could be developed The districts, in our view, have a much more
important role to play in developing this mix of incentives and sanctions designed to
- help SLTs become effective.

146

Chapter 5: Conclusion Co ' I : ' 130




Second Annuai Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative . " May 2000

~ Another role that districts can play involves the provision of training. Current
_training opportunities, both those provided by Central and the Core Group to the -

districts, and those provided by Central- approved vendors, are not sufficient to help
" schools with limited capacity or change-res1stant cultures effectively 1mp1ement the
instructional change cycle at the core of Galaxy.

We suggest that djstricts should develop such training and support processes' We
further suggest that the construction of a district-driven development effort,
analogous to the field- driven Core Group process that produced Galaxy, m1ght create ;
the processes through which Central and the districts could work together to’
increase district capacity for eﬁ'ectlvely momtonng and improving their school’s

academic performance.

We think this is more properly an effort that districts, rather than Central, should

take on. Therefore, for us the question becomes how Central can most effectively

motivate and encoorage the districts to take on the assessment of school-level team-
“based planhing efforts, and the consequent mix of incentives and sanctions that can, -
~ over time, encourage effective school-based practice and improve ineﬁ'ective'practice. “

Moblllty
This year’s analys1s of SLT team membershlp and pnnclpal turnover rates in the
PDB districts dramatized another reality that the Institute’s work on SURR schools :

has prev10us1y demonstrated.

Effective planmng demands continuity of experience. The notion at the- core of PDB
is a continuous planning cycle, a spiral of experience that learns from, builds on and
improves by correction, based on analysis of what was prewously attempted If
school staffs have no permanence, if last year’s teachers are contmuously replaced
by a new crop of anxious novices, how can any meamngful planning process get
launched, let alone build across years? And if, in addition to teachers, principals are
continually shuttlmg into and out of poorly performmg schools, how can the
leadership necessary to drive a continuous planning cycle take root"

Yet teacher and pnnclpal turnover is very thh in New York City, and partlcularly
high in low-perforxmng schools In the two highest-needs PDB.districts, one- tthd of
the principals were replaced between June and September 1999. Given the endemic
problems of limited 'ce.pacity to plan instructional irnprovement the added problems
-of extremely high turnover make effective planmng almost 1mpos51b1e in too many -
schools.

Y
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The measures Central has currently set in motlon to reduce the corrosive effects of

~ high teacher and principal turnover seem to us too feeble to stabilize the erosion of

personnel in poorly perforrmng schools. Constrained by inadequate resources,

. escalating competition from wealthjer_suburban districts, and the continuing -

societal downgrading of the teaching -profession' Central’s options seem quite
limited. Yet failure to slgmﬁcantly reduce teacher and pnnclpal mob1hty nught well
nullify the potent1al of SLT contributions to school 1mprovement in poorly

performing schools

Galaxy Implementation Issues ,

The Core Group has been developing Galaxy and workmg out many nnplementatlon
details. Any diminution of Central support, or any indication that the Core Group's
work is less valued by Central, could lead to either the break-up of the group as ’
individual directors of operations decide to concentrate the1r scarce time on their
own district’s problems, or to a form of compliance behavmr - pass1ve part1c1patlon .

that would effectively negate the Core Group’s major contributions.

Similarly, the Galaxy Steering Committee has been responsible for integrating
Ga.laxy with Central’s fiscal, personnel and management systems. If school budgets
are actually to drivé Central fiscal systems, the Steermg Commlttee S complex task
of transforming Central systems into school and district supports, and integrating
them with Galaxy is critical to PDB’s success. Clearly, the Steering Comm1ttee must,
continue to receive.the support necessary to unravel all the knotty i issues that

Galaxy implementation raises.

Another key implementation issue is the timeliness of allocations to districts and
schools. Central’s success in getting initial allocations to the districts by early June
for two successive years is a major accomplishment. Central’s commitment,
forecasting acuity and political courage have prov1ded a quantum leap in budgetmg :
and a powerful demonstratlon of Central’s commitment to the success of school-

based budgetmg

But what happens if events in Albany make such a cr1t1cal accomphshment

. impossible to repeat” After two years, having to return to receiving initial

allocations in August would depress morale -- and beliefin PDB -- throughout the -
system. '

Instruction

In last year’s report, we analyzed the limitations’ of the planning process Central
had designed, and argued that the problem of limited capacity for improvement, at
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school and district levels, could not easily be overcome by a mandate to plan for

“improvement, buttressed by planning tools. As we indicate above we think that the

PDB second year effort has not begun to resolve that problem, it has proved most

difficult to solve in all urban districts.

' But we also indicated, in last year’s report, that we feared that the CEP, DCEP and
~PASS were less powerful tools for planning 1mprovement The CEP is quite diffuse -

and far too extenswe, school personnel 1nd1cated_ that it was d1fﬁcult to use_.the CEP
to focus on specific levers of instructional improvement. They said that PASS was
not tightly integrated with the CEP. Our own observations suggested that the
scoring component of PASS created a tension between the use of that instrument'as

a compliance monitoring exercise, as opposed to an internal improvement process.

v These problems, though thorny-, are potentially resolvable. A computer version of

the CEP is being developed that might'streamline the CEP and encourage a clear -
focus on the elements of instruction and school organization that must be revised to

.y1eld academic 1mprovement The tension between the use of PASS for momtonng

and its employment as a diagnostic tool for improvement could be resolved.

But consider a deeper problem The Core Group’s goal in develop1ng Galaxy was not
only to make budget1ng transparent and relatively- sunple for schools to use, but also
to make school-level budgeting drive a transformatmn that moves d1str1cts and B

‘Central toward. becoming supportive agents. for'the school’s improvement. eﬁ'orts -

Our second year evaluation found evidence that this reversal of trad1tlona1 top-down
modes of fiscal allocation and service provision was beglnnmg to occur.

Can the CEP, DCEP and PASS become more than school-support 1nstruments” Can
some level of reciprocal 1nterventlon be built into their usage? For example, a -

: computenzed CEP,as a new school-level planning tool, can, at least i in theory,
_ aggregate up to the district’s DCEP. The DCEP would then reflect how the district
- would support and insure each school’s mplementation'of its CEP. Bit the current -

DCEP is may be completed by district superintendents before principals complete
their school-level CEPs; thus, those CEPs m1ght not inform the d1stnct’ '

comprehenswe educatlonal plan

Moreover, the DCEP st111 serves as the document that must meet the N ew. York

_State Education Department’s need for a comprehenswe compliance document. But,

even supposing that the state’s needs for compliance reporting could be met by a
streamlined DCEP, could that same DCEP also incorporate, through technological
means, each school’s CEP? And, if so, how best could Central instructional planners
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use the DCEPs to redefine Central support for district and school instructional

plans? These questions are currently open.

_ Revisiting what we defined, in Chapter 4, as a reciprocal accountablhty system may
help to clarify our question. Central’s accountablhty processes have always been uni-
directional. The Chancellor’s Office holds districts accountable for schooling

: outcomes; districts in turn hold schools accountable etc. ‘Our notion of a reciproc.al
accountablhty system assumes that districts and Central also have responsibilities
to schools as well as to each other, and that mechamsms exist so that all three levels

can hold each other aceountable. ;

Yet, as of Fall ’99 few such mechanisms existed on the instructional side.
Traditionally, a school has few mechanisms to hold its districts and Central
accountable for providing the specific supports that its improvement process _
requires. A district has few mechamsms to hold Central accountablevfor whatever '
supports seem essential to district efforts to aid school irh_provement. Central can

| mandate; the most schools and districts can do is request.-

Central’s efforts at reciprocity include an instructional focus for school budget
requests and mutual development of agendas for the monthly meetings of the

,Chancellor and supermtendents

~ Central’s accountability system is only one component of a uni-directional
instructional operation; the question Galaxy poses is whether Instructlon as well as

: Operatlons can develop additional reciprocal flows of information and support Can
the CEP, DCEP and PASS be sufficiently developed to reverse the flow of how
curriculum and instruction, professional development and assessment are currently
conceptuahzed configured and administered?

Constructing such linkages is a daunting task; we know of no urban d1str1cts that
have successfully developed a reciprocal accountablhty system

High Schools

Last year’s report 1nd1cated that, after some initial part1c1pat10n Central’s High
School Division essentially stopped implementing PDB in the pilot districts (the »
Brooklyn and Queens high schools and the International High School network) and
articulated, instead, a division-wide effort to lodge more budgetary dec1s10n-mak1ng
~in every high school. What followed this implicit pohcy change was a dismissal of the
* Division’s leadersth and some initial evidence. ofa proposed sea- change in the
“governance of high schools. Some proposals suggested devolvmg far more power,

mcludmg the control of comprehensive budgets to the borough high school
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superintendencies. Other proposals suggested returning most high sehools to
community school district overs1ght as the ongmal 1969 Decentrahzatlon Law had

envisioned.

In this welter of possibﬂities one reality became quite clear: the Division of High
Schools was not 1mplement1ng PDB. Once we realized that PDB 1mplementat10n had'i
ceased throughout the high schools, we withdrew our focus on thh schools’ and E
concentrated, instead, on PDB 1mplementat10n in the pilot schools and d1str1cts and
~-at those Central levels and operations where restructunng to support PDB -

continued to be a clear comnutment

But PDB implementation w1ll remain incomplete if the high schools continue to be
ekempted. Current allocation and budgetary practices cede more budgetary '
authority to individual high schools than to pre-PDB elementary and middle schools,
because high school principals receive unit allocations to distribute, rather than
positions to assign. But current high school practice — how those unit allocations ..a.re
used — is in no way -analogous to the continuous planning for 1nstruct10nal '

1mprovement cycle that PDB env1s1ons

Whether high schools remain centrallzed or the borough supenntendents are ceded
more authority and budgetary power or the high schools are assigned to the
community. school districts, the question of how they become pa.rt of the systemic
PDB effort must still be addressed. ' '

Much is at stake with the 1mplementat10n of Performance Driven Budgeting.

If 1mplementat10n is successful the New York City school system will be focused as
never before on improving student achievement, and will clearly demonstrate that -
public schools can work effectively for all chlldren : '

However, if PDB is ass1m11ated into trad1t10nal school district and Central modes of
- “doing school ” improvements in student outcomes will continue to depend on
arbitrary, idiosyncratic and unspecifiable processes, and hundreds of thousands of
New York City students w1ll be denied the effective schooling that should be thelrs
by nght : ' ‘
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APPENDIX A:
PDB GOALS & PRINCIPLES

" The PDB Planmng Team that des1gned PDB in 1996 wrote this statement

The goal of the PDB initiative is to redefine relatzonshrps and -deczszon-making
authority among the three levels of the school system so that decisions about
the use of resources are directly linked to effectwe znstructzonal strategies and
improved student achzevement o ‘

They felt that, if the school system adopted the followmg pr1nc1ples “the structure of
authority, responS1b1hty and accountability within the New York City school system
can and will be renegotlated to establish a healthy and effective partnersh1p

. between the Central Board, D1stncts and Schools

¢ The ultimate measure of the eﬁ'ectlveness of th1s initiative is 1ts 1mpact on
teaching and learmng

o The principalship is the most cruc1al leadersh1p pos1t1on in the system.
‘e The most crucial work in the system is done by teachers in the classroom.

e With greater authonty to manage resources comes greater responS1b1hty and
accountab1hty for achieving results. '

e Instructional strateg1es are most. effectlve when resources and actions are
aligned to i unprove teaching and learmng )

- o . The best alignment of resources and act10ns takes place when dec1smns are
~ made closest to where teaching and learning take place ‘

"o This alignment can occur only when authority is delegated to schools to make
decisions within a framework of goals and pnont1es estabhshed by the
Central Board and districts. ,

o Teachers support staff, adlmmstratlon and parents are mvolved in key
dec1S1ons that affect schools. -

e The role of the central and district oﬂices is to prov1de services to support -
' teachers, pnnc1pals supenntendents and parents
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APPENDIX B:
PHASE | DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

District 2 -
PS 1, The Alfred E. Smith School
PS 2, The London Meyer School
-PS 3, The John Melser Charrette School
PS 6, Lillie Deveraux Blake School
PS 11, The William J. Harris School
PS 33 The Chelsea School
PS 40, The Augustus St Gaudens School
PS 41, Greenwich Village School
PS 42, The Benjamin Altman School
PS 51, The Elias Howe Elementary School
PS 59, The Beekman Hill International School
IS 70, The O'Henry School
* M104, Simon Baruch Middle School
PS/IS 111, The Adolph S. Ochs Elementary School -
PS 116, The Mary Lindley Murray School
PS 124, The Yung Wing School o
PS/IS 126 The Jacob Riis Community School
- PS 130, The Desoto School
1S 131, Dr. Sun Yet Sen School -
PS 151, The Eleanor Roosevelt Schod_l
PS 158, The Bayard Taylor Elementary School
MS 167, Robert F. Wagner School
- PS 1883, The School of Discovery
PS 198, Isador & Ida Straus School
PS/IS 217 » The Roosevelt. Island School
PS 234, The Independence School
PS 290, Manhattan New School
M 871, NYC Lower Lab School
M 874, Midtown West School
M 875, Early ChildhOOd Center
M8717, NYC Upper Lab School
- M878, School of the Future
IS 881, Clinton School .
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M882, East Side Middle School
M889, The Museum School

~ M 890, The Bridges School

.M 891, Salk School of Science
M 894, Ballet Tech N
M 896, Greenwich Village Middle School
_M8-97,'M.anh_attan Academy of Technology

Dlstrlct -9
- CES 42, The Claremont Commumty School
CES 126, The Dr. Margorie Dunbar School
CES 148 Dr. Charles R. Drew Vﬂlage School

Dlstrlct 13
PS 3, Bedford Village School
" PS 8, The Robert Fulton School
PS11, Purvis J. Behan School
PS 44, Marcus Garvey School
IS 113, Ronald Edmond Learning Center
PS 282, Park Slope Elementary School
~ PS 287, Dr. Bailey K. Ashford School

District 19
- PS7
1S 292, Margaret S. Douglas Intermed1ate School
PS 345, Robert Bolden School '
PS 409, East New York Family Academy

District 20
~ PS'102, The. Bayv1ew School
IS 187, Christa McAuhﬂ'e Intermediate School |
PS 200 The Benson Elementa.ry School

Dlstrlct 22 _
PS 52, The Sheepshead Bay Elementary School
PS 119, The Amersfort School
PS 193, The Gil Hodges School
PS 206, Joseph F. Lamb Elementary School
PS 217, Colonel David M. Ma_i'cus Elementary School
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PS 222, Katherine R. Snyder Elementary School -
IS 234, W.A. Cunningham Intermediate School
PS 236, Millbasin School '

IS 278, Marine Park Intermediate School
PS'312
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APPENDIX C o
1998-99 RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

CentraI/System Level

Interviews conducted from May throuqh September 1999

Majorie Blum, Executive Director
Division of Budget Operatlons and Review

Louis Benevento, Executive Director

Division of Financial Operations _ ’_
William P. Casey, Chief Executive for Program Development and DlssemJnatlon
Division of Instruction :

Beverley Donohue, Chief Financial Officer -

' Francine Goldstein, Executive Director

Division of Student Support Services

'John T. Green, Deputy Director for Resource Management and Support Serv1ces

Patricia Haith, Supermtendent for Operatlons
Division for School Programs and support Services

Margaret R. Harrmgton Chief of School Programs and Support Serv1ces .
Division of Instruction :

" Amn Horovntz ‘Senior Ass1stant to the Deputy Chancellor for Operatlons

Mitchell Klein, Galaxy Program :
Office of Busmess Systems, Division of Management and Informatlon Systems

Kathy Nadurak, Director
Office of Fmanclal and Management Reportmg

Adria Reinglass, Executive Assistant to the Chief Informatlon Ofﬁcer

Judith S. Solomon, Deputy Director for Instructmnal Programs
Division. of - Budget Operations and Rev1ew ) :

Lewis H. Spence, Deputy Chancellor for Operations_ |

Howard S. Tames Executlve D1rector
D1v1s1on of Human Resources

Robert Tobias, Executive Du_'ector

Division of Assessment and Accountability
Jackson Tung, Chief Information Officer
Barbara Turk, Galaxy Trammg Consultant -
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Observations: included biwéékly Galaxy Steering Committee meetings, two School

~ Leadership Team citywide conferences, demonstrations of the Galaxy system and

the Decision Support Syste'm and Galaxy training for district personnel.

Document Collection: included memoranda circulars, training materials and other '
materials relevant to the implementation of PDB and Galaxy.

Meetings: included regular meetings with Board of Education staff responsible for ‘
PDB implementation, to refine research strategies and to provide feedback to '
Central about research findings. :

District Levél

Confidential mtervuews conducted between February and Auqust 1999
Communlty School Dlstnct 2 :

Elaine Fink, Supenntendent

‘Robert Wilson, Director of Operations

Carol Slocombe, Director of Funded 'Prograins

Ilene Friedman, Director of Choice and Parent Education
Community’ School District.6 (

Alan Godlewicz, Director of Operations

Communifv School District 9

Maria Santory Guasp, Superintendent

ancent Clark, Director of Operations

Community School District 13
Dr. Lester W. Young, Jr., Suberihtendent

- Yvette Douglass, Deputy Superintendent.

Efrain Vil_lafané, Director of Operations
Community School District 19

_ pré_rt E. Riccobono, Superintendent

Magda Dékki, Director of Operations
Community School District 20
Vincerit Grippo, Superintendent -
Mark Gullo, Director of ‘Operations
Community School District 22

John T. Comer, Superintehdént
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Robert Radday, Deputy Superintendent
Jerry Schondbrf, Director of Operations .
Kathy Rosenfeld, Facilitator for School Based.'Planning ,

' Community School District 30

William Barrish, Director of Operations
Glenn Granat, Director of Curriculum

Robert Colasuonno, Business Manager

' Queens High Schools
‘John W. Lee, Superintendent

Rowena Karsh, Deputy Superintendént
Marty Blum, Director of Operations
Brooklyn High Schools

Joyce R. Coppin, Superintendent
Patricia J. Kobetts Deputy Superintendent

" Don Roth, D1rector of Operations

Connie Cuttle School Leadership Team Facilitator

Observations conducted betweer. February and August 1 999 seventeen district- level
meetings included SLT and Galaxy traJmng sessions, budget and CEP Workshops

. and allocation issuance conferences.

Document collection: included budget documents and CEPs/DCEPs for d.1stncts and

' schools as well as materials relatmg to district-wide trainings, retreats and district

leadership team meetings.

School 'Level

Confidential interviews conducted in May and Junel 999: mcluded eleven interviews

with principals i in ten PDB and non-PDB schools.

Confidential group interview conducted in May 1999: with 15 teachers serving on

- school planning teams in three Phase I districts.

Observations conducted between March and June 1 999 mcluded 25 school pla.nmng
team and other meetings, including regularly scheduled meetings; school retreats,
and staff and PTA meetings in seven PDB and non-PDB district schools and three
PDB high schools.

School information forms collected in January 1999: 9: from 36 Phase I schools and 4

control schools in the survey pool.
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Document collection: included attendance sheets, minutes; agendas and other -
materials docurmenting the work of their school planning teams from nine PDB and

' non—PDB schools.

Survex Self-administered surveys, designed to collect mformatlon about PDB
activities during the 1998-99 school year, were mailed in April 1999 to principals
and the selected teachers and parents in the 36 Phase I PDB schools and four non-
PDB schools in the survey pool. Recipients included at least three 1nd1v1duals from
each school: the pnnc1pal the UFT representative and the PA/PTA president. Three
additional teachers and one additional parent, based on namés supphed by the
School Informatlon Form, were also mailed surveys.”

PDB " Non-PDB. " High School

# mailed |# refumed % - #fnailed # returned % | #mailed | #returned %
: | retumed . retumed | .| retumed
1997-98 40 19 8% 8 2 25% 22 10 45%
parents : ‘ |
- 1997-98] 69 - 51 ©74% 16 .10 63% 42 23 T 55%
teachers| - : - ' : B
1997-98 23 17 74% 4 4 - 100% 13 1 | 85%
principals)| - . ) . _ : . - ‘ )
1997-98 132 87 66% 28 - 16 57% 77 - 44 - 57% .
. Total ' N A . : o
1998-99| - 43 21 49% - 8 : 5 63% A 9 . 43%
parents; . ot . B
- 1998-99 77 54 70% 16. SNy 9% | A8 28 65%
teachers{ : . ] : A4
1998-99, 23 |- 20 87% 4 4 100% 13 - 13 160%
principals| _ : _ . ' .
1998-99, 143 95 1 - 66% 28 20 . 7% 77 - 49 64%
- Total . ‘

72 In 1997 98, we created a survey pool consisting of all seven Phase I schools from Dlstnct

) 13 all four Phase I schools from Dlstnct 19, six of the Phase I schools in Dlstnct 2, six of the
- Phase I'schools in District 22, and all thlrteen Phase I hlgh schools. There were no schools
from Districts 9 and 20 in the pool. Four schools from non-PDB districts were also in the

pool. The principals of these schools were asked to provide the name and constituent group of
each member of the school’s plannmg team. Surveys were sent to personnel in all 40 schools
in 1997-98, and again in 1998- 99.}. '

1998-99 Research Activities - ‘ . , Appehdix C-144




| || Performance Driven Budgeting
Phase | Community School Districts

16y BESTCOPY AVAILABLE




‘ﬁi INSTITUTE FOR
~w Education and Social Policy

School of Education
New York University

726 Broadway, 5" Floor -
New York, NY 10003
(212) 998-5880
Fax: (212) 995-4564
Email: iesp@nyu.edu
www.nyu.edu/pdb

e . 161




®

U.S. Department of Education .
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERY) E n lc
National Library of Education (NLE) :
Educatranal Resources lnfmmaﬂon Center (ER’IC)

' REPRODUCTION RELEASE ~ vwv33e32

(Specific Document)

l. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Tile: Seccond Annuzl Repov+t :Evaluztion of Hhie Per. -foerncc Dviveoa
Budge+mg Tharhve of the New Yovie cd«q Boad ot Education (september
1998 — Augqust |qqq\,§/

Autharis): Pov othy. Siegel, Erica Zurey Novw Fruchter

Corporate Source: N(,N York vaavgrh,] Thehitutem fm/ Pubtication Date:
Educztion zmd Socizal ol\a,' May 2000
. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

lnmmmmﬂmammmmmmammmwm documents announced inthe -

monthly abstract journat of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usuaily mads avaiable to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,

and eiectronic media, and scid through the ERIC Document Reproduction Sarvice (EDRS). Cmdiag:venbthesoumafeadtdomnt.and [ .

reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixad to the document.

lfpannbdonugmtmdmmMmmddmmmnﬁwam&pmmONEdmmwmmopﬂom and sign at the bottom
of the page.

mw&mmﬂu The sampie sticker shown beiow will be The sampis sticker shown below will-be
afthosd t0 aif Lavel 1 documents afftwad to all Leval 2A documanta afftend to ail Lavel 28 documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCSE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND

DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

BEEN GRANTED 8Y . FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, | - MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y
@ @
&Q\e “\Q\ 0“@\
<. | S
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOCURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOQURCES
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESCURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CB!TER_ (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
2A ' ' 28
Lavet 1 Lavel 2A Lovel 28

t . t 1

X

Chack hare for Level 1 relesse, parmilting mmmmumm - Check here for Lavel 2B reiease, parmitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other reproduction and dissaminstion in microfiche and in . reproduction snd disssmination in micrafichs only
ERIC archivel madia (a.g., siectronic) snd paper slacironic madia for ERIC archivel collection
: copy. subscribers only

mwuwammmm
it permission to reproduces is grantad, but no bax is chacked, documants will be processed at Level 1.

1 heretyy grant to the Educational Resources Information Canter (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and dissemunats this document
asmtﬂcdedabow. wmmmmwmmdbbymmmmcmmmdmm
contractors requires permission from the copyright hoidar. Exception is mads for non-profit reproduction by tibraries and ather sesrvica agencies
mmmmwmmmmmm

- %% (;7/\»-*/ - "Roseard. scionlsif
St WY U T vuf: ;vfe fh éd. d'f?;// Tewwtone: 5 12 - P95 -5F 13 21 299 KBy

726 %nwﬁww y&¢lvor N Y o003 %rmgme(@gg = 161000
(¥

(oven)



- | PublisherDistributor:

ill. DOCUMENT AVAILAEILITY lNFORMATlON (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE): -

lfpenmsstontoreomducslsnctgtamedtoERlC or, tfyouwahERICtoa!aﬂteavallabiﬁtyofmedocmnentﬁumanoﬂwsoum please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document uniess it is publicty
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Camm:shouldalsobeawamﬂmtERleelemonmnaamsmﬁmnuym
stmgentfordommentsﬂ!&tmnnotbemdeavaﬂablehmughEDRS) :

New Yorle vawsniulIns-l-r}ui-c f-mr Eoiutn’nm znd Sotiz | ’|>¢>hq,1

Bvatiablc frem TESP Websie : Exccutig Summman and Entire Docuimentt
hHP://www.nv]M;ea(M/fe?'P |

Prica:

$15. 0D Havd copy

“IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC fo COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:
If the rig!lt to grant this reproduction release is held by someone ather than the addresses, please provide the appmpn'aﬁ néme and

'Name:

Address: -

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

However, if solicited bytheERlC Facility, onfmaimganunsol!utedcnmribmmo ERIC, retum thlsfonn(andmedoaunentbemg

ERIC Clearinghause an Urban Educationr

Teachers College,. Colnmhla University
" Box 40

525'W. 120" Street

New York, NY 10027

contributed) to:

Toll Free: (300) 601-4868
| “Fax (212;-6’_78-44012 '
Email eric-cue @colimbia.edu




