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| EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In October 1995, Chancellor Rudolph Crew artlculated his vision of a performance-
driven” school system, which “focuses its energies on the sole goal of improving
performance in teaching and learning.”. In Chancellor Crew’s definition, a
performance driven system:

e defines clear standards for student learning;

o identifies educational strategies for all students to meet these standards;

e aligns all resources, policies and practices to carry out these strategies;

e tracks results; and v

e uses the data to drive continuous improvement and holds the entire -_systeml

accountable for student performance.

In September 1996, Chancellor Crew introduced Performance Driven Budgeting
(PDB), a form of decentralized budgetary decision-making intended to “provide local
educators with increased control and flexibility over the use of resources so that they
could engage in more creative program development, more effective problem solving,

- and more efficient use of resources to improve student performance ”2 His plan

- established a framework of goals and principles; outlined a three- to ﬁve-year phased-
- in unplementatlon process beginning with the selection of Phase I pilot d1str1cts, and
called for obtaining outside funding for an evaluation to “help us to understand
whether or not we are on the nght track.”

One year later, in September 1997, New York University was selected to prov1de a
collaborative, multi-level three-year evaluation with three components: an -
implementation and impact assessment, a technical assistance component, and a
reporting component. The NYU evaluation design posed three questions:

e Whatis PDB"
e  What would PDB look like if it were operating successfully"

e What changes in the school system s policies and practlces are needed for
successful m1p1ementatlon‘7 :

1 Letter to superintendents dated 8/23/98

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

- Executive Summary . _ i
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Through interviews, observations and the collection of documents at the school,
district and Central levels, the NYU evaluation is designed to elicit and analyze
participants’ perceptions of and roles in PDB implementation. Surveys of PDB

- participants yielded preliminary responses of frontline practitioners and parents that .

helped establish baseline’ school-based budgeting and. school-based management
practices. Ultunately, the three years of s surveys and other school level research

activities will provide the data to understand the extent and effects of the c_hanges

that PDB has mtroduced

This first year analysis, from the inception of PDB in September, 1996 through
August, 1998, focuses on how and to what extent the conditions necessary for the
successful implementation of PDB are being created in the districts and at Central.
The second and third annual reports will assess the level and eﬁ'ectlveness of schools’
unplementatlon of PDB.

THE CHALLENGE OF PERFORMANCE DRIVEN BUDGETING
PDB’s critical feature -- hnkmg budgeting to improvement in instruction and student -

- performance -- distinguishes Performance Driven Budgeting from other school-based

budgeting initiatives being implemented in school systems throughout the country.
Often school-based budgeting is largely —~ and in some cases exclusively —a ‘
management or governance innovation that places reSponsibility for school budgets at -
the school site, but makes no explicit linkage between budgetmg and mstructlonal '
planning for improvement in student performance :

" In December 1996, shortly after Chancellor Crew mtroduced the PDB initiative, the

New York State Legislature enacted a school governance law that mandated the
creation of school planning teams and school-based budgeting in every New York City
public school. The new law also sthted 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, principals would be accountable to
superintendents who would be accountable to the Chancellor ’

The changes set in motion by the PDB initiative and by the school govemance law

- challenge how schools, districts and the_cen_tral system ha_ve tradltlonally functioned. -

For a performance-driven system to work, the central administration has to cede
control over resource allocation decisions to districts and schools and reinvent itself as
an internal service organization. Districts have to cede considerable control over
budgeting, stafﬁng and instructional orgamzatlon_ to schools, while developing an
effective role for themselves as creators, facilitators, trainers and supporters of school-

Executive Summary v : 6 ‘ , ii
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based planning and bu&geting " Finally, in exchange for being held accountable for
their students’ performance, schools must accept the multiple challenges of. managmg :
themselves, while embracmg and carrying out their new powers.

EVOLUﬂON OF THE PDB |MPLEMENTA110N PROCESS

In February, 1997, six community school districts (Districts 2, 9, 13, 19, 20, and 22)
the Brooklyn and Queens high school supenntendenc1es as well as the International
High School network in the Alternative High School supenntendency, were selected to
1mt1ate Phase I .of PDB. In the spnng of 1998, twelve commumty school districts
(Dlstncts 3,7,8,10, 11 15, 17, 28, 24, 27, 28 and 29), the Division of High Schools and.
District 75 _]omed the PDB Initiative as Phase II districts.

From January through March, 1997, each Phase I district worked with Central oﬂice

staff on a “design team” which was to develop and implement - the PDB model for that

district. Central’s expectation was that “variation among these [district] models

would enable more opportunities for the development of innovative strategies and _

~ teach us more about the kinds of approaches that are hkely to be successful "3 Central.
_ also assumed that system-w1de unplementatlon by 1999-2000, would be dnven by,

and based on, the successes of one or more of the models developed by the Phase I

districts. In March, 1997, Deputy Chancellor Spence announced t;he allocation of -

$40,000 to each Phase I district to support district and school planning activities.

Field-based and Central staff met to identify systemic policy and coerdinatidri issues
that needed to be articulated and resolved if PDB was to succeed: The resulting

- working groups, whose members were drawn from the school, district and central
levels, set out to develop recommendations in the five areas that Phase I part1c1pants
had identified for immediate attention: earlier allqcatlons to schools; developing an
RFP for the evaluation of PDB; personnel hiring and flexibility issues; school-based
budgetmg and expenditure issues; and developmg strategies to change city, state and
federal regulations and laws that 1mpeded effective implementation of PDB.

- From March through June 1997, Deputy Chancellor Spence’s oﬂice focused 1ts efforts
on the first two areas: earlier allocations and developing an evaluation of the

initiative. But in March, 1998, Mr. Spence announced a m_a_]or change in the PDB

_ implementation strategy. “While many of the [Phase I] superintendencies imade _

strides in linking instructional goals-and resources in parﬁcipating schools, we have

" been less successful over the past year in removing the Central institutional-and

S
&
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4

regulatory barriers to local discretion.”™ He announced a new field-based decentralized
approach “predicated on the notion that the first response point in the system to
school-based issues is at the district level.” This field-based approach is based on a
three-tiered effort.

Tier I consists of a Core Group of Directbfs of Operations from the six Phase I
commumty school districts and Directors of Operations from two Phase II districts -
(Districts 10 and 27), whose task is to develop and implement a field-based, systein- -
wide approach to PDB, and to provide peer-to-peer professional development support
and technical assistance.

Tier II consists of senior Central administrators who serve as advocates on behalf of
Phase I and II districts, defining key field-based implementation issues and -
attemptmg to resolve them by changmg Central system operating modes.

Tier III, consisting of the Central execut1ve staff reportmg to the Deputy Chancellor,
defines and attempts to resolve systemic issues that res1st resolut10n at the first two

tiers.

Beverly Donohue, the school system’s Chief Financial Officer, became responsible for
" coordinating Céntral- and district-based PDB activities. Liz Gewirtzman, Director of

Operations in Community School District 2, became the Core Group Leader and PDB
- Project Director. The following timeline is for the implementation of both school:

leadership teams (SLT) and PDB. V |

- Table 1.1: Imnlementatlon Timeline

Date Steps Toward Implementatlon
1998-99 Districts and schools develop organizational structures for SLT’s.
. Nov 98 | School Leadership Team (SLT) plan is put in place.
Jan 99 | Regulations instituting school-based budgeting are promulgated._
Winter 99| Community school districts receive training on the Galaxy system.

Spring 99 | All community school districts input 99-00 budgets into the new computerized
system (Galaxy), with many schools creating their own budgets.

1999-00 All schools will have functioning SLT’s, that will develop Comprehensive
Educational Plans; many also develop their budgets. .

1999-00 High schools and District 75 input 00-01 budgets into Galaxy.

2000-01 SLTs in all schools create their own budgets.

4 3/2/98 Memorandum to superintendents from Deputy Chancellor Spence

Q Executive Summary ' ' iv
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. POLICIES AND PRACTICES THAT HAVE TO CHANGE FOR PDB TO SUCCEED

The NYU evaluation began by analyzmg the necessary changes in pohc1es and
practices implied in PDB’s goals: what had to change for PDB implementation to
succeed? Evaluators asked that question of practitioners at all levels of the school

‘ system involved in PDB, and grouped the1r responses into the followmg categories:
1. Moving authonty for budgetmg spendmg personnel dec1s1ons and mstructlonal c

planning to the school level;

2. Restructurmg resource allocation policies and pract1ces to support school 1eve1

’ mstructmnal planmng and budgeting; :

3. Providing data in understandable form to support school level instructional
planning and budgeting;

4. Providing tra.lmng and resources to support school teams work;
- 5. Creating less h1erarch1ca1 decision-making relat10nsh1ps and structures at a]l

levels;

6. Establishing clear responS1b1l1ty for accountablhty and eﬁ'ectlve pubhc reportmg |
mechanisms; and : .

7. Developing a. culture supportlve of school dec1smn-ma.k1ng and contmuous school
unprovement : :

CHANGES IN Poucnss AND PRACTICES AT THE SYSTEM LEVEL '

Y-Summanzed below are the PDB-related changes that took place between Summer 96

and Summer 98, from the perspectives of the central organization, the community
school districts and the high school superintendencies. Many of the changes at
Central were set in motlon by the Chancellor’s ongmal push for a performance-dnven '

system.

Among the major innovations by Central were: re‘organizing fiscal operations .under a
Chief Financial Officer; reorganizing and reconceptualizing the Budget Office; :

‘reorgamzmg and i unprovmg the budget request process; developmg a computerized

budgeting tool, Galaxy 2000, designed around a school table of organization; creatmg
School-Based Budget (and Expenditure) Reports for the entire school system;

- - providing much earlier a]locatlons to schools; allowing districts to roll over tax-levy

funds; and streamlining purchasing procedures and other school-support operations.

Additionally, Deputy Chanceller Spence’s office de\.reloped a School Leadership Team
(SLT) plan and assigned to these school-based teams two critical core functions:
developing the school’s Comprehensive Educational Plan as each school’s basic

Executive Summary - : .- v
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instructional planning tool; and developmg the school’s budget to support its
* instructional strategles

During the same period, the Office of the Deputy Chancellor for Instruction developed
instructional tools to help schools and the SLTs do their instructional planning:

ECLAS, the Eaily Childhood Literacy Assessment System; student performance data
in increasingly disaggregated formats; PASS — a school-level performance_evaluatlon‘

‘instrument to help schools assess the quality of their education practice; and the

Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP) and analogous District Comprehensive
Educational Plan (DCEP), the linchpins of Central’s school improvement process. The
CEP and DCERP are also key elements of a new performance-driven accountability.
system that, in evaluating superintendents and principals, looks at data as evidence of
educational effectiveness rather- than at compliance and procedural issues.

CHANGES IN Poucuss AND PRACTICES IN THE PILOT COMMUNITY SCHOOL
DISTRICTS

Central’s initial strategy for implementation of PDB was to select, as pilots, those
community school districts that had already substantially developed school-based
budgeting and/or school-based planning. PDB was designed to encourage these pilot
districts to continue their development so that a number of citywide models for PDB
implementation would be generated by their strategies. The pilot districts’
implementation strategies took the variety of forms that Central had hoped for; all

" built on their prior budgeting and planmng experiences. Essentlally, PDB accelerated
~ the evolution of each district’s particular approach to decentralized budgeting and

school-based mstruct1onal planning.

Among the different district implementations, we identified two highly developed
models of performance driven budgeting in the work of District 2 and District 22.
Each developed its own approach to budgeting for instructional improvement — an
instructionally focused, principal-driven planmng process in District 2; and a highly
collaborative, broadly participatory planning process in District 22. Although their
models dlffer, both districts share numerous characteristics of eﬁ'ectlveness and both
are bulldJng PDB on their base of prior successful practice:

Both district supermtendents had been long-term chief executive officers who were -
quite successful in improving student performance: '

e Both districts currently have few, if any, schools that can be charactenzed as
faJhng

Executive Summary o - vi
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e Both districts send a clear message to the school community that
, continuously improving student performance — especially in hteracy —1is
- - expected of all school leaders and staff.

e Both provide extens1ve support and training to buttress their h1gh
expectations.

. Collaboration, communication, trust and respect — attributes each district
defines as key to success -- characterize the remprocal relat10nsh1ps between
schools and districts.

Over a five to seven year period, District 2 and District 22 gradually instituted school-
based budgeting in all their schools. ’l_‘he two districts made their budgets more
transparent by publishing their school allocations and articulating the underlying
formulas. Schools in both districts now enjoy considerable ﬂexlbility in how they
budget their funds, with support from their districts in understanding good budgeting

. practices. Parents and staff appear to be very satisfied with the direction of their

district and its schools.

Because the community school districts that volunteered for Phase I of PDB had
several years of experience honing their budgeting and instructional practices, the

- evaluation expected to find correspond.mg differences in practices and policies among

districts with different levels of experience in school-based budget'mg prior to the
introduction of PDB. The evaluation also sought to explore whether some of the -
differences between the PDB and non-PDB districts m1ght also be aresult of PDB
unplementatlon this past year.

Surveys were sent to planning team members in 23 pilot elementary and middle
schools in four of the Phase I pilot PDB districts (Districts 2, 13, 19, and 22) and to
planning team members in four schools in two non-PDB districts. The survey asked

. school planning team members about thelr experiences with school instructional

planning and budgeting before and after the introduction of PDB. In all, 87 team
members from the PDB schools returned surveys (63%), as did s1xteen team members
from the four non-PDB schools (57%) ‘

In almost all of the seven categories hypothes1zed as being necessary for successful
PDB unplementatlon, survey results show higher percentages of positive response
from survey participants in Phase I PDB schools.compared to respondents from non-.
PDB schools. Though survey evidence should always be treated as provisional and
suggestive only -- and our findings should be treated very much as initial indications
because of the relatively low number of participants — the survey results point to the

‘Executive Summary . , ' vii
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possibi]ity that, after barely a year,l Phase I districts irnplernenting PDB are moving to
provide effective school IeVel'instructiona_l, planning and budgeting. ‘

CHANGES IN POIJClES AND PnAcnces |N THE PILOT PDB HlGH SCHOOL
SUPERlNTENDENClES

A total of thirteen high schools partlclpated in Phase I of PDB lmplementatlon In the
winter and spring of 1997, the Brooklyn and Queens supermtendencles collaborated

_ with each other and with Central to plan for PDB implementation and to identify

1mped.1ments to successful PDB 1mp1ementatlon They 1dent1ﬁed six major areas of -

" concern:

. late allocations Wh1ch cause schools to expenence difficult fall openings;

o late hn'mg which makes it dlﬁicult to hire h1ghly qualified staﬁ' and have the
time needed for adequate onentatlon and mentormg,

e lack of ﬂex1b1hty in staffing; _ _
o lack ofan annualized budget to support a.nnuahzed mstructlonal planmng,

o lack of flexibility in pollc1es, regulatlons and practlces governing mergmg of
funding sources; and -

e lack of ﬂex1b1hty in spend1ng pOllCleS and procedures

' During the first year of PDB implementation, the Brooklyn and Queens ,

superintendencies provided considerable support for PDB unplementatlon In the1r "
pilot high schools, school teams were formed or re-formed and brought into conform.lty

- with the state's 100.11 regulation on school planning teams. The teams were reported
to have worked collaboratively to prepare budget requests, to budget a mid-winter

surplus allocation, to help determine school pnontles and to work on the CEP and

_ budget processes for 1998 99.
~ There were two major changes for PDB p1lot high schools in 1997-98: a parinal early

tax levy allocation and an annualized budget.. Under the direction of Dr. Margaret

_. Harrington, who became Chief Executive for the Division of School Programs and

Support Services in June, 1997, a range of reform initiatives were also introduced for
all high schools citywide. ' ‘

Dr. Harrington told the evaluators, “If schools have enough resources, and they get
them early enough for planmng and careful assignment of staff, they’d have a better
program and therefore better outcomes for students. Schools and superintendents
need. to be accountable for those outcomes. "To feel accountable they need to get their
budgets early, make key declslons select staff and plan thelr programs.

Executive Summary ' _ : - : viii -
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Superintendents who make resource decisions need to be able to look at the whole
school before allocating additional resources. PDB will change the relationship
between supermtendents and schools and, therefore, what schools can do for’

students.”

Surveys were sent to planmng team members in the thirteen pilot high schools. In
all, 44 team members returned surveys. The survey asked about team members’ '
experiences with school instructional planning and budgeting before and after the _
introduction of PDB. In almost all seven categories hypothesized as being necessary
for effective PDB implementation, survey results suégest that PDB high school team

‘members are less involved in school level planning and budgeting than are team

members from the PDB community school districts. Our results point to the
possibility that 1mplementat10n of PDB in the high schools has only begun to move in -
the direction of co]laboratwe budgetmg for instructional unprovement

CONCLUSION

Significant changes set in motion by the Central admmstratlon of the New York Clty
Board of Education to implement a performance driven system in both the ’
instructional and operatlonal realms seem to reflect an encompassing vision of: (1)
what schools require to make effective instructional decisions and configure their
budgets to sﬁpp’ort those decisions and (2) the eritical'Central-level administrative-
and operatlonal structures that must be transformed if schools are to make eﬂ'ectwe
instructional and budgetary decisions. :

The changes Central has set in motion suggest a major sﬁiﬁ, from traditional— forms of

‘hierarchically mandated allocations, procedures and operations to a much more user-

friendly support and provision system. This perception of a significant change in how
Central has h1$toncally fu.nctloned may be overly opt1m18t1c, there are clearly |
individuals and offices at Central laboring to comply with new directions they may. not
fully understand. Nor does this apparent shift, at least at this stage, seem _
irreversible; a loss of momentum, new policy directions, or obdurate resistance might
well contribute to a reassertion of command and control modes of budgeting operation.

Nevertheless, quite purposive activity is currently attempting to link and integrate

" many traditionally separated and fragmented operations and functions. If such -

integrating activity accelerates, it may prove possible to realign Central as a support
structure for school-based instructional planning and budgeting.

Executive Summary ' _ ix
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CONCERNS

As the PDB initiative moves forward cha]lenges have emerged at a]l three levels of
- the system.

1. The centrality of planning as the mode of school improvement, and the

- relationship of planning to the kinds of capacity building that many poorly -
performing schools require, may be over-emphaS1zed in this 1mt1at1ve The.

' CEP/DCEP system depends on school capacity to plan eﬁ'ectlvely for mstructlonal
improvement; the Board needs to concentrate efforts to ensure that poorly
performmg schools and districts have the capacity to support effective
instructional planmng processes.

2. The extent of alignment of the City’s assessments with the New Standards content -
and performance standards is critical to effective school-based instructional _ '
planning. How closely will the new city assessments be aligned? The totality of
the city and state assessments that New York Clty students take must reinforce a 4
clear focus on the New Standards. '

3. With systemwide high school reform efforts under way, it is unclear.w.hat the
1mphcat10ns of systemwide high school reform efforts hold for PDB
nnplementatlon in the high schools

4. How far below top command 1eve1s does Central’s commltment extend to its new.
role as a support structure to field-driven and school-based reform? Although
there is some task force activity on staffing issues within the Division of Human '
Resources, school-level ability to hire and assign staff doesn’t appear to have been. -
appreciably improved. Although the original PDB design acknowledged school-
based hiring as a critical ingredient of effective school-based mstructlonal
planning, progress on this issue seems slow.

Another example of alagona critical variable has been the delay in allowmg
schools. to merge separate funding streams in pursuit of more effective

- instructional planning. The request to create additional flexibility with the.
PCEN allocation, perhaps through waivers from SED, has been repeatedly
advanced by several districts. Yet progress seems slow on both this specific
example, as well as on the overarching need to merge separate fundmg streams
for more eﬁ'ectlve school budgeting.

5. Now that the Chancellor’s-school leadershlp team pohcy has estabhshed the dual
responsibilities of the teams, training to help them successfully fulfill their
responsibilities becomes a crucial requirement for PDB effectiveness. Three kinds
of training seem necessary: 1) training on what teams need to know to help them '
function: eﬁ'ectwely, 2) training on how to do mstructlonal plannmg and 3)

Q Executive Summary : ' R X
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training on budgeting and finance issues. How will such tn'ammg be
conceptualized, organized, and funded?

6. The effectiveness of any accountablhty system depends on the delivery of useful
data to districts and schools. For PDB, “data” means school-level outcome data
explicating student achievement, delivered in a timely fashion, and differentiated
by relevant quartile or other segment, demographic category, special education
status and grade and classroom. We are not sure that such relevant data are bemg
provided to schools i in user-friendly formats. '

7. The initial PDB design invested in the development of multiple district models,
rather than opting for a traditional, centrally mandated, uniform implementation.
This design choice seems to have paid off: all the Phase I districts, to some extent,
seem to be integrating their PDB implementation into their developing modes of .
school-based instructional planning and budgeting. In two districts, Phase I efforts
have reinforced strong, integrated models. Our concerns center on the subsequent
phases of PDB development

The CEP must become the engine for driving effective school-level mstructlonal
planning, comparable to the function that the Galaxy budgeting system plays as
the engine driving school-based budgeting. By 2000-2001, for example, all school
teams must develop their CEPs and configure their budgets. Therefore, all :

- districts, as well as supporting Central divisions and offices, must provide what

* schools need to build their capacity to do effective instructional planning and
budgeting. Currently District 2 and District 22, of the Phase I pilot districts,
seem to have the district-level capacity to help their schools become effective
planners and budgeters by the 2000-2001 deadline. But a somewhat less intense '
pace of development exists in the other four pilot districts; and the Phase II and
Phase III districts, by design and definition, are likely to be even less evolved.

What will increase the pace of development in the non-pilot districts, and
strengthen the efforts to build the capacity of school-level planning teams?
Clearly, the successful application of both the Galaxy budgetmg and CEP

- planning systems would make a major contribution to effective mstn'uctlonal
planning.

Earlier we questioned whether school-based capacity to plan will be successfully
developed, particularly in low-performmg schools that presumably do not have
such capacity. We are also concerned with how districts learn to develop, and
build, their capacity to help schools learn how to plan instructionally and to
budget. Districts have not traditionally concentrated on learning how to help
- schools improve; district administrations have either assumed that the ‘
knowledge they need is already resident in their staffs, or else they have
assumed that they could purchase the relevant expertise through consultant

Q Executive Summary ' ' , xi
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arrangements. In many districts, the results of both assuinptions have not"
brought about gams in student performance.

A specific example of this concern: Because the CEP is both the ev1dence and the -
product, of school-level planning capacity, the CEP must be assessed by the
district, in terms of its likely effect on improving the school’s student outcomes. -
Yet many districts have not developed the expertise to assess the effectiveness of
school-based planning documents, as opposed to screening those documents for
compliance with Central state and federal rules and procedures.

8. Earlier we stressed the need for the provision of effective training for the school
leadership team. Because the initial level of training must come from the district,
districts need to build their own capacity to provide the training and support that
effective school teams require. Moreover, provision of effective training clearly
requires considerable time investment. Districts, and Central, must change the
definition of the school day and provide the contractual relief necessary to insure
that school teams get the necessary time to carry out their planmng and budgetmg

' respons1b1ht1es

© 9. The evidence from our first year's study decates that the New York City school

' system's performance driven budgeting initiative has made a substantial effort to
begin to transform a traditional command-driven bureaucracy into a flexible,
response-driven, user-friendly support system that locates decision-making
authority and responsibility for continually improving teaching and learning at
the school level. But because PDB is still in its early stages, Central must
maintain a single-minded, sustained focus, combined with an intense commitment
to the change strategy, and a refusal to be deterred by predictable but daunting

~ obstacles. Only consistently strong leadership at the heart of PDB, from both
Central and the districts, can drive it forward and overcome the centripetal forces
of inertia and reaction that have successfully destroyed most prev10us efforts to-
reform the New York City schools

Q Executive Summary : o Xii
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INTRODUCTION

Shortly after his arrival in New York City in October 1995, Chancellor Rudolph ‘
Crew articulated his vision of a “performance-driven” school system. For Chancellor. |
Crew a performance-driven system:

o defines clear standards for student learning;

. 1dent1ﬁes educational strategies for all students to meet these standards ‘

o ahgns all resources, policies and practices to carry out these strateg1es

e tracks results; and

e uses the data to drive continuous improvement and holds the entire system
accountable for student performance. ' :

To support his vision, the Chancellor developed goals and obJectlves that have
framed the systemic reforms he has introduced over the past three years.

In 1996, Chancellor Crew introduced Performance Driven Budgeting (PDB), a form
of decentralized budgetary dec1smn-makmg mtended to ¢ prov1de local educators
with increased control and flexibility over the use of resources so that they could

engage in more creat1ve program development more effective problem solv1ng, ‘and

‘more efficient use of resources to improve student performance.™

In May, 1996, téen members of the New York educational community attended a .
school-based budgeting conference sponsored by the Cross City Campaign for Urban
School Reform, a national school reform organization. The New York City ‘
representatives included administrators from the Central Board of Education,
representatives of the community school districts and high schools, education
researc_hers; school reformers, and officials of the United Federation of Teachers. The
co_nference was held in Edmonton, Alberta, a city with a seventeen-year history of
implementing school-based budgeting. Presented with the example of a decentralized
school system that seemed to be working for its students, parents, teachers and
administrators, the New Yorkers formed an ad hoc lobbying group, the “Edmonton
Ten,” committed to developing school-based budgeting in the city’s school system. The
Edmonton Ten, which included members of Central’s senior staff, formed the core of

1 An Invitation to Partnership in the Des1gn and Implementation of Performance Driven
Budgeting, p.1
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the PDB planning team which met throughout the summer of 1996 to hammer out the
details of the Chancellor’s Performance Driven Budgeting initiative.

A key recommendatlon of the PDB planning team was to establish a framework of
geals and principles to “help us overcome the frustration and suspicion that exists
between Central, districts and schools, and to reduce the conglomeration of rules and

regulations which mandate how resources are used.”

Other recommendations of the PDB planning team were to: establish a multi-step
process for selecting two or three community school districts and one high school
sup_erintendency to participate in Phase I; create a design team for each participating
district; establish an overall project advisory committee; and obtain funding for a
comprehensive evaluation to “help us to understand whether or not we are on the
right track.”

In September, 1996, the New York City school system launched its ﬁﬂl—ﬂedged PDB
initiative at Kingsborough Community College in Brooklyn. The Chancellor extended
an “Invitation to Partnership in the Design and Implementation of Performance

‘Driven Budgeting” to superintendents and a broad cross-section of the educational

community. He outlined an implementation plan with a three- to five-year phase-in
based on models created by the schools and districts implementing Phase I of PDB.
The term “performance driven” was chosen, he said, because it “links this cntlcal
initiative to our more comprehensive and fundamental goal of constructing a
performance driven school system in New York City, one which genuinely focuses its -
energies on the sole goal of improving performance in teeching and learning.™
Central issued an RFP and, in September 1997, a group of schools and districts

participating in Phase I of PDB selected New York University to conduct a
comprehensive evaluation. NYU and Deputy Chancellor Spence’s.office jointly

~ developed an Evaluation Design, described on the following pages, that was presented

to the PDB Phase I part1c1pants in December, 1997.

2 An Invitation to Partnership in the Design and Implementation of Performance Driven
Budgeting _

3 Ibid.
4 Letter to superintendent’s dated 8/23/98

Introduction Page 2
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THE NYU STUDY

In response to the PDB Planning Team’s. recommendation that the evaluation “help
us to understand whether or not we are on the right track,” NYU designed a
collaborat1ve interactive, multi-level study that responds to the dynamic nature of
this innovative reform. Our evaluation contains three components: an
1mp1ementat10n and impact assessment a technical assistance ‘component; and ¢ a

reportlng component.

The assessment component includes:

e An implementation assessment, documenting the approaches used by Central
and Phase I districts and schools to move PDB from concept to reality; and

e An impact assessmeént, analyzing the results of PDB implementation in
schools and districts in seven broad areas of policy and practice changes
which we hypothesize as necessary components of successful implementation.
The impact assessment will also analyze the initiative’s effect on student
outcomes, using quantitative methods.

The technical asszstance component includes:

- Participation in the des1gn of the PDB 1mp1ementatlon by prov1d1ng ongoing’
feedback to Central about the progress of, and unped_lments to, the success of
the PDB effort.

. Development of a web site and an on-line web conference center to facilitate
information dissemination to, as well as communication among, part1c1pat1ng
schools and districts. :

¢ Production of a paper by the Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform |
' that discusses useful pract1ces in other cities attempting to 1mp1ement school-
based budgeting. -

e Assistance to Central in develop1ng the school-based budgeting reg‘ulatlons
© the 1996 school governance legislation called for.-

e A management training program for district Directors of Operations and
Central senior staff— a component added at the request of Central.

The reportan component mcludes

e an interim report to help guide development of the November 1998 school
based budgets regulations;

e annual reports in November 1998, January 2000, and January 2001; and

Qo Introduction Page 3
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. reports to the larger educational community at annual conferences arranged
by Central in November 1998, March 2000 and March 2001.

PDB DESIGN

Performance Driven Budgetmg differs significantly from the various forms of school-
based budgeting that have been implemented in school districts across the country. In
many districts, school-based budgeting is largely — and in some cases exclusively — a
management or governance innovation. Such budgeting places respon81b111ty for
generating a school budget at the school, but makes no explicit linkage between .
developing budgets and generating instructional planning or improvement in student _
performance. PDB’s critical component -- the hnkmg of budgeting to improvement in
instruction and student performance -- is what distinguishes Péfformance Driven
Budgeting from other school-based bu‘dgetihg initiatives.

The first few months of involvement with the PDB initiative gave the NYU evaluatlon
team an intensive view of the development of this important and complex initiative.
Through interviews, observations and the collection of documents at the school,
district and Central levels, we sought to understand participants’ perceptions of and
roles in PDB implementation. Essentially we posed three questions:

e What is PDB? v

e What would PDB look like if it were operating successfully?

e What changes are needed for successful implementation to take place?
Finally, by surveying participents, we obtained preliminary'responses of frontline
practitioners and parents to help us establish baseline school-based budgeting and

~ school-based management practices. Ultimately, the three years of surveys and other

school level research activities will provide us with the data to understand the extent
and effects of the changes that PDB has introduced. :

This first year analysis, through August 1998, focuses on how and to what extent the
necessary conditions for the successful iinpleme'ntetion of PDB are being created in-
the districts and at Central. In our second and third annual reports, we will assess the
level and effectiveness of schools’ 1mp1ementat10n of PDB.

The followmg chapters describe our research design and the evolution of the PDB
unplementatlon process; analyze the implementation of PDB at the system level and
in the districts and high schools; describe our technical assistance activities to date;
and offer a prowsmnal critique of PDB’s current unplementatlon

Introduction ' ' Page 4
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CHAPTER 1:
EVOLUTION OF THE PDB IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

New York City has a centrahzed school system in which various Central offices
make most of the key decisions about instruction, operations and finance for the
community school d1str1cts and hlgh school. supermtendencles To be successful, any
attempt to move toward a performance driven system must decentralize many of

these decisions, especially in the ﬁscal area.

Central’s eﬁ'orts to implement decentrahzed ﬁscal dec1s1on-makmg is taklng place in
the context of a system where all 1_mportant fiscal decisions are closely controlled by
Central. These include: how funds are allocated to districts; when those funds are
released; how districts schedule their allocations; how and where districts spend
money; and how they modify their budgets. These fiscal pxoceduies are most often
cumbersome, time consuming and inflexible. A 1993 report of the Educational |
Priorities Panel (EPP) concluded that “although the budget choices available to the

_ Central Board and the Chancellor are limited by many restrictions, the Central

Board enjoys a much wider range of pohcy options than has been delegated to the

~ individual commumty school districts.”™

The EPP study found that community school districts also made hlghly centralized
- budget decisions for their elementary and m1ddle schools. “Superintendents and

their staffs make the main allocation decisions for the community school districts

~ within the limited range permitted.” As a COnseqnence, schools have little discretion

over instructional, operational and fiscal decisions.

:Until recently, there was no such thing as a school budget in the elementary and

middle schools. Each district was responsible for all fiscal and bud"getary matters for
all of its schools®. By contrast, for the past two decades, the city’s high schools have
had some school-level control over specific school allocations; however, their ability to
align their resources with instructional plans has been very constrained.

5 “Equity in the Fundmg of Public Elementary and Middle Schools in New York City,” V
Executive Summary, pi

6 When a 1969 state law partially decentralized the school system, community school boards
were given broad authority to operate elementary and middle schools. In reality, though,
Central retained tight fiscal control over its nine billion dollar budget to ensure that no
educational resources were wasted, stolen or otherwise unaccounted for. Under the 1996
state law, significant authority over district schools was transferred from the 32 community
school boards to the superintendents, who now report to the Chancellor.

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implementation Process ' Page 5
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1996: THE PDB INMIATIVE AND ANEW GOVERNANCE LAW

Two significant changes in 1996 altered the orgam'zafional structure, fiscal policies
and practices, and accountability mechanisms of the school system. The first, in
September, was Chancellor Crew’s announcement at a meeting at Kingsborough
Community Colleg e, of an ambitious performance driven budgeting initiative, to be -
the central feature of a new performance driven system. Recogm'zing-'.that change
had to begin at Central, the Chancellor wrote that he was “ . . convinced that the
historic highly centralized budgeting processes of the Board represent a

" fundamental inipediment to realizing a performance driven system in NYC. We are

therefore committed to moving swiftly to restructure the system’s budget processes...”

The second charige, in December, was the Legislature’s enactment of a school

governance law that shifted substantial authority away from community school

boards and vested it in the Chancellor, in superintendents and, to some extent, in
schools themselves. For the first time, principals would be accountable to
superintendents who would be accountable to the Chancellor.

The governance law also mandated that Central create school planning teams and
institute school-based budgeting in every New York City public school. New York
City’s schools have had extensive experience with school planning teamss. Bﬁt,
according to the recently released Lab report, “Consultation about School ,
Leadership Teams in New York City,” there has been substantial development of
school-based management experience across the New York City school system. And
although “almost all schools currently have some type of planning, management or" B

7 8/23/96 cover letter (to superintendents) to An Invitation to Partnership in the Design and
Implementation of Performance Driven Budgeting

8 School-based planning in New York City goes back two decades, beginning with the CSIP
(Comprehensive School Improvement Project) planning teams mandated for low performing
schools. When Chancellor Fernandez took office in 1990, he strongly encouraged school-based
management/shared decision-making. A subsequent New York State regulation — Section
100.11 - required all districts to prepare a plan by 1994 for the “participation by teachers
and parents with administrators and school board members in school-based planning and
shared-decision-making.” The federal Chapter 1 program, which permitted school planning
teams to use Chapter 1 funds for whole-school improvement, gave many schools the
opportunity to begin to learn how to budget some portion of their school funds.

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implemer)tation Process ] ' Page 6
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advisory team,” the Lab report found that these planning teams typically had no
real decision-making authority over curriculum, budget or personnel.

Thus Chancellor Crew’s focus on vesting .authority over instructional planning and
budgeting in school teams is a major departure from past experiences in New York .
City. “The centerpiece of our effort to bring decision making to the local level is the
development of a school leadershlp team in every school dedicated to a performance
driven system ”10 Or, as Deputy Chancellor Spence stated in December, 1996, “The
way to improve education . . . is to ensure that every service we provide, every dollar
tha_t_we spend, is evaluated and managed on the basis of its effects on classroom
outcomes.”! To realize the Chancellor’s vision, responsibility for making decisions
about instructional programs and allocation of resources had to be lodged at the
school, and schools had to accept that responsibility and carry it out effectively.

These ehanges — the PDB initiative and the school governance law — present
enormous challenges at all three levels of the school system. Central has to cede

" control over resource allocatmn decisions to d1str1cts and schools and reinvent itself

as an internal service organization. Similarly, districts have to cede considerable -
control to schools, while developing an effective role as ereators, facilitators; trainers
and supporters of school-based planning and budgeting. In exchange for being held
accountable for their students’ performance, school teams must e.ccept the multiple

challenges of managing themselves, embracing and carrying out their new powers.

FALL, 1996: SELECTION OF PHASE| SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS

From the outset, the PDB planning process was broad-based and collaborative,
bringing many voices to the table to discuss how to make performance- driven
budgeting a reahty On the recommendation of the PDB Planning Team, the Deputy
Chancellor convened a PDB Selection Committee composed of individuals with a
variety of perspectives internal and external to the system (Appendix B). Interested .
districts submitted proposals in response to the Chancellor’s invitation issued at the

9 Executive Report of tl1e “Consultation about School Leadership Teams in New York City”
(August 98; Northeast and Islands Regional Educational Laboratory at Brown University),
p.4

10 The Chancellor’s 1998 99 Budget Request, p.15

11 “Strategic Reform Program for New York City Schools”, presented on 12/3/96 to the NYC
Comptroller’s Second Annual Economic Development Conference

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implementation Process : Page 7
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September 1996 Kingsborough Commum'ty College meeting. The Selection-

~ Committee reviewed and discussed the proposals and interviewed district and school

personnel

In a February 3, 1997 press release, the Chancellor announced that six d1str1cts
(Districts 2, 9, 13, 19, 20, and 22) and two high school superintendencies- (Brooklyn
and Queens) had been selected to partlclpate in Phase I of PDB (1997- 98); a th1rd

the Internatlonal High School network in the Alternative High School
superintendency, was added shortly after. Although Districts 9'and 20 were included -
in the initiative, they were not expected to 1mplement PDB until the 1998-99 school

year.

The Chancellor’s February 3+ press release 1dent1ﬁed these areas of focus for Phase I.

_ Identification of leg1slat1ve regulatory and oversight constramts 1mposed on

the school system that limit schools’ d1scretlon in 1mplement1ng local

_ educatlonal strategies;

Restructuring of Central oversight functions to focus on student perfornrance;

Developing effective site-based decision-making and educational strategies to -
ensure the effective use of resources and to increase student, parent and
teacher satisfaction;

.Prov1d1ng information and allocating funds to d1str1cts as early as poss1ble to

enable effective school-based planning;

Developing clearer, more transparent allocation niethodologies for district

allocations to schools
G1v1ng schools 1ncent1ves to save money;

Reducing purchas1ng reqmrements to allow mechamsms other than Central ‘

contracts in procunng goods and serv1ces

Increas1ng schools’ capac1ty to use tax levy -and categorical funds to support
integrated educational strategies and the more effective use of resources, and -
to increase schools’ capacity to use special education funding for prevention
and inter'vention programs in general education settingS'

Identifying flexibility in existing union contracts to i 1ncrease eﬁ'ectlveness in
staff hiring and scheduling;

Restructuring the school day to enhance interaction among staff for increased

in-service professional development or to allow for extended day programs;

Devoting greater resou,rcl:es to professional development;

Chepter1: Evolution of the PDB Impléménta@rﬂ’rocess ‘ Page 8
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. Reducmg unnecessary administrative burdens and shifting funds from
" administrative act1v1t1es to mstructlon :

. Devoting resources to professional development in educational plannlng and
budgeting for parents, teachers and admlmstrators : :

WINTER 1997 DEVELOPMENT OF VARIED DISTRICT MODELS

From January through Ma.rch 1997, each district selected to participate in Phase I
began work with Central office staff on a “design team,” to develop and implement
the PDB model for that district. The expectation was that “variation among these
[district] models will enable more opportunities for the development of innovative
strategies and teach us more about the kinds of approaches that are likely to be
successful.”'2 System-wide implementation, by 1999- 2000, would be based on one or
more of the models districts developed in Phase I. Also in March, Deputy Cha.ncellor
Spence announced the allocation of $40,000 to each Phase I district to facilitate
district and school planning.activities. '

SPRING 1997 |DEN11FICA110N OF SYSTEMIC ISSUES

Another function of the design teams was to identify “legal, contractual, accepted
practice, or other constraints which limit local flexibility and discretion over the use
of resources.”’® The design teams were to develop strategies to modify or eliminate
these obstacles. Several strategies were devised for sharing ideas across districts:
one individual from Central was to participate in all of the three or four design
teams; a regula.r forum was to enable members of the design teams to discuss their
approaches and, to the extent posenble, deS1gn teams were to be connected
electronically. ‘ .

Field-based a.nd'Centra.l staff also met in committees to identify poiicy and
coordination issues that needed to be addressed. The Deputy Chancellor established
Workmg groups with members drawn from all three levels, to develop -
recommendatlons in the five areas Phase I. part1c1pa.nts had 1dent1ﬁed for 1mmed1ate

attention:

‘e earlier allocations to schools;

12 An Invitation to Partnership in the De51gn and Implementatlon of Performance Dnven

Budgeting

13 Ibid.

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implementation Process i Page 9
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e design of an RFP for the evaluation of PDB;
° persoxiriel hiring and flexibility issues;
o school-based budgetihg and expenditure issues; and

e development of strateg]es to change city, state and federal regulatlons and
laws that impeded effective unplementatlon of PDB.

From March through June’ 1997 the Deputy Chancellor’s Office focused its efforts on .
‘the first two areas: earlier allocat1ons and develop_mg an.ev.aluatlon of the _1mt1at1ve. '

: Earl|er Initial Allocatuons
Central and district staffs agreed on the immediate need to prov1de schools w1th
allocations prior to the start of the 1997-98 school year, and early enough _to link
school budgets with instructional plans. Tradjtionally; districté and high schools -
received their initial allocations approximately four to six weeks after the July 1st
‘start of the fiscal year, usually in mid-August. This year, the Deputy Chancellor s
- Office (DCO) worked with district and Central staffs to developa strabegy to provide
district D1rectors of Operatlons with information that would help them ‘make thelr
own prehmmary 1997-98 allocations to the1r schools. ‘

_ For the high schools, the DCO facilitated another series of d1scuss1ons among ﬁeld

and Central staff to identify specific areas that could be improved in the allocation - A
process for the 1997-98 year. The identified areas were: 1) changing the timing of
allocations; 2) providing more certainty that preliminary spriug allo'cations‘ would be -
fully funded when allocations became final; and 3) prov1d1ng annualized allocations - -
- an allocation for the entire year, not only the fall semester. In June 1997 the PDB
hlgh schools received an earher, annuahzed preliminary allocatlon that was fully :
funded in August.

As a result of the discussions with —'djstriot high school and Central staff, numerous
systemlc issues 1mpedmg early allocatlons were framed for elimination or

modification (see discussion below). For the 1998-99 school year, Central estabhshed -

a June 1 1998 target date for its initial allocation to districts and. supermtendenmes
a full month prior to- the start of the 1998-99 ﬁscal year. ’ '

Evaluation of PDB

During the same period, the DCO worked closely with school and d1stnct PDB
participants to develop a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the evaluation of PDB. The
RFP included a research component as well as significant technical assistance to

Chapter 1 Evolution of the PDBvapIerﬁ.entation Process Page 10
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support the implémentati(')n of the initiative. The RFP was issued in July, with
proposal review over the summer and selection of the evaluator (New York
University) in September 1997. The DCO raised almost $1,000,000 in private funding
for the three and a half year evaluation. :

FALL, 1997 Acnvmes

.Continuing into the fall of 1997, S1gmﬁcant progress was made on a number of fronts,

including developing the evaluation design, creating Galaxy -- the school-based

| computerized budgeting system -- and developing a new, computerized school-based .

budget request process. However, because of insufficient staffing and intensifying
program demands in the DCO, Central’s coordination of the PDB initiative did not
meet expectations in two key areas: coordination of district design team efforts; and
furthering a cross-district agenda for systemic change. As a result, the DCO added

 staff to work on the PDB initiative and requested that the NYU evaluatlon team

intensify 1ts technical assistance efforts.

- On December 10, 1997, Deputy Chancellor Spence, Chief Financial Officer Donohue,

other Central staff and the NYU evaluators met with over 40 Phase I participants '

- from every PDB district. Mr. Spence articulated his vision of the ‘virtual community’

NYU would facilitate with web-based communication “to help disseminate learning as
fast as possible and as a mechanism to come together and learn together.” To

| overcome Central’s limited technological infrastructure, Mr. Spence pledged that

Central would look at “an interim solution of providing a laptop to every school
involved in PDB for administrative staff to have access to that virtual coinniunity.”
The web site would also “enable us to communicate a potentially powerful message of
schblol accountability to the people of New York.” Since the meeting, Central has.
purchased laptops for all Phase I participants and NYU has created the PDB Web
Conference Center to facilitate web-based communication. |

Also at the December 1997 meeting, the Executive Director of the Division of
Human Resources, Howard Tames, spoke about the systemic impediments to local
hiring, which Mr. Spence said “must become a local choice, like school based
budgeting.” Mr. Spence said that “the focus this past year was supposed to be to
identify impediments to flexibility. We didn’t do this.” The discussion that ensued
highlighted a number of systemic issues participants wanted to address, including:
hiring flexibility; staff qﬁa]ity; centralized help obtaining consultants; helping hard-
to-staff districts recruit better staff; providing ﬂexibi]ity in linking investment -
decisions and instructional improvement; making categorical funding more flexible;

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB lmplemenfation Process Page 11
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providing quick responses to schools seeking budget modifications; ensuring special
education funding flexibility; simplifying requirements for mi.ﬂtiple instructional - -
plans mandated by the state and Central; linking monitoring to system goals;'and
decentralizing maintenance and repairs. Finally, meeting participants raised a 4
major challenge from the districts about the centralized way in which a supposedly

decentralizing. initiative was being managed.

MAJOR CHANGE IN IMPLEMENTATION DESIGN: FIELD-BASED APPROACH

In March 1998, Deputy Chancellor Spence introduced a major change in the PDB
implementation design. “While many of the [Phase I] ‘sﬁperintendencies made
strides in linking instructional goals and resource use in participating schools, we
have been less sﬁccessful over the past year in removing the Central institutional
and regulatory barriers to local discretion. 14 In place of the design team approach,
he announced a new field-based decentralized approach that was predJcated on the

‘notion that the first response pomt in the system to school-based i issues is at the

d]Stl‘lCt level.” |
As Mr. Spence descnbed it, the new ﬁeld based approach would have three tlers

e Tier I consists of a Core Group of Directors of Operations from the six
community school districts and Directors of Operations from two Phase IT
districts (Districts 10 and 27), whose task is to develop and implement a field-

- based, system-w1de approach to PDB, and to provide peer-to-peer
- professional development, support and technical assistance.

* Tier II consiets of senior Central administrators who would serve as
advocates on behalf of Phase I and II d]StI'lCtS, shepherding field-based issues
through the Central system.

¢ Tier III, c'onsisting of the Central executive staff that repbrts to the Deputy
Chancellor, tracks and addresses issues that are system1c or that resist
resolution at the first two tiers. -

Beverly Donohue, Central’s Chief Financial Officer, became responsible for
coordinating Central and district-based PDB activities. Liz Gewirtzman, Director of

_Operations in Community School District 2, became the Core Group Leader and

PDB Project Director. The Core Group met five times from March through August

14 3/2/98 Memorandum to superintendents from Deputy Chancellor Spence

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implementation Process - : Page 12
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. 1998, to develop a plan for developing the Galaxy system and for tralmng the '

community school districts to use the system

PHASEINl

“In his March 1998 memorandum to the superintendents, Deputy Cha_.nce]lor Spence'

also issued an “Invitation to Participate in Phase II” to all superintendents whose
districts were not already participating in the PDB Initiative. PDB and the new
three-tiered approach were discussed at the March Superintendents’ meeting.15 At
the May Superintendents’ meeting, a team consisting of District 22 district and
school personnel and school board members made a presentation about their
District’s experience with collaborative school based planning and PDB.

Twelve community school districts opted to join Phase II: Districts 3, 7, 8, 10, 11, 15,
17, 23, 24, 27, 28 and 29. District 75 (Citywide Special Education) and the Division
of High Schools chose to participate as well. In July, 1998, Phase II superintendents
and/or directors of operations met with the Deputy Chancellor, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Core Group Leader, Liz Gewirtzman, as well as a team from District
19, one of the original Phase I districts. Mr. Spence informed the Phase II group that
he “concurs in this project, but I no longer drive it. The driver’s seat is now in the
districts,” with the Core Group representmg what Mr. Spence called “ﬁeld-dnven
leadership.” : :

Phase II districts yvere to be given: a Phase I Direetor of Operations “buddy”; a
support group -- which would eventually become a task group -- of other Phase II

districts; a $40,000 grant to help each district support the PDB effort in its schools; a

Central advocate; and management training in areas identiﬁe_d by the Core Group.
Further, Mr. Spence promised that PDB implementation would be coordinated with
the roll-out of school leadership teams, so that the responsi_bility of the teams -- to .
develop Comprehensive Educational Plans and school budgets aligned with those
plans -- would become an integral part of PDB.

Phase I community school districts also decided to expand the number of schools
that would implement PDB during Phase II.

15 The Chancellor and his deputies hold monthly meetings with the district and high school
superintendents.

Chapter 1: Evolution of the PDB Implementation Process Page 13
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IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE

The timeline for school leadersth teams (SLT) and PDB 1mplementat10n was |
‘outlined by Deputy Chancellor Spence

Table 1.1 . _
Date " . Steps Toward Implementation -~
1998-99 Districts and schools develop organizational structures for SLT’

Nov 98 | School Leadership Team (SLT) plan is put in place.
Jan 99 | Regulations instituting school-based budgeting are promulgated.’
Winter 99 | Community school districts receive training on the Galaxy system.

Spring 99 | All community school districts input 99-00 budgets into the new computerized -
system (Galaxy), with many schools creating their own budgets.

1999-00 ‘All schools will have functioning SLT’s, that will develop Comprehensnve -
) Educational Plans; many also develop their budgets.

1999-00 . [ High schools and District 75 input 00-01 budgets into Galaxy.

2000-01 SLTs in all schools create their own budgets.

30
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‘CHAPTER 2:
RESEARCH DESIGN

In the first year of the evaluation, we did not expect to find either evidence that PDB
was fully implemented in the schools, or the effects of that implementation on’

| improvement in student outcomes. Instead, our research in this first year has
focused on assessing whether PDB implementation is “on the ﬁght track” by
collecting'and analyzing data documenting its implementation hy Central and the
community school districts and high schools. '

" Both Central and the districts must work to create the conditions needed to support
successful PDB implementation in the individual school. These conditions include:

e Creating a school planning team that has the data and information necessary
to carry out instructional planmng, and the training and support to do 1ts ‘
work.

* Focusing the team’s work on developing an instructional plan to imprbve
student ach1evement and developmg a school budget that supports the
instructional plan.

J Implememng an accountability system, embedded in a]l 1eve1s of the system,
- that fosters continuous unprovement ‘

DOCUMENHNG THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PDB IN PREPARATION FOR ANALYZING
ITS IMPACT ON PRACTICE: |

Analytlcal Framework: : _

_To measure the extent to wh1ch PDB implementation has progressed, we developed
a framework of seven areas of policy and practice that must change if PDB is to be
implemented successfully:

e Authority in budgetmg, spending, personnel matters and instructional -
planning must be moved to the school level.

e Resource allocation policies and practices must be restructured to support |
school level instructional 'planning and budgeting.

¢ Information must be prov1ded in understandable form, to support school
planning and budgeting.

‘» Training and resources must be offered to support school teams in the work
of instructional planning and budgeting.

Chapter 2: Research Design Page 15
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e Less hierarchical decision-making relatlonshlps and structures must be
created at all levels. - - :

e Clear responsibility for accountablhty and eﬂ'ectlve pubhc reportmg
mechanisms must be established.

o. A culture must be developed that supports school dec1s1on-makmg and
continuous school improvement. -

The first four areas in this schema are necessary precond1t10ns to successful PDB
implementation; the last three are contributory. All seven guided our data collectlon

descnbed below.

Research Desngn

Central Level

At the Central level we conducted formal mterv1ews with a wide range of senior
staff, attended a variety of meetings, had numerous 1nforma] contacts, observed
conferences and forums, and gathered documents to gain insight into Central

pI‘OCGSSGS

'Interviews ‘ - . _ -
We developed a protocol for interviewing senior executive staff at the Central
- level, and conducted thirteen interviews ﬁ'om April through September 1998.
[Append1x C] : - ‘

Our interviews asked the respondents how they defined PDB, how the
implementation of PDB had changed their office’s administrative structure and
processes; how PDB had changed the nature of mformatlon dissemination from
their office; what changes in policies or practices encouraging school level

: dec1s1on-mak1ng they thought would occur with PDB m1p1ementat10n ‘and what

* the implementation schedule for PDB was for their office. System-wide questlons
probed the development of the relationship between PDB and a performance
driven system; identification of barriers to the effective implementation of PDB;
the respondent’s perception of how Central, the districts and schools will be held
accountable under PDB; and whether the respondent’s office sought changes in
federal, state or Central policies and/or practlces that hindered PDB
implementation.

32
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Meetings o _
We participated in several meetings with senior finance and other operations-
staff to help develop strategies for PDB implementation. We held feedback
meetings with those responsible for PDB iniplementation. We attended meetings
with senior executive staff and information technology staff at Central, as well as
~ with staff in district offices, to de'\ielop a technical assistance strategy to facilitate
communication among PDB sehools and districts. The Deﬁuty Chancellor’s Office
provided access to key Central staff for informal meetings to help guide us m
determining where and how PDB act1v1ty was ta.kmg place.

Observatwns , :

We attended one national Cross City Campaign conference at which New York
City PDB participants and leaders made presentations and observed and/or
part1c1pated in two meetmgs called by Central -- one of Phase I partlclpants and
one of Phase II supermtendents :

Document Collection .

For the 1996-97 and 1997-98 years, we collected and conducted a preliminary
analysis of budget memoranda and budget request data, reports and documents
from the Chief Executives, the High Schools Division and the Division of Support
Services,l as well as assessment tools, planning documents, and memoranda and
circulars relevant to the implementation of PDB. We also collected and4analyzed
many other pertment documents from Central

District Level ,
The evaluation targeted the six community school d1str1cts (D1stncts 2,9, 13 19, 20
and 22) and three high school superintendencies (Queens, Brooklyn, Alternative)
participating in Phase I of the PDB implementation, as well as two control districts,
Districts 6 and 30, that did not participate in the Phase I implementation.

Interviews

We conducted 21 interviews with superintendents and other d1stnct staff about
their practices and pohc1es prior to and during the first year of PDB
implementation. We probed the district’s organization and administration of
allocations and budgeting; the role schools played in shaping their own budgets;
the decision-making structure at the school level; district fiscal and instructional
accountability practices; the nature of the budgetary and fiscal information the

Chapter 2: Research Design T N 33 . Page 17




First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative November, 1998

district dJssemmated and the extent that dJstnct pohmes and practlces
encouraged school-level instructional unprovements

- Finally, to parallel the questlons we asked at the school and Central levels, we
| asked supermtendents to describe the ma_]or obstacles to effective
'implementation of PDB at the school, dJstr_lct and Centrallevels,— and whefher
major policies or practices needed to be changed at the Central, state and federal
levels to increase the district’s effectiveness in implementing PDB.

Observations . )
We observed three district level"meet.:ings:. a District Planning Committee

" meeting, an allocation conference with all district schools, and a high school
principals’ meeting with their éuperihtendent. o

Document Collection:
We are gathering docu.ments from the Phase I and control dJstncts and thh
school superintendencies detailing: the dJstnct-to-school allocation: process;
district training and/or information about PDB; and school Comprehensive
‘Educational Plans and budgets. We have catalogued these materials and

| conducted a prelumnary analysis.

School Level ,
We conducted school-level research act1v1t1es ~ surveys, observatlons, interviews and . -
document collection -- in four (Districts 2, 13, 19, and 22) of the six Phase I '
community school districts, in all three Phase I high school supermtendenc1es and in
the two control districts. We developed the followmg resea.rch instruments for use at
the school level

School Information Forms: _ _ '
School Information Forms were distributed to superintendents at the initial
meeting with PDB Phase I participants. All PDB schools were asked to decate

~ the name and constituent group of each member of its school planning team

' The information collected on these forms was used to create a pool of respondents‘.

for the surveys. ' '
Survgys';' '
The surveys, developed for principals, teachers and parents, were designed to
collect information about activities during two years -- the base year prior to
PDB implementation (1996-97), and the first year of implementation of PDB

Chapter 2: Research Design
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(1997-98). Our sample of survey respondents included at least three individuals
from each school: the princ_ipal, the UFT representative and the PA/PTA
president. In addition, if the School Information Form indicatéd that there were
other parent and teacher members on its planning team, three teachers and

another parent were selected from those members.

The survey questions probed the respondents’ knowledge of budgeting and their
perception about their school’s flexibility in hiring and spending, as well as their
sense of the constraints limiting budget choices. The survey also probed
respondents views about the relative influence of individuals and g'roups in the -
school’s budgetmg process, and explored perceptions of the relative power of the
school to control its own budgeting and spending.

A cluster of questions focused on the school planmng process 1tse1f including the

. composition and structure of the planning team, the availability and usability of
student data for instructional and budgetary decisions, team members’
perceptlons about the school’s and the team’s power to make real budgetmg
decisions, and the availability of budget training and support for teams. A final
set of questions explored the extent to which mformatlon about the budgetlng
process was shared w1th parents

The self-administered survey was mailed in March 1998 to pnnmpals and
selected teachers and parents in 36 Phase I PDB schools in 4 community school
districts and three high school superintendencies. Additional surveys were
mailed in June 1998 to principals, teachers and parents in a control group of four
non-Phase I schools in two community school districts. (Appendax A lists all
Phase I schools and Phase II districts.) The table below shows that there was a
63% return rate for Phase I schools and a 57% return rate for control schools.

Table 2.1 : .
Phase | schools Control Schools
~ Mailed Returned % Returned Mailed Returned % Returned
Principal : 36 28 78_% _ 4 4 100%
UFT Rep 36 - 22 61% 4 2 50%
_ |Other Teachers 76 52 - 69% 12 8 67%
- |PA/PTA 46 21 46% 5 0 0%
Other Parents 16 : 8 50% 3 2 67%
210 131 63% . 28 16 57%
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Case Studtes

From February through June, 1998, we looked more closely at seven schools
selected by superintendents from each of four Phase I districts and the three
high school superintendencies. In these. case study schools, we conducted

interviews, observed team meetings and collected documents to carry out our
case study of these seven schools. In June 1998 we conducted interviews in the

four schools selected as controls.

Interviews
We developed protocols for mterv1ewmg principals from Phase I and cont'rol
schools at the beginning of the evaluation (January — February 1998) and at the
end of the 1997-98 school year. We asked principals about the compOS1t10n and
structure of their plenning teams and the planning and budgeting activities in
their school, for both the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. We also asked them
" about their school’s process for completing its Comprehensive Education Plan
and budget for 1997-98 and 1998-99. We asked principals to describe What they
expected PDB to accomplish for their scheol, and what they felt were the main
barriers to PDB implementation at the school, district and Central level:

Table 2.2 o

Initial principal ';‘::I:c‘:’;’p:f Other 1 Endjof-yeak

| R mterwews interviews interviews interviews
Phaselschools | . 7 ' 5 1 3* 4
Control schools T2 0 A ¢ A F 4

* We conducted one group mterv1ew with five high school principals, one mterv1ew with a UFT
representative and one interview with a PTA pres1dent

Observations

From February 1998 through June 1998 we observed 29 school plannmg team
meétings and four other meetings -- two sub-team meetings, one PTA meeting and
one faculty meeting. :

Observers wrote detailed narratives after each observatlon focusmg on: team
compOS1t10n and orgamzatlon team functioning and demsmn—makmg, mformatlon 4
used in decision-making; and school culture, climate and philosophy.

Observers paid close attention tothe content of the team discussions, how issues
were resolved and the level of participation of various‘tee.m members. They
considered the following issues about the quality of the interaction among team
members: Who ran the meetings? What role did the principal and ethers play?

Chapter 2: Research Design : , : , : k Page 20
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i .

i . ‘ . .

} Whose voices were listened to? How collaborative was the process? Did the team
L ‘ discuss improvements in the instructional program? What data did they use to
inform their discussions? Were any obstacles to the successful 1mplementat10n of

PDB identified or made apparent in team d1$cuss1ons‘7 (Appendix D)

Document Collectzo_n:

In addition to conducting surveys, interviews and obsérvations, we asked the

3 seven Phase I schools we studied to supply planning and other documents for the
1996-97 and 97-98 school years. We have catalogued these materials and

* conducted a preliminary analy51s of the documents.

Meetings of Core Group of Phase | Directors of Operations (DO), Phase II DOs &
Central Advocates

; | _ We recruited the staff person to document the work of the Core Group and we expect
N to receive minutes from the meetings of the Core Group, Advocates and the Phase IT
directors of operations. In addition, some of the senior Central staff servmg as

advocates were in our interview pool and are providing information about thelr roles
1 and activities as advocates.16

: ANALYZING THE EXTENT OF IMPROVEMENT IN STUDENT OUTCOMES

One goal of our evaluation of the New York City school system’s implementation of |
Performance Driven Budgeting is to assess the extent of improved student- and
school-level outcomes in Phase I schools.

In 1998—99; our quantitative analysis will begin to look at student-level data for all

i New York City public schools students in grades 3 through 8 in 1995-96, 1996-97,
1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000, to identify any effects of the PDB effort in
participating schools. Our approach will include both time-series and cross-sectional
analyses. We will use multiple regression analysis to identify any results of PDBon a
variety of standard BOE-cdllected outcome variables. We will examine changes in
Phase I PDB schools over time, and compare outcomes in Phase I schools to non-Phase
i - I'schools. Our model will allow us to isolate school and district eﬁ'ects and our control
variables will effectively exclude effects such as socio-economic status, teacher
characteristics and other exogenous factors.

16 The Core Group is the name given to the Phase I Directors of Operations who come
together, in a change from the original PDB design, to provide field-based leadership and
design initiative to the PDB effort. See Chapter 4.
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The key to the estimation strategy is to set up sufficient counter-factuals. For this
analysis, the critical question is not w'hether student performance improves or
declines durmg 1995-2000, but whether it improves or dechnes relative to what would
have been expected in the absence of PDB. :

We will use panel data tec‘hniques that exploit both cross-sectional and time-series
variation in the outcomes to compare student performance in schools implementing
PDB to: (1) performance in those schools before PDB, and (2) performance in schools
that have not yet implemented PDB. In districts in which schools are implementing
PDB in different academic years, we can probe more deeply tov'compare the
performance of schools that have implemented PDB to the performance of non-PDB
schools in their own district, and then to non-PDB schools in non-PDB districts. This
will allow us to get‘ a sense of whether the process of reform spills over into other '
schools in a djstrict and, statistically, offers the opportunity to reduce any downward
b1as in estimating impacts that would come from intra-district spillovers.

ThlS year we reﬁned the general model we will use for this evaluauon and
concentrated on specifying the data we will need and how and when we will obtain .
them. In conjunction with the Central’s Division of Assessment and Accountablhty, we
settled on a student-level model (containing some school-level yanables as needed),
‘using elementary and middle school students, with the primary dependent variables
being the citywide math and reading tésts (at present the CAT-5 and the CTB). We -
will also analyze other dependent variables, such as student mobility or attendance.

The Division of Assessment and Accountability agreed that the 1995-96, 1996-97,
and 1997-98 data sets would be produced by the spring of 1999, with the other two
data sets to follow in each subsequent spring. We are ﬁnahzmg the set of student-
level and school-level variables Central will make available to us.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

In early October 1997, after the NYU proposal for the evaluation of PDB was
accepted, the Deputy Chancellor stressed the necessity of an interactive evaluation
with considerable feedback and technical assistance from NYU built into the design.
Consequently, our role has included' ' o

1) part1C1pat1ng in the deS1gn of PDB implementation;

2) advising Central on how to facilitate online communication among PDB
participants, particularly through development of a web-based
communication tool;

Chapter 2: Research Design - ‘ ' ‘Page 22
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3) providing a paper fronithé Cross City Campaign for Urban Sc_hool Reform on
the lessons to be learned from school-based budgeting efforts in other cities;
and ' ' ' -
4) providing assistance to Central in devel_oping réglﬂations on school-based
‘budgeting. ' ' = o _ ‘
- In Méu‘ch 1998, at the i‘equest of Central, we added a fifth technical assistance
. component: a graduaté-leVel training program at NYU ’s. Wagner Schodl of Public
: Service that provides the Directors of Operations in Phase I and Phase II districts
with intensive exploration and analysis of a variety of issues cﬁ_tical to effective

management. '

é
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CHAPTER 3.
PERCEPTIONS OF PDB: DEFINITION VISlON OF SUCCESS CHANGES NEEDED.

We began our interviews by probing the definitions of PDB from which participants at
all three levels — Central, district and school — were operating. We also explored how
participants at each level defined the results of successful implementation of PDB,
and the changes at each level necessary for successful implementation.

WHATIS PDB?

| As early as the summer of 1996, the PDB Planning Team defined the goal of the PDB

initiative as “redefin[ing] relationships and decision-making authority among the
three levels of the school system so that decisions about the use of resources are
directly linked to effective instructional strategies and 1mproved student
achievement.” Since the concept of budgeting for instructional improvement at the
school level is the central theme of PDB, stressed in all communications released by

“Central it is not surprising that there was a h1gh deg'ree of definitional coherence

among people interviewed at Central.

A similar descnptxon of PDB emerged through several interviews with commumty
school district and high school supenntendents District responses, however focused

~on what PDB would enable schools to do. A comment by Dr. Lester Young

Superintendent of District 13, was typical of leadership perception in the four Phase I
districts. Dr. Young said that PDB is “a school-level mechanism for achieving
communication, input, collaboration and consensus about how to support effective
mstructlonal decisions through the school’s budget.” It is; he said, “a way to get to
mstructxonal 1mprovement defined by outcomes.”

High school superintendents told us that PDB would lead to better school level -

' plahning, through g'-reater collaboration and more flexibility in funding and staﬂihg.

The high school superintendents believed that PDB would also give the schools the .
ability to create programs that more closely reflect the needs of students, and that are
more cost effective. |

“Opportunity” sums up the definition of PDB given by Phase I principals in June,

1998 interviews. Principals of two of the PDB eiementary schools said PDB is an
opportunity to have complete control over all school funds, and to use them in the way
the school deems best to improve student achievement.

The principals of two of the PDB high schools also saw PDB as an Opportunit&'to.
improve student outcomes. One principal said PDB would let the school “create a

Chapter 3: Perceptions of PDB: Definition, Vision of Success, Changes Needed Page 25
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school budget based on the school’s needs — what it needs to meet standards, to
improve.” Another said that, “under PDB, you can use the budget to leverage school
reform and restructuring in ways that improve student learning outcomes.
Traditionally the overriding principle surrounding the budget at the system and
school levels is the issue of funding equity — whether the student learns or riot or '
whether it is an effective leaxmng env1ronment is'not relevant Under PDB you can

~ actually move dollars aroun

IMAGES OF SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTA'HON oF PDB

In our interviews, we asked Central staff to specify their _c‘riteria for success. At the
district level, we asked superintendents what kind of outcomes they would expect if
PDB were implemented successfully. Finally, in June 1998, we. asked PDB principals

-what PDB means for them and their schools.

Perceptlons at Central

Chief Financial Officer Beverly Donohue responsible for coordmatmg PDB
implementation, described success as linkages between instruction and budgetmg at
the school level. “Success is to walk into ‘any school in New York Clty and find that
there is understanding of how finance and instruction are linked. Ultlmately, through
the hnkages we will achieve greater student achievement.”

Robert Tobias, Executive Director of the Division of Assessment and Accountability,
linked instructional planning to performance assessment. He said that school level
decisions should be based on “an analysis of the performance of [the] school, district
and students in relation to standards established for student achievement.” ’ Dr. Tobias

- then completed the linkage with the school budget: “We’ll know we’re successful,” he
said, “if we look at the spending plan of a school and ask the team how they arrived at

it, and we start hearing justifications like, “We looked at the data and determined
these needs .. .”

Other Central staff linked the need for earlier availability of money to effective school
planning and stafﬁng Dr. Margaret Harrington, Chief of School Programs and
Support Services in the Division of Instruction; said that “f schools have enough
resources, early enough for planning and careful assignment of staff, they’d have a
better program and therefore better outcomes for students.”

Lou Benevento, Executive Director of the Division of Financial Operations, wants to
see schools “have money available as early as possible — in April or May [and] have -
immediate access to their budgeted money during the year.” He also spoke about the
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need for efficiency throughout the system. “When we start to . . . reward school
officials and even Central staff for being efficient, then we have succeeded.”

The Budget Office, said Judy Solomon, Deputy Director for Instructional Programs of
the Budget Office, would like to see all districts sufficiently well trained and operating
so prudently that they need little Central monitoring and can themselves provide
support for schools in fiscal areas. Ms. Solomon also said, “we will be successful when

districts no longer believe they have to camouflage records because Centra.l is
monitoring them.”

 Mitch Klein, prOJect manager of Galaxy 2000 the computenzed school budget
1] - program now under development said that success will come when Galaxy is
synonymous with “a school organization chart that reflects the | programs and
activities conducted in a school building.”

* Both CFO Donohue and Dr. Tobias thought PDB could push the system toward

; fundamental reform. Ms. Donohue thinks system change will come if there was

¥ “communication among the districts and among the schools. Wlth horizontal
'commumcatlon Iam hopmg the schools help us force more ﬂemblhty into the system._
Hopefully, they will work together to demand change.”

~ Dr. Tobias thinks “PDB could potentially produce an attltndina;l change and reduce

) this sense of helplessness and cynicism on the part of lots of people in the schools,

because they will have a role in spending dollars in their schools. Then, after they

: ‘ 'begm to engage in PDB, we'll see better alignment of services in relatlonsh1p to the-
actual needs of students and the system’s standards. Then achievement will i 1mprove
When you see this as a part of the larger system of making decisions about your

§ schools, when people come together to create a common vision, you're talkmg about a

[ . fundamenta.l reform of the school system.”

f ' Perceptions in the Districts

: * Administrators in the Community School Districts part1c1pat1.ng in Phase I of PDB
indicated that successful implementation of PDB should result in greater school level
accountability for student outcomes. Robert Riccobono, Superintendent of District 19,
thought that “people in the school [will] understand and internalize that they have

* control of their schools. The catch is that if PDB is truly implemented and this
happens people will have no one to blame — a child, another teacher, the parents, the
Board no money, ete.”

. _ 4
Chapter 3: Perceptions of PDB: Definition, Vision of Success, &h@nges Needed Page 27




First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative November, 1998

High school superintendents and their staff also saw PDB as leading to greater
school level accountability. Don Roth, Senior Executive Assistant for Operations in .
the Brooklyn High Schools superintendency, lobke_d forward to a more decentralized
system in which “schools are going to have to be responsible for teaching and .
learning.” Queens Supérinfendent John Lee thought “empowering schools is key, |

because schools are very different from each other.”

Perceptions in the Schools B :

PDB school principals stressed the funding flexibility PDB provides to school
planners. In one élementary school, the principal spoke about Being able to
“implement the educational focus of the school by using the funds flexibly.”

A high school principal, whose school has been run collaboratively since its inception

~ten years ago, said that PDB “gave us the opportunity to think about resources -

differently. We devolved budgetary decision-making to the core instructional unit of
the school [the school’s instructional teams]. Every team chose to hire an additional
teacher, leaving less resources available for their own per session. In effect, they all
took pay cuts of $2000 to $7000 per teacher.”

The need for early a]locations was stressed by both elementary and high school
principals. An elementary school principal said that the lateness of the budget every
year hindered effective planning. She said that,if PDB resulted in earlier

- allocations, it would allow her school to purchase hlghly desirable outside programs

that the school’s parents and teachers were enthusiastically supporting.

In the high schools, school-based budgeting has been a reality for roughly twenty
years. When asked what PDB meant to their school, one principal’s comménts
typified the opinions of all seven high school principals interviewed: PDB “has not
been realized systemically, so from all external appearances, there’s not a lot of
difference . . . Where it has changed, it’s changed for everyone.”

An elementary school principal, whose school has been involved in school-based
budgeting and management for many years, spoke of several dramatic
improvements that resulted from the flexible funding afforded by-PDB. When
planning for the 1996-97 school year, the school was able to take advantage of the
district’s changed school funding formula -- from one providing a teacher for each
classroom, to a per-capita allocation formula. Under the new formula, this “grossly
overcrowded” school (with second grade classes, for instance, having an average
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: eni’ollm’eM of 35 students) received a large infusion of money that gave it “the

ﬂexibility.to develop the proper relationship between teacher and pupil.”

'In 1996-97, the school teaim_decided to spend its newly-found money to hire

paraprofessionals.for each kindergarten, grade 1 and grade 2 class. The school asked

- its reading teacher to evaluate the students to see which ones needed phonics help

and then provided the new paraprofessionals with training in a multisensory -
reading program. The supervisors and reading specialists watched closely as the
paraprofessionals worked with the identified students. The significant improvement
in student reading achie\(ement resulting from this effort convinced the school team
to pay, the following year, for the paraprofessionals to receive training in a second -
reading strategy; many teachers requested and received training as well. -

When we interviewed principals at the four control schools - all elementary schools
— they indicated that once PDB was unplemented in their schools, they were looking
forward to:

e the authority to devise their own instructional programs, as opposed to those
imposed on the schools by the district or Central '

money that their district currently withholds

funding flexibility '

ready access to funds

money to spend on programs chosen by the school

training in budgeting and team processes:

responsibility for student outcomes

All the admlmstxators and staff we interviewed had optimistic projections about -
what PDB might bring if it were successfully implemented. But'many mterwewees
also clearly expressed how much had to change to ensure successful implementation.

NECESSARY CHANGES IN POLICIES AND PRACTICES |
What are the policies and practices of the school sYstem_ that need to change if PDB

 is to be successfully implemented? We asked this question to people involved in
implementing PDB at all levels of the school system. Their responses, which can be

grouped into seven categories, appear as a table in Appendnx E and are summarized
below:

1. Moving authority to the school level: PDB participants at all levels agreed that

Central control over schools has to be replaced by support for school autonomy —
. for example, seeking waivers to support local decisions involving flexible use of
categorical funds — and turning over control of as much money as possible to
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districts and schools. School personnel felt that one-way, top-down
communication also has to change.

2. Restructuring resource allocation policies and practices to support school level
instructional planning and budgeting: Participants at all levels agreed that the
system’s extremely cumbersome and inefficient accounting, budgeting and’

~ expenditure policies and practices greatly constrain school decision-making

* capacity. Of major concern are funding, spending and staffing inflexibility — e.g.,
the inability to merge funds across funding categbries (PCEN, Title I and tax

_levy) and among general, special and bilingual education. Respondents saw
budgets that are fragmented and code-driven, and unrelated to school
programming, and complained that schools are unable to do long-range planning
because of late, single-year funding practices.

Respondents also felt that there is too much Central control over curriculum,
instruction and assessment decisions, and too many uncoordinated, unfunded

mandates from all sources.

Also of major concern are the Central-controlled personnel practices that prevent
schools from developing and effectively using school staff. Respondents at all
levels said that there was a paucity of staff in both districts and schools with the
time and expertise to do the administrative work of school planning and
budgeting. ' ’

There was some concern among district participants about the built-in inequity
of using average teacher salaries to calculate district Budgeté.’Hard—to—staﬂ'
districts and schools worried about the sufficiency and equitable distribution of
staff. Districts also worried about their lack of knowledge about outside
consultants to help their schools learn instructional improvement strategies. One
district worried about schools’ ability to make equitable allocatlons among |
competing demands.

3. Providing data in understandable form to support instructional planning and

budgeting: Central respondents said that they themselves do not provide eitheér -

student performance data — in paper or electronic form - or school level fiscal

data to support school decision-making in an appropriate and timely way. School

respondents agreed with this; in addition, high schools reported rece1v1ng .
- inaccurate school performance data.

There were complaints from all levels that the main instructional planning tool
(CEP) is not sufficiently flexible, is redundant and ﬁhne-consuming, and is not
~ yet linked to the school’s budget.
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4. Providing training and resources to support school teams’ work: Participants at-
all levels expressed serious reservations about the success of a I_najor systemic
reform like PDB, if not accompanied by the necessary training and resources.

~ There was concern about the lack of experience and expertise of parents and
school staff in: instructional planning proce'sses; budgeting, accounting and
spending processes; understanding student and school performance data; school
team decision-making processes; and the use of technology to support this work.
' School staff questioned whether either districts or Central have the capacity, -~
knowledge and experience to.provide effective training

Schools are worried that PDB phase-m will take. place over too short a time
" period, given the lack of experience of staff and parents in school planning and
budgeting.
5. Creating less hierarchical decision-makmg relationships and structures at all
levels: District and Central participants said that schools and districts need to

communicate and collaborate much more 1f they are to create pressure for
systemic change. :

District and school participants worried about the difficulty of finding the time,
resources and committed parents to do the work of the school leadership teams.
‘They also said that_'sch001s_ lack management expertise. 'Seheol_participants were

concerned about unequal power relationships on school teams and staff
reluctance to be accountable within the new framework. There was a strong
belief that parent and staff knowledge and capacity must be expanded if they are
to play equal roles on school planning teams.

6. Establi.@z_g cledr responsibility for accountabilitv and effective public reporting
mechanisms: Several accountability issues were raised. For example, actual
school budgets and expenditure reports -- reflecting what is controlled by schools
-- do not yet exist. While some districts have been developing their own
budgetmg formats and procedures for school-based budgeting, these will change

» with the advent of Galaxy, the computerized school budgeting tool: There is little -
accountability at the school level for student performance; schools are more often
‘held accountable for compliance with state or federal mandates or for procedural
accuracy. Furthermore, we were told, there is a great need for information about
what instructional strategies work and are most cost-effective.

7. Developing a culture supportive of school decision-making and continuous school
improvement: Field personnel and Central staff both feared that there is a lack of
long-term commitment to system change at Central. Relationships and '
structures at all levels are top-down, with the top lacking confidence that schools

4
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- can make their own decisions and not understanding the support role they must
play, and the bottom lacking trust that Central and the districts will truly cede.
control over resources. Many schools, especially high schools, felt that their
districts and Central don’t necessarily understand what schools need. High
schools are worried that the new state standards will prove difficult for all their
students to meet, and will be particularly difficult for English language learners.

Some schools mentioned the need for a more proféssional culture in schools, and.
better staff attitudes toward parents. A Central parf,icipant felt that school and
district staff fear having responsibility, especially without the authority,

- resources, knowledge and training they need to succeed. ‘
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CHAPTER 4: |

IMPLEMENTATION AT THE SYSTEM LEVEL

In this section, we focus first on Central’s m1t1al efforts to carry out the system level
" changes es's'ential to a school-based budgeting system, particularly the systemic,

changes that affect district. allocations and school budgets and spend1ng But,

because PDB is part of a larger performance driven system, we also exa.mme briefly,
~ those allied functions, primarily on the mstructlonal side, that Central is changmg

to make the system more performance driven: functions such as governance

structure, instructional planmng tools accountability mechanisms, and human

resources.

Our analyeis of system level activities is based on more than a dozen interviews with
. senior executive staff representing different functions at Central; discussions and
correspondence with staff in the offices of Deputy Chancellor Spence, Deputy |
‘Chancellor Rizzo and Chief Financial Officer Beverly Donohue; attendance at
meetings of Phase I and Phase II participants; and exam.matlon of matenals
collected from ofﬁces throughout Central

CHANGES INTHE SCHOOL SYSTEM'S BUDGETING CYCLE

To understand how Central’s budgetary policies and practices limited school level
- opportunities to configure budgets to support instruction, and how the changes
Central has launched in the past two years are tackling those limitations, it is
important to ‘under,stand the school system’s budgeting cycle previous_ to the
initiation of PDB. . V

The Budgeting Cycle as it Existed Prior to Implementation of PDB
.o Each fall, community school districts and high school supermtendencles were
supposed to consult with their school communities about budget priorities for
the next fiscal year, starting July 1. Districts prepared budget requests —
usually pro forma efforts -- and submitted them to the Chancellor.

e After holding public hearings, the Chancellor prepared a budget request for -
the entire school system which was submitted to the Board of Education and
then to the Mayor. State budgets were officially due on April 1, but were
-almost always very late.

e The Mayor released his Executive Budget in the spring, informed by -

~knowledge of state funding levels (if the State budget was passed). Prior to
~July 1¢t, the City Council passed the City Budget that included the Board of -

A 4
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Education’s allocation. Because of consistently late State budgets, Central
typically didn’t learn what its ﬁnal funding levels were untll July or early
August.

e In August, Central made initial allocations to the districts aﬁd high schools,
‘using allocation formulas based on projected student registers and district
average teacher salaries. Three different budgets were involved: general
education tax levy, special education tax levy, and rem1bursab1e (categoncal
programs largely funded by state or federal aid).’ :

e Districts and thh schools created their budgets in late August or early
September. :

¢ Central made subsequent adjustments, lthe most signiﬁcént ones based on
. actual register counts taken on October 31% and (in high schools) March 31=t.

e Some porti'ons of the reimbursable budget were allocated later in the yedr, as
they became available to Central.

e Districts and high school supermtendencles subm1tted budget modlﬁcatlons
' for their schools th.roughout the year.

The 1996 school governance law, for which Chancellor Crew vigorously fought,
required that the chancellor “establish in regulations a comprehehéive process of
school-based budgeting and expenditure reporting” that differed from existing
practice by requiring school-based budgetmg and collaborative school-based

planning in all schools.

The School based Budgeting and Expendlture Reportmg Reqmrements of
the 1996 Law
e The chancelloris requlred to allocate “projected revenues among commumty
~ districts and their school[s] on the basis of objective formulae,” and “develop a
school-based budgeting process for schools under his or her jurisdiction.”

¢ “The principal of each school [is required] to propose a school-based
expenditure budget, after sohc1t1ng input . . . from all members of the school
community.” '

e The community superintendent must review, modify and approve the.
proposed school budget.

o - The chancellor must modify and approve the community school district
budgets, as well as budgets for schools under his jurisdiction, and submit a
budget to the Board of Education, which holds a public hea.rmg prior to

“adoption.

K
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e The chancellor must allocate funds approved by the City in “an equitable
manner” to the districts and schools under his jurisdiction.

‘e The chancellor must provide a comprehensive system of public reporting on
the final budget; must promulgate procedures to modify and reallocate
monies; and must create a umform system of budget requests reports and
appropriations.

. e The chancellor must provide “appropriate technical support and training to -
school personnel, parents and other participants in school-based budgeting”;
“a comprehensive planning and monitoring process to promote the
implernentation of school-based budgeting”; and “a collaborative school-based
planning process 1nvolv1ng parents, teachers, other school personnel and
where appropriate, students.”

Although the governance law was not passed until the end of 1996, many of the
changes needed to comply with the new law were anticipated by actions taken by
Central earlier that year. One such action was a reorgamzatlon of Central’s fiscal
operatlons

REORGANIZATION OF FISCAL OPEnAhONs 'UNDE‘R A CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Central functions are divided into two areas, Instructlon and Operatlons each
headed by a deputy chancellor. When Harry Spence became Deputy Chancellor for

Operations in early 1996, he consolidated all budgeting and financial functions

under the newly-created position of Chief Financial Officer (CFO); soon filled by
Beverly Donohue. She reorganized these areas, “reinventing the way budget and
financial operations offices do business.” A subsequent internal reorganization took
place in March 1998 to further “prepare us for the changes required by the [1996]
Governance -Leg_islation, promote our desire to better serve the field, and permit us
to be more proactive with respect to state budget allocations, aid and legislation.””

The New Budget Office
As part of the fiscal reorgamzatlon the Budget Office underwent a maJor
reorganization as well. The work of the Budget Office was divided into two areas,

- one responsible for all instructional budgets, the other responsible for all non-

instructional budgets, such as the budget for administering and operating Central, '
and other functions, such as management of the Board’s funds, interfacing with

17 3/13/98 Memo from CFO Beverly Donohue re: Reorganization
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OMB; the City and State Comptrollers and the Clty Counc11 and technical support
of Central functions. “The benefit of this reorgamzatlon said Budget Director
Marjorie Blum, is that one deputy sees the entire instructional budget rather than
having it split among h.1gh schools commumty school d1str1cts and spec1a1 '

- educatlon

“Before PDB,” added Deputy Director for Instructlonal Programs Jud1th Solomon
“our-efforts were concentrated on making sure the district budgets were balanced
and financial management was sound.” Community school districts had little

-discretion and were confined to a passive role in the budgeting process. Indeed, the |
1993 Educatlonal Priorities Panel report “Equity in the Funding of Public ‘
Elementary and Middle Schools in New York City,” noted that “the budget process is
“viewed from the community school district level as almost totally dependent on

decisions made by others. At the district level, budgeting becomes a series of -
adjustments that respond to directives from [Central] and the rules and mandates
that have been imposed over time by union contracts, state and federa.l regulatlons 4

~and Jud1C1a1 requirements.”8 -

“Now,” said Solomon,‘ “our focus is on empowering the districts to understand
budgeting and forecasting and all related systems and activities sufficiently so that -

~ they can make wise choices and assist their schools.” As part of what she referred to

as their “kinder, gentler” approach, the Budget Office provides staff development

‘and technical assistance — what Ms. Blum refers to as “one-stop shopping” -- to the

districts to help them prov1de better support to their schools. Central’s assumptlon

said-Ms. Blum, ‘is that the district supermtendents are fiscally responsible,” and

therefore the Budget Office doesn’t need to maJntam its prev10us level of ﬁscal

‘ monitoring: and oversight.

- Since 1996-97 the Budget Office has used a diﬁ‘erentiated approach to determine

how much monitoring and assistance districts needed. Using both fiscal and student -

. performance indicators to determine categories of d1str1ct performance the office

defined three groups of districts: a high functioning group whose performance
indicated they could independently manage their budget decisions, practices and
procedures; a middle group that needed some technical assistance; and “a low

18 Educational Priorities Panel report, p.4
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functioning group that needed strict monitoring and control, with intense staff
development as our intervention strategy.”

This differentiated approach freed up Budget Office staff to provide more direct
support to districts requiring intense intervention, while allowmg other staff to
provide support and assistance as a service to more effective dxstncts Staff time was
also freed up by the use of electronic communication with schools and districts

(which also speeded up the budget modification process) Budget Office staff were
able to offer what they called boot camps, at which district personnel were trained in
budget and financial management practices, as well as individualized work sessions
with Central staff. “A trust began to form and the old Budget Office as enemy began
to fade away,” said Ms. Solomon.

' The Budget Request 'Process‘

The second area within the newly-reorganized Budget Division, Resource -
Management and Support Services, is headed by Deputy Director John Green, who
set out to transform the budget request process from an exercisé in producing wish
lists into an opportunity for schools to see the importance of assessing their own

- needs and the power they have to engineer their educatlonal env1ronment ”

Prior to the 1996-97 school year, the budget requests from districts were open-ended
“wish lists that often met with no new funding,” said CFO Beverly Donohue. Since

 districts often submitted budget requests that would have doubled their actual
budgets, “it wasn’t a realistic process at the local level or at every step along the

way,” said Green.

In January, 1997, districts were asked to participate in a different kind of budget
request process, described in the Chancellor’s 1997-98 Budget Request as the
beginning of the transition to school-based budgeting. Superintendents were asked
to consult with their schools and submit a request describing how they would spend
an amount not to exceed 10% of their general education tax levy allocation. Their
proposed use of these new funds had to support the Chancellor’s five instructional

goal's and objectives — early grade literacy and arts restoration, student outcomes,

intervention/prevention, classroom technology, and standards and assessment -- and
be consistent with the district’s Comprehensive Educational Plan. (The process was
changed to allocate funding for three mayoral initiatives — Project Read, Project
ARTS and Project Smart Schools — that provided highly earmarked tax levy funds,
instead of providing funds with greater local discretion.) |
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The 1998-99 Budget Request process began in December 1997 with a plan ‘designed
to encourage school level participation. Districts were required to haye' 10% of their
schools develop their own budget requests in support of the Chancellor’s goals and

‘objectives and consistent with their District Comprehensive Educational Plan. Each

district could make an additional request for up to 5% of its general education tax
levy allocation in its budget request — all new money -- and they could enter this
request into a new on-line system. (Budget Office staff prov1ded traJmng )In
response to this opportumty, 30% (341) of New York City’s schools developed their
own budget requests. The total budget request from the dJstncts and high schools
amounted to $151 million, and the Chancellor included this entire amount i inhis

formal 1998-99 Budget Request, which was partially funded by the leglslature.

When initial allocations were distributed for 1998-99, $100 million of the $151
million in new funding requested by the districts and high schools was actually
allocated to them. According to Donohue, for many districts this additional -
allocation was “the first large amount of truly discretionary funding they had seen in
many years.” These funds were in addition to significant other new funding;
including $70 million for summer programs for the most at-risk students, and
ongoing funding for Project Read, Project Arts and Project Smart Schools, which

-could be used more ﬂex1bly than in the previous year

Asd ohn Green descr1bed the budget request process “The budget request [process]
may not be linked to the dJstnct’s overall budget, but it floats very close alongside

. the big sh1p. It informs the Chancellor’s systemw1de request. The short term effect

is that it presents a view of what the New York City public school systemisto = .
everyone on the outside (and the inside as well). They see the programs and where
we’re going. It shows how- money is actually being spent, in terms of the programs. It
shows what will happen in the future.” Hopefully, Said Donohue this kind of - -

: programmatlc information from the schools should “enrich the d1scussmn with

poht1c1ans about loosening restrictions on categorical fundmg But, in terms of the

~schools themselves, the budget request process “is the vehicle that most clearly.

delivers to the local. school team a way to assess its current env1ronment and to
learn how to budget ? '

Galaxy 2000: An Integrated School Budgetmg Tool
At the core of the PDB eﬁ‘ort isa radJcal change in Central’s computer systems now

- undergoing redesign to support bottom-up budgeting. Galaxy 2000 is a computerized |
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- budgeting t001'that will allow schools to enter their own budgets, update spending

plans and obtaJn access to data Warehouses and other management tools needed for
effective school budgetmg Initially des1gned to accommodate the push for
instructional unprovement in District 2, Galaxy was reconﬁgured by Central staﬁ' as
a pilot for Phase I of the PDB initiative, and i is now undergoing a - -

reconceptualization dJrected by the Core Group of district D1rectors of Operatlons »
. the Galaxy system will make all funding and budgetmg dec1s1ons visible to all users.

It will be “Enghsh friendly, with the scaﬂ'oldlng transparent to the user, ” said Core

| Group Leader L1z Gew1rtzman

Central’s current budget system s account-code driven. The Galaxy system the Core :

_' Group is designing “will be based ona school’s table of organization, which we hope :
' Wlll be seamless with the school’s Comprehenswe Educatlonal Plan.” Flexibility w111

be prov1ded through ASA, Additional Spending Authority, which allows d1str1cts ‘
with documented needs for additional funding (e.g., regxster growth) to spend money
that i is not yet allocated. Further, Ms. Gewirtzman said, budget mod1ﬁcatlons will be

- ‘automatlc The system would use collapsed codes, performing the momtonng

function later through ﬁscal analys1s of expendltures

Districts w1ll be able to custom1ze Galaxy to reflect the1r own school allocatlon pohcy

decisions. However, “if the d1str1ct reserves money, the schools W111 be able to see it —
it’s all transparent ‘Ms. Gew1rtzman added.

Links will be established to other Central MIS systems ~EIS (personnel) EBMS
(budgetmg) STARS (accounting), and Fast Track (purchasmg) Galaxy will operate i
on the ATS terminals already installed in every public schoolv1n New York City. A
standalone version was tested this year in PDB pilot schoOls in Districts 2 and 19.
Implementation of the mainframe version -- Galaxy 2000 will be over the next -
three years, as outhned earher in this. report :

‘School- Based Budget Reports

In November, 1996, Central issued School- Based Budget Reports (SBBR) that
detailed how money was budgeted for each school in the city for the 1995-96 s_chool
year. Subsequently, Central issued both School-Based Budget Reports and School-

‘Based Expenditure Reports (SBER) for the 1996-97 year, and SBBRs for 1997-98;

the SBERs estab11sh how money was actually used as opposed to how money is
budgeted -
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The SBBRs and SBERs comprise a comprehenswe transparent budget
accountability system that'is unprecedented for any major school system in'the .
country.- They categonze all school system spendmg by purpose, or function; produce
reports on spending by locat1on at the school distriet and system levels and '
produce reports for every ‘school i in. the system d1splay1ng all. resources supportmg
services to students ' : :

Chancellor Crew defines development of the SBBRs ‘as a tool to achieve h.1s long-

term literacy goals for all ‘students. As he wrote in the preface to the 1996- 97

SBBRs released in the spring of 1997, the reports are a tool the school system needs
as part of its effort to “provide the plannmg framework and ahgn its own human and
financial resources for improved student ach1evement He also views these reports

as essential to his effort to comply with the 1996 governance law which requires the ‘

.Chancellor to “establish in regulatlons a comprehens1ve process of. school based

' budgetmg and expenditure reportmg

In January, 1998 in the preface toa document released with the. 1996 97 SBERs
- Chancellor Crew stated that “as local- educators and parents have mcreased control
~and ﬂemb1hty over their budgets, they will be able to use these reports along with

student performance data to see whether spéending pattems meet student needs
Th1s information can then be used to target future spendmg in ways that further

: student ach:levement .

.v Central has cons1stently m1proved the SBBRs For example the 1996 97 SBERs

more accurately d1str1bute costs to schools than did the 1996-97 SBBRs, w1th many
major categories reﬂectmg actual spendmg and accruals by school rather than the .

distribution of dollars on a per cap1ta bas1s At present however, the SBBRs have

limited usefulness to school planners; in part because school spendmg reﬂected in
the SBERs are a mix of actual and per cap1ta-d1str1buted dollars. However once -

' :l1nked to the Galaxy system, the SBBRs and SBERs should become essential in both
~ school planning and- accountab111ty processes v <

: Earller Allocatlons to Dlstrlcts and Schools

CFO Beverly Donohue 1dent1ﬁed late allocat1ons as one of two major 1mped1ments to _
the successful 1mplementat10n of PDB. This year, with a state. budget that was -
produced pract1ca]ly on t1me Central was able to distribute the 1998- 99 ‘allocations
to community school districts and high schools on June 1 1998 more than two .

‘months earlier than was customary in the past.

5%
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Rollover of Tax Levy Funds

Prior to 1995-96; community school districts and high schools had to return all -

unexpended tax levy funds to Central this mandate caused considerable last- minute

“scrambling to expend unused funds. At the end of 1995- 96, 1996-97 and 1997-98, the
- City allowed: commumty school d1str1cts to roll over of unexpended tax levy funds to

the next fiscal year by commumty school districts. In 1997- 98 the h.1gh school _
supenntendencles were allowed to roll over their unexpended,tax levy funds as \V_Vell. '
The ability to roll over funds encourages more efficient and cost effective use of o
dollars. ' - o

The New Fmancnal Operations Office

. In the reorgamzed fiscal area reporting to CFO Donohue, Lou Benevento heads the

newly-created Division of Financial Operatlons (DFO), wh.lch combmes the functions

~of the Busmess and Administration: D1v1s10n and the Bureau of Supphes The DFO
. has made some dramatic changes espec1ally in mcreasmg the speed of Central’

procurement and contractmg processes

Fast Track, one of the DFO’s mnovatlons, provide's streaml'inedschool purchasing
through an on-line ordenng system ava1lable through Central’s ATS computer '

system, which is in every school. With over 180,000 items on contract from vendors

schools can order almost anythlng from a master file of contract 1tems With districts
providing on-line approval a notonously lengthy, cumbersome time consumJng,.
error-prone, paper-based requ1s1t10mng process has been transformed into an
efficient, user-fnendly process that Mr. Benevento says takes thirty days ﬁ'om on-.
line school-based ordering to the school’s receipt of supphes materials and '

" equipment. Schools may st111 use purchase orders for 1tems not under a Central
_contract. ' . .
The DFO has also produced several simple, self-explanatory ‘pamphlets — for
example, a brochure explaining how to purchase equipment and suppliesand a- ~

packet of information detailing how to become a Board of Education vendor -- as part
of its effort to s1mp11fy and support school-level dec1s10n-mak1ng about school

purchases

“The district oﬂices are still domg the same thmg, the same old way,” said Mr. -

,Benevento People in the schools need district support for school-based purchasmg,

he said, “and the d1st1'1cts have to change just as much as Central.” The DFO
1dent1ﬁed and trained procurement officers in every district, and meets with them

<.{1
Qo
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monthly “Schools and d1stnct offices must be g1ven adequate resources and an
appropriate level of tra1mng on business functions,” he said. “In addition, authonty
to make local dec1s1ons must be delegated to this level and clearly defined."
Performance measurements for bus1ness functlons should be related to educatlonal

: ‘outcomes and together be used to evaluate the districts and schools

The DFO has begun to s1mphfy other Central procedures as well “We need to make :

_b1g changes in SOPM [Standard Operatmg Procedures Manual] procedures and we

are,” said Mr. Benevento

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

The 1996 governance law reqmred a collaborat1ve school-based planmng procesa
involving parents, teachers, other school personne] and, where appropr1ate

students.” As a result, Central developed the Chancellor’s Plan for School
- Leadership Teams, which sets out a powerful new role for school planmng teams.

“Teams are the pr1mary vehicles for developing school-based educatlonal strategies.

_and ensunng that resources are aligned to 1mplement these strategles They are the B
\_commumcatlon link within the school and to the larger school commumty They are

respons1ble for evaluatmg the quahty of the school’s educatlonal program and its '
effect on student ach1evement and they maintain the school commumty’s focus’ on
developmg educatlonal strategles that lead to contmuous 1mprovement 19

School teams were ngen two primary respons1b111t1es to create the school’
Comprehens1ve Educational Plan (CEP); and to develop and later mod.l.fy -a

' budget and staffing plan that is aligned W1th the CEP. Central announced that
. schools would receive an allocatlon to support the development of school teams _
* during the 1998-99 year. B

" Parallel to the Core Group S development of training to aSS1st schools in
. 1mplementmg the Galaxy budgeting program, the Chancellor’s Plan. stated that

Central would partner with districts and schools to de31gn detaJled gu1dehnes for
CEP development »20 The gmdehnes will address :

. the relatlonshlp between school CEPs and New Standards _

19 Chancellor’s Draft Plan for School Leadershlp Teams (September, 1998), p11 12
20 Chancellor s Draft Plan, p.15

n
O
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e - the use of data to assess student outcomes and to 1dent1fy areas that need
attention; :

e assistance in the use of PASS (Performance Assessment of Schools System- -
~wide) to evaluate the quality of the current educational strategles and school
environment;

‘o . the use of best practice to formulate eﬁ'ecti\}e strategies to meet. identiﬁed
needs, and methods for developmg specific, measurable performance
1nd1cators, ' :

. guidelines for developmg budgets that are allgned w1th the school’s
strategles, and

e methods for enabling teams to function eﬂ'ectlvely 21

Team parameters were defined: teams must have a minimum of ten members and
“to the maximum extent poss1ble consist of an equal number of parents and school

.' staff. The role of the prmclpal the mstructlonal and admlmstratlve leader of the

school,” is to foster “an environment in which collaborative dec1s1on-mak1ng can
work.”?2 Teams will develop ¢ ‘methods for engaging in collaborative problem solving
and solution-seeking that will lead to consensus- based dec1s1ons and when

necessary, eﬁ'ectlve conflict resolutlon strategles

|NSTRUC110NAL PLANNING TOOLS

1If school teams are to'do school level mstructlonal planmng that i 1mproves the1r

students’ academic achievement, teams must have access to comprehensive, clear
and understandable data that accurately. describes their students’ performance
Both the Instructlon and Operatlons divisions of Central have set'in motion a

| variety of efforts to prov1de schools with the range of data necessary to support

eﬁ'ectlve instructional planmng by schiool-level teams.

" The Division of Assessment and Accountablhty (DAA), the trathlonal source of

student outcome data, is currently working to define, organize and produce clear, -
comprehens1ve d1saggregated data useful to school teams. This past summer, the

Division prov1ded (hsagg'regated skills reports to summer school teachers of 8th

grade students Who were workmg to improve the1r math and read1ng scores

2 the Chancellor’s Draft Plan, pp:15-16
- 22 the Chancellor’s Draft Plan, p. 24
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sufficiently for promotion to high'school. This pilot eﬁ'ort foreshadows the kind of
discrete, disaggregated teacher-ﬁ'iendly-skills analysis the Division is developing.

Another example is ECLAS (Early Ch11dhood Literacy Assessment System), whmh
Central is developmg with CTB-McGraw- Hill. ECLAS is a K-3 low- stakes
performance assessment designed pnmanly to help teachers analyze young
children’s developmental progress in 11teracy and to use the results to reconﬁgure
appropriate classroom instructional strategies; it also helps evaluate the
effectiveness of early childhood literacy programs. ECLAS is a specific example of
Central’s overall effort, in partnership with the New York State Education
Department, to produce an integrated 'city and state assessment system that aligns
the New Standards the city is nnplementmg with the state’s Student Learmng

Outcomes.

On the Operation’s side, the ATS (Automate the SchooIs) system provides
considerable student demographic and outcome data, as ‘well as varieties of other
school level data such as attendance, mobility, even school building repair "
information, to districts and schools. Though the current configuration of
information may be difficult for school teams to assimilate, the ATS system is

_ 'upg'radmg the accessibility of its student performance data through a new format

the Decision" Support System (DSS).

- The DSS presents student performance through mu1t1-year summary data, reports,

graphs, charts and tables. Its aim is to help principals effectively evaluate programs,
interventions and student progress; improve their instructional planning; and

_increase their decision-making capacities. DSS data is updated monthly and

provides disaggregations by grade, gender, ethnicity, LEP status, percentile rank

_and general education/special education for all citywide testing, as well as for other

outcome variables.

Beyond the provision of data in increasingly disaggregated forms, the Division of
Assessment and Accountability is also involved in developihg and helping to -
implement PASS (Performance Assessment of Schools Systemwide), a school level
evaluation instrument des1gned to help schools assess the quality of their education
practice. Thus far, PASS has been used as both ; an internal self-assessment’
instrument to help schools identify areas that need 1mprovement and as an external
monitoring tool for the Chancellor’s Priority schools. DAA’s hope is that PASS will
evolve into a crucial d1agnostlc tool for School Leadershlp Teams

S Y |

iy
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" Finally, Central’s Division of Instruction has been-deeply involved in developing the.

Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP) which every school will eventually be
required to complete. The CEP is the linchpin of Ceiitral’s improvement effoits, _
because it requires School Leadership Teams to assess all the critical components of

- sch_ool performance and specify how inadequate performance will be improved.

Through the CEP development. process, school teams analyze current-school
performance by assessing varieties of stud'e'nt'andschool-level demog;raphic and
outcome data, identify areas of necessary nnprovement, specify goals and objectives,
develop an implementation plan to bring about the desired impx;ovement, and detail
the resources necessary to carry out the unprovement plan. ' |

The. D1stnct Comprehensive Educational Plan, or DCEP is the analogous district
planning document. The supenntendent uses the DCEP to: produce and analyze the
data on each of the district’s schools’ strengths and weaknesses; specify how the
district will provide the supports and help develop the capacity each school needs to.
effectively implement its CEP; and descnbe the resources, including the professional
development that the district will provide to each school to aid its lmprovement
efforts. A critical goal of the DCEP is to fold into one comprehensive planmng
document the multlple plans and budgets reqmred by the state for reunbursable -
programs such as Title I and PCEN. The Instruction and Operatlons Divisions have
been workmg with the State Education Department to accomphsh that goal

The CEP also forms the pnmary basis for the supenntendent’s evaluatlon of the -

' prmc1pa1’s yearlong efforts, just as the DCEP i is the primary basis on wh;ch the

superintendent is evaluated by the Chancellor. Thus, at the level of comprehensive
planning, the boundaries between instructional plannmg instruments and

accountab1hty mechanisms become quite porous

ACCOUNTABIIJTY'MECHANISMS . | __
An eﬂ'ective performance-driven system depends on a reciprocal and interactive
accountability sys_tem, in which the three levels.of authority and function — the

i school, the district and Central — are each held accountable and hold each other

accountable. As the previous section indicated, the CEP is both an instructional _
planning instrument for school teams, and an accountability mechanism critical to
the interaction between the district superintendent and the principal.

The DCEP is both the converse and the reciprocal of the CEP. Thus the DCEP is at
the core of reciprocal accountability: schools are supposed to use the DCEP to hold
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the district responsible for»suppOrtend aid, and the Chancellor is supposed to use

the DCEP to hold the superintendent responsible for effective performance. Just as

the CEP is the superintendent’s critical instrument for evaluating prinoipals the
DCEP is the Chancellor’s critical accountablhty instrument for evaluatmg

. superintendents.

The DCEP is required of all superintehdents in the Chancellor’s model contract. It
must address four broad areas: instructional leadership and professional
development; organizational and administrative leadership; pupil personnel
services; and parent and community involvement and participation: The DCEP is
also the basis for the Chancellor’s midyear review and annual evaluation of _

‘superintendents, since the same four areas that comprise the DCEP are the key foc1

of each superintendent’s evaluation.

The DCEP provides the context for the superintendent’s quarterly progr_ess reports
to the district -- public aoeounting sessions called for by the1996 governance law that
also requ1red the development of both model contracts for supermtendents and a
data-based supermtendent’s evaluatlon process

A new Chancellor’s regulation allowing the removal or transfer of prmc1pals for
pers1stent educational failure adds another lever to the expanding accountablhty

-system. The 1996 governance law requires superintendent evaluation of principals

on issues of educational effectiveness and school performance, rather than on the
compliance and procedural issues that had been the basis of traditional evaluations.

The Chancellor’s new regulatlon uses the data indicators and outcomes developed
for the CEPs and DCEPs as the indicators superintendents must use to judge

- principal performance. One tool the DAA developed to aid these processes is the |
Comprehensive Performance Indicators (CPI) which provides a concise set of data

that defines the performance of each of the district’s schools in relation to a broad set
of performance standards. “Persistent educational failure,” for example, is defined in
the new regulation as a pattern of poor or declihing performance for two or more
years on multiple indicators such as reading and math gain, gain in reading and
math quartiles, special ed reading and math gain, LAB score gains, and percentage
of students moiring to less restrictive environments.

It should be noted _f,hat the success of the Operations Division in getting budget
allocations to the schools by June 1st of this year was complemented by the earlier

63
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dissemination of student performance data by the Division of Assessment and
Accountability for the instructional planning that should help shape school budgets.

HumAN RESOURCES |
Successful implementation of school level instructional planning requires the
' development of school-level h1nng, the provision of maximum flexibility for school
level staffing and schedulmg and s1gmﬁcant improvement in the quahty of the _
existing teach1ng force and each year’s entrants especially for hard-to-staff dlstncts.
Though the Chancellor has repeatedly stressed that. hiring “must become a local
choice, like school-based budgeting,” moving the power to the to the school level has
" been proceedJng very slowly.

' The Division of Human Resources (DHR) ran local job fairs last spring, and
established local placement centers in md1v1dual hard-to-sta.ff dlStI'ICtS The .-
Division is developing an on-line resume rev1ewmg system that will make applicant ;
review possible at the school level. A Task Force on.Teacher Recrmtment, Selection
and Retention was formed last winter, and brought together interested constituency
groups to d1scuss how the supply ‘of h1gh quahty teachers could be 1mproved

‘1mprov1ng ‘the user-fnendlmess of its current procedures It is piloting an
automated payroll approval system for substltute teachers, creatmg explanatory
booklets on personnel functions such as salary differentials and hcensmg, and
developmg a new set.of training programs

._ 1164
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CHAPTER 5:
.IMPLEMENTATION IN THE PILOT COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

In Chapter 4 we described the steps Central has- taken to Create the necessary
conditions for the successful implementation of Performance Dnven Budgeting. In -
this chapter we focus on the six Phase 1 commumty school d1str1cts which, through
their 1mp1ementatlon of PDB, are p1ay1ng a critical intermediary role between.
Central and the schools.

‘Central’s implementation strategy for PDB was'to' select, as pilots, those districts -
that had already substantially developed school-based budgeting and/or school-based
planning, and to encourage them to continue to develop their implementation
models. This strategy assumed that potential .citywide models for the ensuing
phases of PDB 1mp1ementat10n would be generated by the strategles of the Phase I
pilot. d1str1cts L

The pilot d1str1cts 1mp1ementatlon strategies took the Va1'1ety of forms that Central
had hoped for; all built on their prior budgeting and planning expenences
Essentially, PDB accelerated the evolution of each district’s particular approach to’
decentrahzed budgetlng and school- based instructional plaImJng

Among the various forms of district mlplementatlon we 1dent1ﬁed two highly
developed models of performance dnven budgeting in ‘the work of D1str1ct 2 and
District 22. Both districts share numerous characteristics of effectlveness Both are.
bu11d1ng PDB on the1r base of prior successful pract1ce

e The supenntendents of District 2 and District 22, having served for a decade as
- their districts’ chief executive ofﬁcers were quite successful in improving _
student performance. Both districts currently have few, if any, schools that can .
be characterized as fmhng : :

* Both districts send a clear message to the school commumty that cont1nuous1y
improving student performance — especially in literacy — is expected of all
school leaders and staff. Both prov1de extens1ve support and traJnmg to.
buttress their expectations. :

e Collaboration, communication, trust and respect — attributes each district
defines as key to success -- characterize the reciprocal relatlonshlps between
schools and districts. _

e Over the past five to seven years, District 2 and District 22 graauaﬂy instituted
school-based budgeting in all their schools and devolved increasing financial
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responsibility to the schools. The two districts made their budgets more
transparent through publication of school allocations and the underlying
formulas. Schools in both districts now enjoy considerable flexibility in how
they budget thelr funds. ' :

e Both districts provide support to help schools understand and use good
budgetmg practices.

e Parents and staff appear to be h1ghly satisfied with the d1rect10n of each dlstnct
and its schools.

Each district developed its own unique approach to budgeting for instruction -- an
instructiona]ly-focused,'principa]—driven planning process in District 2, and a highly
'collaborative, broadly participatory planning process in District 22.

District 2: _
e Defines its most 1mportant role as helping schools do the work of i improving
teaching and learning. Another role is to mtervene more d1rect1y when schools
fail to improve. '

¢ Provides interventions that involve a carefully selected menu of professional
development, training, support and assistance options. One of the district’s key
roles is to help schools make appropriate professional development choices.

e Rechannels its discretionary funds to prov1de a S1gmﬁcant percentage of the .
district’s. total budget for professmnal development.

¢ Focuses school decision-making on instructional improvement, with the
principal as the key decision-maker, partlcularly over how the budget must be
" configured to support instruction.

District 22:

e Defines 1ts most important role as helpmg schools focus on improving student -
achievement through collaborative planning and school decision-making.

o Developsfdistrict educatiohal and budget priorities collaboratively,’ and expects
schools to do the same. The school planning team is the financial decision-
making body at the school level. :

e Commits time and resources to the task of making collaborative decision- -
making work.

° Prov1des lump sum allocations to give schools maximum flexibility in aligning
their resources with school plans.

66
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| A PRELIMINARY SURVEY RESULTS

Because the commumty school districts that volunteered for Phase I of PDB had
many years of experience honing their budgeting and instructional practices, we
expected to see differences in practioes and policies among districts with different
levels of experience in school-based budgetmg prior to the mtroductlon of PDB. We -

" wanted to explore whether some of the differences between PDB and non-PDB
~ districts might also be a result of PDB nnplementatlon this past year.

. We sent surveys to’ planmng team members in 23 schools in four of the six Phase I

pilot PDB districts: Districts 2, 13, 19 and 22. (We did not include Districts 9 and 20
in the survey because, although they were included in Phase I, they were not
expected to 1mp1ement PDB until 1998-99.) In the pages that follow, we examine
survey responses from these four Phase I pilot PDB d1str1cts and compare them to
responses from four schools in two non-PDB- d1$tr1cts

Our survey asked school planning team members, the group most knowledgeable _

 about instructional planning and budgeting in their school, ‘about their experiences

with school mstructlonal planning and budgetmg before and after the introduction
of PDB. We sent surveys to at least three team members in each school: the

 principal, UFT representative and PA/PTA pres1dent. Where there were more -

members on a school’s team, we selected three additional teachers and another

_parent for the survey. In all, 87 team members from the 28 PDB schools returned

surveys (63%), including 17 from 6 schools in District 2, 31 from 7 schools in District
13, 12 from 4 schools in District 19, and 27 from 6 schools in District 22. Sixteen

_ team members ﬁ'om four: control schools in non-PDB d1str1cts (57%) also responded )

~ The following analys1s is based on prelumnary aggregated resu]ts from surveymg

planning team members in PDB and non-PDB schools We orgamzed our ﬁndmgs
using our schema of the seven areas of change hypothes1zed as necessary for
successful implementation of PDB.24 All our conclusions are tentative a.nd stated as -
indications rather than definitive findings because of the timing of the survey and

the small number of people surveyed.

24 The surveys were mailed bo PDB respondents in March 1998 therefore, responses from this group do
not reflect the June 1, 1998 allocation of school budgets The surveys for the control schools were
admlmstered in June 1998. : .

-6
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1. Moving authority in budgetlng, spending, personnel matters and -
instructional planning to the school level..

Survey responses from PDB and non-PDB schools suggest that the authorzty to develop
budgets at the school level may be greater in PDB schools than in non-PDB schools,
and that this. authority increased during the first year of PDB implementation

Respondents in PDB schools were almost unanimous in their perception that people in
their school play a role in developing their school's budget Nmety-three percent of the
. survey respondents in PDB schools vs. 63% of those in non-PDB schools responded
positively to the question, “Did people in your school play any role in developing the
‘budget?” Furthermore, respondents in PDB schools said that more people were -
involved this year than last year (93% vs. 75%).

- Chart 5a: Did people in your school play any role in developing the budget?
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2. Restructuring resource allocation policies and practlces to support
school level instructional planning and budgeting.

For successful PDB implementation to take place, school teams must have the ablhty
to allocate the various fundmg streams that comprise their budgets.

As Table 5.1 suggests, PDB schools, especially those in Districts 19 and 22, are more
engaged in budgeting than are non-PDB schools.

About two-thirds of the respondents in the PDB schools said that people in their
school helped decide how to budget tax levy funds and almost as many respondents
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answered affirmatively about budgeting PCEN and Title I funds. About one-third
said that people in their schools helped decide how to budget bilingual and special
education funds. In non-PDB schools, by contrast, respondents were only about half
as likely to report that people in their schools helped decide how to budget these

major funding areas.

Table 5.1: Did people in your school help decide how to budget the

following types of funds?

Non- District 2 District 13 | District 19 | District 22
PDB PDB PDB PDB PDB PDB
schools schools schools schools schools schools

(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) (N=12) (N=27)
Tax Levy 64% 31% 59% 42% 83% 85%
PCEN 57% 25% 41% 39% 83% 78%
Title I 60% 38% 24%" 71% 92% 56%"
Bilingual/ 32% 13% 35% 20% 59% 33%
ESL
Special Ed. 31% 13% 12% 26% . 33% 48%

* In 1997-98 about half of the surveyed schools in Districts 2 and 22 were not Title | schools and did not receive
Title | funds. All the surveyed schools in the other PDB and non-PDB schools were Title | schools and thus did

receive Title | funds to budget.

Note: Survey respondents in PDB schools completed the survey in March 1998 prior to receiving their school's
budgets, while respondents in non-PDB schools completed the survey in June 1998, after districts received

their allocations.

* % ok A
Our hypothesis is that, for successful PDB implementation to take place, school
teams must have the capacity to hire the staff they want to hire, and to assign their
staff according to school needs. To test this hypothesis, we asked members of school

planning teams about flexibility in staffing.

As Table 5.2 suggests, there seems not to have been significant change in policies or
practices that support flexibility in hiring and staffing at the school level over the

initial year of PDB implementation.

There appear to be only slight differences in the responses of team members from
PDB and non-PDB schools. Both report some flexibility in the ability to hire staff
and to schedule staff during the school day. District 19 schools appear to have more
flexibility to schedule staff than do schools in the other districts.
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Table 5.2: How much flexibility did your school have in these areas related

to staffing?*

‘ Non- | District2 | District | District | District
PDB PDB "~ 'PDB " .| 13PDB | 1 . DB| 22PDB
schools | schools | schools | schools | s ols | schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) (N=27)
Hiring staff 41% 31% 53% 42% 33%
Scheduling staff 44% 56% " M% 42% 33%
during the school ' ' TR
day

*Percent answering ‘a lot.’

* ok

Finally, we hypothesized that for successful PDB implementation to take place,
school teams must be able to shape their own budgets across funding categories.

The survey results in table 5.3 indicate that PDB schools may have somewhat greater
capacity to budget funds across categories than do non-PDB schools.

Sixty-three percent of the survey respondents in PDB schools, compared to 25% in
non-PDB schools, said that their school was at least somewhat likely to be able to
combine PCEN and tax levy funds to hire teachers. Almost one-third of the
respondents in PDB schools, compared to none of the respondents in non-PDB
schools, said their school was at least somewhat likely to be able to hire teachers
with money earmarked for administrators’ salaries. Districts 2 and 13 seem to have
created more ability for their schools to hire teachers with money earmarked for
administrators’ salaries than have other districts, and District 22 seems to have
given its schools more leeway to roll over money from one year to the next.

Table 5.3: How likely is it that your school COULD do the following?*

“{ Non- District2 | District District | District
PDB PDB . PDB 13 PDB 22 PDB
schools | schools | schools | schools schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) (N=27)
Hire extra class- ,
room teacher with . ’
combined PCEN & | 8% | 25% ' 65% | 52% 0%
tax levy monies ’
Hire teachers with .
money earmarked ey
for administrators’ 31% 0% 42% 1%
salaries
Roll over money .
from one year's o
budget into the next 34% 25% 32% 56%
year's budget
*Percent responding ‘very likely’ or ‘somewhat likely'
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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3. Provide the information, in understandable form, to support school
planning and budgeting.

We hypothesized that for successful PDB implementation to take place, school
planning teams must have access to student performance data that informs their
decision-making as they craft a school instructional improvement plan.

The responses from two survey questions do not provide evidence that PDB téams

‘receive student performance data that is significantly more useful in formmg their
mstructzonal improvement plans than do non-PDB schools.

_ Responses to the first question show that a high percent of both PDB and non-PDB
‘respondents said that their planning teams receive “any data on student
performance.”

Chart 5b: Did the planning team receive an data on student performance, -
: such as standardized test results? :

g
®

80%

§ 'yes'
|

Percent answerin:
8
2

3
|

PDB Schools Non-PDB Schools  District 2 PDB District 13 PDB District 19 PDB District 22 PDB
Schools Schools Schools Schools

To understand how useful the data were to planhing team members, we asked teain
members how useful the data were in identifying needs of at-risk students.
Responses from PDB and non-PDB s_c'hoolé, shown in Table 5.4, were similar. Half or
more of the réspondents from both PDB and non-PDB schools said they found the
data very useful in identifying the needs of students who do not meet reading or

math standards or who have limited English proficiency. Fewer said they found the
data very useful in identifying the needs of other at-risk students.
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Table 5.4: How useful were the data yvour team received in identifying the
needs of these at risk students?*

Non- District2. | District District | District
PDB PDB -, PDB 13PBD | 19PDB | 22PDB
schools | schools | schools | schools | schools | schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) “(N212) T (N=27)
Students not | 64% 56% - 47% . 71% .75% 63%
meeting reading : e R
standards : : B
Students not 63% 50%  47% 68% 63%
meeting math g IR
standards D o
LEP students 46% 56% . 35% 35% C 67% . 56%
Students requiring { 39% 38% 29% 32% - 42% 52%
special services : ' : ST
Newly arrived 32% 38% - 29% 26% " 42% - 37%
students ' o DI

*Percent answering ‘very useful’

% %k ok

4. Provide the training and re'sources to support school teams in the work
of instructional planning and budgeting.

We hypothesized that successful PDB implementation requires that school planning
teams receive extensive training and resources to support-their work.

Survey evidence reveals that.fewer than half of PDB planning team members reported

receiving any training at all.

As can be seen in Chart 5¢, 44% of the surveyed planning team members in PDB
schools reported that they received some training, compared to 19% in non-PDB
schools. Twice as many team members in District 19 and District 22 PDB schools
reported having received training than did those in District 2 and District 13 PDB

schools.

L2
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. Chart 5¢: Did you receive any training for your work on the planning team?

100%

80%

60%

]
.

Non-PDB - District 2 P.DB' District 13 . District 19 District 22
Schools Schools PDB Schools. PDB Schools PDB Schools

40% i—

-

44%

Percent answering 'yes’

32%

20% 11

.

-

0%
" PDB Schools

5. Create less hierarchical decisibn-making relationships and structures at
all levels. : o 4 X - I
We hypothesized that w1th successful implementation of PDB, the composition and
leédership of school planning teams would broaden to include members of the school

‘ community other thén the principal.

Survey responsés (Table 5.5) show that PDB schools seem to éngage p_arénts_, ‘teachers A
and the school planning team in budgeting more than do non-PDB schools.

In PDB sclioolé, a large majority of respondents i'eported that many people in their
school, plus the school planning team itself, participated in developing the school’s
budget. By contrast, respondents in non-PDB schools i'eported considerably lower

_participation rates.

Among the PDB districts, a high percent of respondents from the District 13, 19 and
22 schools reported that other super_v‘isors_, feachers, UFT chapter chairs and _
especiélly school planhihg' teams participated in developing their school’s budget.
Respondents from PDB schools in Districts 19 and 22 reported a high percent of

parents participating in budgeting, too.
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Table 5.5: Who in your school participated in developing the budget?* '

District 2

District 19

District 13 ! Dlstnct

PDB Non-PDB PDB PDB . PDB 22 PDB

schools schools schools schools ‘'schools | schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) (N=12) (N=27)
Principal 94% 69% 82% 97% 92%. 100%
Other supervisor 77% 50% 47% 77% 83% - 93%
Teachers - 84% 44% 59% 87% 75% . 100%
UFT Chapter 80% 50% 35%. 84% . 92% 100%
Other staff 46% 38% 29% 39% .- 50% 63%
PA/PTA 75% 44% 53% 61% . 92% 96%
Planning Team 75% 50% 35% 90% - 83% 78%
Secretary 15% 13% 6% 13% 17% 22%

*Respondents were instructed to indicate all that applied.

" Another hypothesis we tested was that school staff and parents would have g‘reater
, influence over budgetmg decisions. : -

Responses to two survey questions ( Tables 5.6 and 5. 7) seem to provzde some evzdence
that principals, planning teams and parents are more influential in makmg
budgetary deczszons in PDB schools than in non-PDB schools.

Nmety-three percent of respondents in PDB schools, versus 69% in non-PDB
schools, reported that the prmc1pal or other supervisor was very mﬂuentlal in
deciding how money is budgeted in their school. By contrast, sixty percent in PDB
schools, versus 31%in non-PDB schools, reported that the planmng team was very
" influential in budgeting. In addition, while 46% of the PDB respondents reported
that parents were very influential, there were no non-PDB respondents who

reported that parents were very influential in school budgetmg

Table 5.6: How mﬂuentlal was each of the following people within your
school in decldlng how money is budgeted"* ' : ST

District

Non- Distrlct 2 Dlstrlct District
PDB PDB . PDB 13 PDB 19 PDB 22 PDB
schools | schools | schools | schools schools schools
o _ (N=87) (N=16) {N=17) (N=31) T(N=12) - (N=27)
| Principal/other sup'r 93% 69% 94% 94% ~83% . | 96%

- Teachers 33% 69% 47% 22% *42% - 33%
UFT chapter chair 39% 0% 35% 32% - 58% - 41%
Other staff o 17% 0% 29% 16% 226%.: 7%
PA/PTA 46% 0% 1% 39% "50% 55%
Planning team 60% 31% 35% 55% - 67% 78%

answerlng ‘very.’

BESTCOPYAVA!LABLE
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Responses to another survey question — Who chaired the planning team? —

indica_te

that in both PDB and non-PDB schools teachers appear to be far more likely to be -
the chairs or co-chairs of school planning teams than were other team members.

However, 20% of the PDB re'spondents reported that parents oha.ired or co-chaired

teams, while none of the non-PDB respondents reported parents chalnng or co-

chairing planning teams

‘Table 5.7: Who chalred the plannmg te P*

District

Dtstrict

District

Non- T District 2 | strict

PDB PDB PDB 13 PDB 19PDB | 22PDB

schools | schools | schools | schools | schools | schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=17) (N=31) S(N=12) - | (N=27)
Principal 33% 44% 29% 32% +50% ;-] 30%
Other supervisor 22% 19% 6% 6% 50%. .| 37%
Teacher 68% 81% . 59% 74% "83% | 59%
Parent 20% 0% 0% 10% .. 25% 41%

‘Respondents "wer,e instructed to lndlcate as many as apply, If there Were co—chalrs or rotatlng chairs

reporting mechanisms.
We hypothes1zed that, with successful PDB 1mp1ementat10n, and as part ofan eﬂ'ort

would be. an mcrease in reportmg mformatlon to parents.

6. Establlsh clear responsmlhty for accountablllty and effectwe publlc

" to keep the school system focused on continually i improving performance, there

Survey results, shown in Table 5.8, provide no evzdence, that PDB schools are more
likely to share information with the school’s parents than are non-PDB schools. .

A s1m11ar percentage of team members from both PDB and non-PDB schools said
that their school shared mformatlon with parents about student performance

: student performance goals, the school’s instructional improvement plan, and the

school’s curriculum. They did not report sharing information about the school’s
budget with school's parent body. — '
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Table 5.8: How much information was shared by the school w1th the
school’s parent body in the followmg areas?* -

~ District 2 | District _District, | District
PDB Non-PDB | PDB 13 PDB | 22 PDB
schools | schools schools schools schools
“(N=87) (N=16) |/ (N=17) (N=31) (N=27)
Student performance 78% 75% 5 16% | 87% 78%
Student performance 76% 63% . 82% 87% 67%
goals '
School's instructional 61% | 63% | :.65% . 61% 63%
improvement plan L s T
School's curriculum 2% 75% #16% - 85% 74%
School’s budget - 37% 25% [ 24% | 32% 43%

*Percent answering ‘a lot.’

7. Develop a culture that supports school decnsnon-makmg and continuous
school improvement.

We hypothesized that, with successful PDB implementation, planning team
members would perceive their schools as better places for student learning.

After a year in the PDB Initiative, as Table 5.9 illustrates, respondents from PDB

schools seemed to be much more positive about their schools as places for student
learning than were respondents from non-PDB schools.

’I‘che as many responding school team members from PDB schools (72%) as from _
non-PDB schools (38%) said that their school was a better place for student learmng ‘
after a year in the PDB Initiative.

Table 5.9: After a xear in the PDB Inltlatlve, do you thmk your school 1s:*

B Non- District Dlstrlct ;| District
PDB PDB 13PDB | '19PDB’| 22 PDB
“schools | schools schools schools
(N=87) (N=16) (N=31) (N=27)
A better place for 72% 38% 71% 85%
student learning ' PRI P
A worseplacefor | 0% 0% . 0% 0% 0%
student learning B
About the same 24% 25% 35% 29% 15%
for student - :
learning

* Columns do not total 100% because some respondents did not answer this question. Numbers represent
percent answering ‘yes.’

wg  BESTCOPYAVAILABLE
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CONCLUSION

In almost all of the categories we hypothesize as being necessary for effective PDB

implementation, survey results show higher percentages of positive responses from

© survey parttczpants in Phase I PDB schools compared to non-PDB schools.

The results also indicate a fair degree of support for our two district models, an’

: mstructlona]ly-focused prmclpal driven planning process in Dlstnct 2,and a h:lghly
: collaboratlve broadly participatory planmng process in District 22. .

Though survey evzdence should always be treated as provzszonal and suggestwe only - *

- and our findings should be treated very much as tmttal indications because of the

relatively low number of participants -- our results point to the possibility that, after-
barely a year, Phase I districts implementing PDB are moving in the dtrectton of
effective school level mstructtonal planning and budgetmg '

B. MODELS OF PDB |MPLEMENTA110N

What follows is a more specific analys1s of the two models of PDB nnplementatlon

Dlstncts 2 and 22 are developing. We describe the particular focus of each district’s
plan.nmg process, and then discuss how each district implements dec1s1on-makmg
and resource allocation at the district and school levels. This chapter concludes with
less extensive descnptlons of the 1mplementat10n process in Dlstncts 9 13, 19 and
20.

. DISTRICT 2, MANHATTAN®®

Comnium'ty School District 2 encompasses much of lower and central Manhattan.
All District 2 schools are participating in Phase I of the PDB initiative. '

'In 1996- 97, the district served 21,716 students in its 44 elementary, middle and high
- schools. Approximately 53% of District 2’s students quallﬁed for free or reduced

lunch, compared to 72% c1tyw1de Approx1mate1y 17% were limited Enghsh

25 ThlS descnptlon is based on District 2's November 1996 PDB proposal May 1998 interview
with Robert Wilson, Director of Operations, and Carol Slocombe, Director of Funded o
Programs; data from the 1996-97 Annual School Report; “Report of District-Wide Meetings
on School Leadershlp Teams, District #2” (LAB: Northeast & Islands Regional Educational
Laboratory, August 1998); R1chard F. Elmore and Deanna Burney, “Investing in Teacher
Learning: Staff Development and Instructional Improvement in CSD #2,” (National
Commission on Teaching & America’s Future, and Consortium for Pohcy Research in
Education, August, 1997); “District 2 Preliminary School Allocations, Fiscal Year 1997- 987
“District 2 Prehmmary School Allocatlons, Fiscal Year 1998-9 9”
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proficient, roughly comparable to the citywide percent. The ethnic composition of its
elementary school population was approximately one-third Asian (33.9% vs. 10%
citywide), one-third white (32.3% vs. 16% citywide) and one-third Hispanic and -
African-American (33.7% vs. 73% cityWide).

Student-attendance r‘ates in District 2 were above average for New York City:
average daily attendance was 92.1% (vs. 90.2% citywide) in District 2 elementary
schools, and 92.3% (vs. 88.4% citywide) in its middle schools. The district ranks " “
second among the city’s 32 Community School Districts in both reading and math as
measured by the cltyw1de assessments :

Table 5 10 , ‘
1997 Math * -

- 1997 Reading *

District 2 City average District 2 City average
Elementary schools 69.7% 49.6% - 80.3% 61.5%
Middie schools 67.3% 44% o 747% 52.6%

* percent at or above the 50th percentile on the CTB-R reading test and the CAT-5 math test
Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report, New York City Board of Education -

Focus on Instructional Improvement
- District 2’s PDB proposal states that the district “has focused its energy and
~ resources exclusively on instructional improvement. It is perceived as the central
- goal of the orgamzatlon and every level of the organization is committed to its
' support The strategy used by the district “has been to develop an instructional
. delivery system that utilizes profess1onal development to improve teaching and
" learning.” According to Harvard Universi_ty Graduate School of Education Professor
Richard Elmore, the instructional delivery system consists of “(1) a set of organizing
principles about the. process of systemic change and the role of profeSsional '
development in that process; and (2) a set of specific act1v1t1es or models of staﬂ'

: development that focus on system-w1de 1mprovement of instruction.”?6

The District 2 PDB proposal lists these organizing pnnmples.

e It’s about instruction, and only about instruction.
¢ Instructional cha'nge is a long, multi-stage proces's.
o Shared expertise drives instructional change.

¢ Focus should be on system-wide irnprovement.

26 Elmore, Op. Cit., p.7
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® Good ideas come from talented people working together.
e Set clear expectations, then decentralize.
‘e Collegiality, caring and respect.

The district’s professional development methods are: monthly principal conferénces,
planned by heads of schools and focused on instruction; collegial support groups
organized around specific instructional strategies; the Professional Development:
Laboratory program, a teacher mentoring internship; a carefully selected menu of
instructional consulting services; intervisitation and peer networks; oﬁ'-S1te traimng
focusing on the same content areas over multiple years; school level conferences
around specific content areas and strategies; and site visits by the superintendent
and deputy superintendent to “provide continuous monitoring of scheols’ progress

" toward instructional irnprovernent_,” as the District’s PDB proposal states. “The
centerpiece of the performance reviews is the school-based Goals and Objectives

process which focuses almost exclusively on plans for instructional improvement in

specific content areas through the use of professional development strategies.”

The district’s PDB proposal describes accountability as being “expressed in terms of
teachers’ and Heads of Schools’ obJectives for instructional 1mprovement and the
vehicle for accountabihty is professional development. School-level and d1str1ct
budget priorities are expressed in terms of expenditures on direct instruction and
professional development. Management is operationally defined as helping schools
do the work of teaching and learmng better.”

' Accordmg to the PDB proposal, District 2 took the following steps to align its

administrative systems with its instructional improvement strategy:

. ® Reducing the size of the district office and re- allocatmg those resources directly -
to schools; , :
K - Developing and implementing equitable allocation formulas;
¢ Developing budget documents to give the public access to budget mformation for
all schools;

o Allocating approximately 90% of all district resources directly to schools,
“subject to school level decision-making within the context of existing
regulations, mandates and collective bargaining agreements. School
communities make budget decisions based upon the school’s annual
instructional Goals and Objectives.”

o Developing district budgets based upon decisions made at the school level.
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o Decentralizing staffing decisions, “within the context of the existing collective
bargaining agreements and the Division of ‘Human Resources requirements ”

. Redesigmng district administrative support systems to be more responsive to
the needs of schools, “within the context of the existing Board-w1de
admlmstrative structures and procedures

Developing accountability systems to support decentrahzation of functions and
compliance With the Board’s Standard Operating Procedures.

Prov1d1ng profess1onal development to school commumties on budgetmg and
‘administrative procedures.

After eight years of developing the system described above, District 2 chose to
partner with Central in the PDB initiative so that it could “develop a Pre-K to 12 |
standards-based educational system that provides an accountable, world class
education for every student through a redesigned labor management system that
supports high performance learmng commumties utilizing the New Standards

: performance standards and assessments.”

District 2's proposal stated that it expected that implementation of PDB in the
classroom would help students take control‘of the conditions of their own learning —
learning how to learn — and help teachers redesign their professional practice. These
changes would, in turn, drive the instructional strategies teachers developed and

‘used and the professional development necessary to support them Parents and the

public Would be exposed to new methods of learmng and high performance ’

standards. Special education services would be restructured, with heads- of schools

having supervisory and administrative responsibility over special education services.
The district office would decentralize even further, with schoolQlevel concerns that

. “percolate up to the district level and drive district-wide policy, priorities and

strategies.” System level changes resulting from PDB would give the district more
control over the “development of educational structures for delivering services to
LEP, special education and high school age students.” '

Decision-making process

The District 2 approach to school level decision-making is non-prescriptive, varies

from school to school, and grows out of the intensive and extensive conversations
professional staff and school leaders have about instructional issues. Decisions about

- budgeting are explicitly the responsibility of the head of school; when the district
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refers to school-level control of resources, the references seem to mean prmclpal
control. ‘

In writing about the District 2 decision-making process, Richard Elmore said that
the district’s efforts involve “setting clear expectations and then decentralizing
re'sponsibility. Each principal or school director prepares an annual statement of
_supervisory goals and objectives according to a plan set out by the district, and in
the ensuing year each principal is ﬁsua.lly visited forma.liy twice by the deputy
superintendent [or superintendent]. The conversation in these reviews turns on the

school’s progress toward the objectives outlined in the principal’s or school director’s
plan. Over time, schools have gained increasing authority over the district’s
professional development budget, to the point where most of the funds now reside in.
the budgets of the schools. While Superintendent Alvarado and the district staff
generally favor decentralization, they are pragmatists. ‘If the teachers really own
teaching and learning,’ Alvarado ergues, ‘how will they really need or want to be
involved in governance decisions?” |

To support school-level decision-making, the district goes to great lengths to provide
schools with considerable flexibility with, and quick aece_ss to, their school’s funds.
Robert Wilson, Director of Operations of District 2, said that “schools get the
resources they need to make the choices they need to be genuinely accountable.”

: Training for school teams focuses on how to use the budget program -- “what you -

; have to do and how to do it,” as Mr. Wilson described it. Training is provided for
principals and the teachers, Assistant Principals, and school secretanes they usua]ly
bring to training sessions. :

The instructional focus of District 2 planning teams was confirmed by the results of

our survey of the seventeen parents, teachers and principals serving on the planning
teams of six of the District 2 schools participating in Phase I 6 PDB. The survey
question asked respondents to identify what type of formal planning process,-if any,
their school had. (Respondents were asked to indicate as many types of processes as
were applicable to their school’s team.)

Table 5.11
: State- ~ PDB Grade level | Subject area
School-wide | mandated | planning planning | planning
SBM/SDM program* (100.11) team team team
{ ' A% 29% 41% 35% 4 e 29%

* Half of the District 2 schools In the sample were not Title | schools and therefore were not ellglble for
Schoolwide Program status.
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Seventy-one percent of the team members who responded to the sui'vey said that

“their school’s planning team was a grade level planniug team.

A report by the Northeast & Islands Regional Educational Laboratory (Lab), to the -
Chancellor about the nature of school planning teams in each district, suggests
something of the quality of the District 2 planning process. The Lab concluded,
based on a March 1998 meeting with District 2 teams, that “District 2 participants
demonstrated a high degree of unde'rstanding and had long experience with school-
based dec1s1on-makmg teams.” While the Lab report found that “admlmstrators and
teachers sent a message that ‘professional decisions should be resetved to
professmnals’ ” it was clear that “parents, teachers and administrators alike attested
~ to the confidence they have in their pnnc1pals and the long- h1story of good

communications w1th them »27

The Lab report descnbed the1r perceptlon of the culture of planmng in D1str1ct 2,

whose participants

believed that they have been working effectively as teams for almost a

- generation, and have engendered a culture of collaboration and trust among all
: stakeholders Although some parents believe themselves to be excluded from
decision-making, and many expressed the view that they want to be trained so
that they can participate more fully in meetings, they are happy with the
achievement of students in their district. Specifically, they are heppy with the

' achievement of their children. Unlike many other districts, the pri_ncipal'is held
in high regard, and the superiutend‘ent is very well liked by all role groups.28

Resource allocatlon decisions .

The district distributed the 1998-99 prehmmary allocatlons to schools on June 8,

1998. Schools entered their budgets on the Galaxy 2000 system, developed by the

district, by July 14th. The deputy superintendent reviewed all school budgets in

relation to student outcomes and school instructional goals. The district then
 aggregated the school budgets to generate the district’s tax levy, spec1al education

and relmbursable budgets. -

27 Lab “Report of District-Wide Meetmgs on School Leaders}np Teams, Dlstmct #2,” August 1998, Pp.

22-3.
28 Ibid., p.23:
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General education tax levy allocations were based on reglster projections and

included these components:

e An allocation based on Tax levy, Superstart and Universal Pre K pos1t10ns with
formulas based on contractual maximum class sizes;

‘o A Flexible School Based Funds allocatlon covering both mandated pos1t10ns
and services, such as the salaries for the heads of schools and special education
" lunch coverage, and other funds allocateéd by formula -- for administrative
support and supervision, non-mandated counseling services, school based
OTPS, and other purposes -- to be used at the discretion of individual schools;

e A tax levy per diem allocation, plus accruals from the previous year in th1s
category; and

e Allocations for administrative duties; Project Arts; City Council-provided

textbooks; state-provided textbooks, software, hardware and library books;
telephones; and extended day programs.

Special Education tax levy allocations were based on the number and type of classes
(which is how Central allocates money to the districts).

Funding formulas for District 2’s reimbursable program allocations were based on
student eligibility mandates and registers. These program‘s- were Title 1; PCEN;
LEP; Project Read/Reading Recovery/Early Childhood Intervention; Professional
development (funded through PCEN, T1t1e I1, Title VI SIG, etc ) and

. Superstart/Universal Pre-K.

There were also discfete allocations for Principal’s Choice and summer pregrams.
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District 22, Brooklyn 2

Community School District. 22‘occupie‘s a large part of southeast Brooklyn. In 1996-
97 the district served 27,767 students in its 28 elementary and middle schools.
Approximately 59% of District 22’s students qualified for free or reduced lunch,
compared to 72% citywide. Approximately 10% were limited English proﬁment
compared to roughly 17% percent citywide. The ethnic compoS1t10n of its elementary
school population was almost. half African-American (48.0% vs. 34. 9% citywide), one-
third white (31 3% vs 16% citywide), 12.2% Hispanic (vs. 38.7% c1tyw1de) and 8.6%
Asian and other (Vs 10.2% C1tyW1de) ' '

Attendance in the district’s elementary schools averages 91. 8% (90.2% c1tyw1de) and
90.5% (88.4% citywide) in its middle schools. The district’s students performed well
above average on standardlzed tests

Table 5.12 ‘ R
' 1997 Reading' ' 1997 Math*
District 22 City average District 22 City average
Elementary schools 60.7% 49.6% - 76.6% 61.5%
Middle schools 57.1% 44.0% 68.6% 52.6%

*percent at or above the 50" percentile on the CTB-R reading test and the CAT-5 math test’
‘Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report New York City Board of Education -

Ten of D1str1ct 22’s 28 elementary and middle schools pa.rtlcipated'in Phase I of the.
PDB initiative. All of its schools (30 schools in 1998-99) are partlmpatlng in Phase II

'Collaboratlve PIannmg and Shared Decnsnon Making

As its proposal states, District 22 leadersth believes that performance dnven

- budgeting is “a logical outgrowth of our ongoing commitment to collaborative

planning and shared decisio'n‘m_akin'g at the district and school levels.” That

; commitment began when the development of school-based planning emerged as one

29 This description is based on District 22’s November 1996 PDB proposal; May 1997 PDB
Strategic Plan; 2/4/98 Observation of District 22 Planning Committee Meeting; 2/10/98
Interview with Superintendent John Comer, Deputy Superintendent Robert Radday,
Director of Operations Jerry Schondorf and Community School Board member Anne
MacKinnon; 3/4/98 Interview with Mr. Radday and Mr. Schondorf; attendance at District
22’s course on district and school finance; observation of 5/20/98 District 22 PDB Second
Annual Allocation Issuance Conference; data from the 1996-97 Annual School Report;
“Report of District #22 Meeting on School Leadership Teams” (LAB: Northeast & Islands
Regional Educational Laboratory, June 1998); “PDB — Initial Fiscal Year 1998 Allocations”;
“PDB - Initial Fiscal Year 1999 Allocations”; several historical documents and informal
1nterv1ews with key district personnel. ‘
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of the district’s goals for the 1987-88 school year. A principals’ retreat that year
focused on school deciéion-making with input from school staff. Many District 22
schools developed curriculum committees and, later, school-based management
committees. At about the same time, schools were given the right to do their own
hiring. 4

The Superintendent and his staff have been moving toward collaborative plannihg
and school-based demsmn-ma.kmg, in conJunctlon with citywide directions. “The laws

~and regulatlons are taking us where we want to go anyway,” said Deputy

Superintendent Radday.

In 1992, after Section 100.11 of the Commissioner’s Regulations established
guidelines for all schools in the state to set up cdllaborative decision-making
committees that included teachers and parents, District 22 established a District
Planning Committee. The Committee wrote a District Plan, adopted by the school -
board in early 1994, that guided 1mp1ementat10n of CR 100.11 in all Dlstnct schools

Because the members of the District Plam_ung Comrmttee believed “that schools are
most successful in meeting the needs of their students when decisions are made
collaboratively at the school level,” all schools welh'e.required to have committees
operé.tin_g by November 1994. School committees were set up, and continue to be
guided by the District Planning Committee, whose membership now includes the
supermtendent and deputy superintendent, a community school board member, two.
representatlves each from the CSA, UFT and PreS1dents Councﬂ the prmmpals of
four schools participating in PDB, and a representative of DC37.

Development of District 22’s approach has been intensified by school-level
initiatives. In 1990-91, the UFT representative and PA president at P.S. 139 — an

overcrowded, high-poverty elementary school with 1800 stﬁdents) --- argued for the

creation of a school planning team in accordance with the Title I Schoolwide
Program provision for high-poverty schools. The P.S. 139 principal agreed,
reluctantly. The P.S. 139 team received training in collaborative planning, visited

_models of literacy programs and reflected on the limitations in their own school,
'recallgd parent Anne MacKinnon. The team devised a plan to end pull-outs, moving

these services to before and after school. Other changes followed: heterogeneously
grouped classes, minischools and summer school, for exémple. As the school team
demonstrated dramatic, measurable gains in student outcomes, the principal and
UFT representative became advocates for collaborative planning within the district.
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At the same time, the district began delegating financial demsmn-makmg to the
schools. In 1992-93, the district gave all district schools their own allocations,
determined by register and per capita formula, which schools could negotiate Wlth
the superintendent. A S1g‘noff from the PA president, UFT representative and
planning committee chair was required in this process. In 1994, the advent of the
ability to merge tax levy and Title I funds in the Schoolwide Program allowed five of
the district’s schools to move away from the pull-out remedial model. “We decided to
teach people how to budget and get better bang for their bucks,” Supermtendent
Comer told us. : :

In the 1995-96, 1996-97 and 1997-98 years, the district offered an in-depth course on
District and School Finance, provided at three different times to ensure accessibility. - '
The topics included: tax levy, special education and reimbursable funding; Central

. ‘allocation formulas; district budgets and modifications; EIS and STARS permissible

uses of reimbursable funds; the elements of comprehenswe educational planning;
budgetmg different staff categories; OTPS issues; and budgeting to accomplish
educational goals and objectives. More than 300 administrators, teachers parents,
secretaries, district staff and others attended these courses, providing a solid basis of
understanding for school team members about the mstructlonal and financial
planning process. '

One result was that “each of the five Schoolwide Program committees came up Aw-ith
a unique and creative approach to comprehensive school reform and worked hard at

accounting for every dollar,” said Superintendent Comer.

The district announced in the fall of 1996 that all schools would participate in PDB,
beginning with planning for the 1998-99 school year. In early 1996 (and again in
1997), the district gave all schools a midyear allocation for school planning teams to
decide how to spend, “with a focus on accomplishing the educational goals of the
school.” After a kickoff breakfast for the ﬁrst ten Phase I PDB schools in the fall of
1996; “people in the other 18 schools saw‘thét the Phase I school 'people were happy.
They had been hearing good things all along in their monthly meetings,” said
Supenntendent Comer. In the spring of 1998, the district established-a buddy
system of voluntary partnersh1ps between Phase I and Phase II schools and hired a
district facilitator to aSS1st the work of school planmng teams.

The1998-99 PDB allocatlons were distributed to all the d1stnct’s school teams in
workshops held in May, 1998, along with a district office phone directory, organized
by type of questlon The superintendent asked school teams to focus their attention -
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on four key areas: improving district average attendance from 91% to 95%;
maintaining the high level of knowledge about the curriculum; maintaining the
district focus on improving teaching methodology; and using the flexibility available
through PDB to address instructional fragmentation. (The superintendent asked
elementary schools to put the focus on the core curriculum from 9 to 11:30 am, and
schedule ether activities for later in the day.)

At the May workshop, Deputy Superintendent Radday outlined four reasons for
District 22’s success with PDB: the time people give up to make PDB work; staff
development and planning on how to work together to learn how to best budget and
spend money; support structures in the district; and parent leadership. Pres1dents
Council president Dorothy Giglio said that “parents know staffing, finance,
computers. We've cried for empowerment. This is our opportumty But this is a little

.. scary. We have to shoulder the respons1b1ht1es When it doesn’t work, we have to be

part of that, too. We have to take the lead and make it work. The hardest part is
getting the school committees to work together.” ' :

Fmally, at the May workshop several school leaders from PDB pilot schools shared
their experiences about how the ﬂex1b1hty of the Title I Schoolwide Program and
PDB improved instructional programs and outcomes, especially when combined with

- the flexibility that schools participating in the LRE pilot® had to design programs
for students receiving, or likely to require, special education services. Mr. Radday

said that PDB schools “are run by collaborative school-based teams and are a
quantum leap ahead of other schools. Although the results are hugely rewarding, -
said' Principal Joan Lunney, “collaboration is exhausting!” -

Declslon-makmg process

The key elements of the district’s program are: a district office open door pohcy,
pohcy-settmg district planning committee; collaborative school planning teams;
monthly Presidents Council meetings with the superintendent; monthly curriculum-
focused principals conferences; and monthly meetings with the UFT representatives. -
Superintendent Comer described District 22 as a community “where honest '

-disagreement is OK. The district culture is that conﬂict in good faith within which a

consensus is ultimately achieved is OK.”

30 The Least Restrictive Environment 1mt1at1ve provides budget ﬂexibihty to promote the education of
children with handicaps with their general education peers
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A highly informed, educated parent body is essential to the District 22 approach.
Parents are encouraged to become prepared to participate at the school level by

' takmg the district’s finance courses and attending the d1$tr1ct S workshops and -

training sessions. The superintendent constantly communicates that he wants the
parents to hold the principals to high standards. “Parénts have gained a rough idea’
of what constitutes good pract1ce in literacy, bilingual education, etc.”

- Superintendent Comer said that parents are the strongest advocates for models that

serve all students.” Once on school councils, parents and other team members

receive training and support, espec1ally in how to work as an eﬁ‘ectlve team.

The CSA and UFT representatwes and Presidents Council leaders have been
enthusiastic partners with the district leadership in promoting greater collaborative
planning and shared decision-making. In the past, when Central support for
facilitating collaborative planning dried up, the district devoted extensive time and
resources to “getting the people part right,” Ms. MacKmnon said.

Part1c1pat1on of a school’s planning team in planmng and budgetmg is what

~ distinguishes PDB from school-based budgeting. Superintendent Comer said that"

PDB is “more likely. to be the work of a team than just the principal. It reflects more
sophisticated training. Thanks to our finance course, the quality of part1c1pat1on has

changed.”

The collaboraﬁve emphasis of District 22’s planm'rlg teams was verified by the results |

of our survey returned by twenty-seven parents, teachers and principals serving on

the planning teams of six of the District 22 schools participating in Phase I of PDB.
The survey questlon asked respondents to identify what type of formal planning
process, if any, their school had. (Respondents were asked to mdacate as many as were
applicable to their school’s team.)

Table 5.13
- : State- _ PD_B Grade level | Subiect.area
. School-wide | mandated planning planning planning
SBM/SDM | program* " (100.11) team team |  team
89% | #M1% P 11% 44% 19% T 15%

* Half of the District 22 schools in the sample were not Title | schools and therefore were not eligible for
Schoolwide Program status.

. E1ghty-mne percent of the D1str1ct 22 team members who responded said that their

school’s planning team was an SBM/SDM committee.
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Resource allocation decisions

The District Planning Committee makes allocation policy decisions. For both the
1997-98 and 1998-99 years, this committee decided to make the same allocation
choices that had been made in the previous year even if one school had extra
positions or programs compared to another. Exceptlons to the formulas were made

- for special circumstances such as annexes, busing, etc. The Committee also made

policy decisions about what programs should be funded dxstnct-Wlde._In some cases,
parents wanted to ensure that certain programs, such as Reading Recovery, would
be funded for all the schools. “It is important,” said Director of Operations Jerry

Schondorf, “that budgets be fair and perceived to be fair. This is accomphshed in an

open process.”

The next step is for the schools to reach consensus with the dxstnct on thelr
proposed school orgamzatlons and projected registers.

The pteliminary allocations for 1998-99 included all but about $10 million of the
$104 million the district expected to receive. The tax levy allocation excluded
NYSTL3, Principal’s Choice and certain categorical tax levy allocations not yet
determined by Central. With the exception of mandated district programs
determmed by the District Planning Committee and certain categorical tax levy -
programs, all tax levy funds were modifiable by the schools, according to Deputy
Superintendent Radday, as long as those changes did not violate labor contracts,
and existing leglslatlve Jud1c1a.l and administrative gmdehnes and regulatlons

School allocations were distributed in three lump sums: general education tax levy,
special education tax levy and reimbursable. The tax levy and special education -
budgets were given out as bottom line figures, w1th existing position costs calculated
using the district average salary. For reimbursable allocations, however, the district
did not use existing pos1t10ns but gave a lump sum dollar figure that included all
reimbursable momes due the school, with the exception of ESL pullout teachers.
Budget codes were needed only for OTPS items. All underlying assump_tlons were
spelled out in a one-page sheet accompanying the school allocations. |

Director of Operations Jerry Schondorf told school teams that their existing tax levy
and special education budgets could be left intact, but that the reimbursable budget

31 The New York State Textbook Law (NYSTL) prov1des discrete per pupil allocations for textbooks,
library books, software and hardware
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“had to be built from scratch, using average district salaries for each position. He

urged school teams to be creative.

When the schools returned their budgets on disk in late June, the district backed out
the school ellocations to various funding sources, recalculated the reimbursable cost
factors schools used to do their budgets, and adjusted school Budgets accordingly.
School openings in September reportedly went very smoothly.

OTHER PDB PILOT DISTRICTS

Because we concentrate the bulk of this chapter on the characteristics of the two

‘well-defined models of district pianning_, decision-making and resource allocation, we

focus less extensively on comparable processes in the other pilot districts. What
follows are capsule descriptions of the major directions and emphases developed in
Districts 9, 13, 19 and 20. We will say more about the work of the school planmng

teams in these districts in subsequent reports

District 932

Community School District 9, in the central Bronx, is in the poorest Congressional

di.strict in the United States. In 1996-97 the district served 3,0'_,263 students. _
Approximately 91% of the district’s students qualified for free or reduced lunch, -
compared,to 72% citywide. Approximately 27 % were limited English proficient,
compared to 17% ci_tywide. The ethnic composition of its elementary school
population was approximately one-third African-American (86% vs. 35% citywide)
two-thirds Hispanic (62% vs. 39% C1tyw1de) and 2% white, A51an and other (2% vs.
26% C1tyW1de) '

Table 5.14
-District 9 City average |  District® City average
Eiementary schools 34.6% - - 49.6% .44.6% , 61.5%
Middle schools 26.9% C o 44% 34.3% . -~ 52.6%

* percent at or above the 50th percentile on the CTB-R reading test and the CAT-5 math test
Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report New York Clty Board of Educatlon

32 This description of District 9 is based on District 9’s November 1996 PDB proposal; District
9’s May 1997 Strategic Plan; 5/29/98 interview .with Director of Operations Vincent Clark;
1996-97 Annual School Report data; District 9’s “Budgeting Made Easy”; and the 1998-99
Comprehensive Performance Driven Budget Plannmg Pla.n Book for District 9.

90

Chapter 5: Implementation in the Pilot Community School Districts . Page 74



R I

First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative NoVer‘nber, 1998

Several basic elements for successful PDB 1mplementat10n are already in place orin
development, in District 9:

- District 9 schools have had extensive experience with the Schoolwide Program,
dating back to 1990-91. All 33 district schools are Title I-ehglble and 31 are
Schoolwide Program schools.

e The district is develop1ng the Schoolmde Program teams into school leadershlp
teams by extending their responsibility to all funded and tax levy allocatlons

¢ Schools have always done the1r own hiring in District 9.

e Schools receive position allocations for general and spec1al education and a
- lump sum allocat1on for Title /PCEN.

e District 9’s compnterized budgeting program for school-based Titlel/PCEN
allocations was introduced in 1992. School staff are responsible for budgeting,
including modifications.

e While the mechanics of school-based budgeting have been in place for many
.years, the change to PDB for District 9involves tying an administrative
budgeting process to student performance. In the past, pr1nc1pals had
responsibility for projecting registers now they are expected to budget for
improved performance. :

e For PDB, the teams consist of the principal, Schoolwide Program planning
committee chairperson, UFT chapter chair, PA president, and the PAC chair.

o InMarch 1998, the district made public every schools’ Title I and PCEN
allocations and asked all schools to develop CEPs for 1998-99.

e For the 1998-99 year, because the district received its a]locatlon from Central
on June 1%, District 9 asked its schools to determine school programs and
staﬂing before the summer to manage “a cleaner school opening and better
hiring.”

e The district ran CEP trammg conferences in May, 1997 to help PDB school

' teams prepare effectlve CEPs and link them with their budgets.

¢ Schools receive discrete professional development a]locatlons, along with access
to district-wide professional development initiatives.

¢ District 9 developed and used a guide, “Budgeting Made Easy,” to train
principals and UFT chapter leaders, and expects to train parents as well.
“District 9 has support and training throughout the d1str1ct said Director of .
Operations Vincent Clark.
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District 13% . . .

Commum'ty School District 13, in west-central Brooklyn, served 15,696 students in
1996- 97 Approx1mate1y 89% of District 13’s students quahﬁed for free or reduced
lunch, compared to 72% citywide. Approx1mate1y 5% were limited English proﬁclent
compared to 17% citywide. The ethmc composition of its elementary school '
population was approximately 80% African-American (compared to 35% citywide),
17% Hispanic (39% citywide) and 3% wh1te As1an and other (26% c1tyW1de)

- Table 5.15 - o , :
1997 Reading * | 1997 Math *
o District 13 City average District 13 City average.-
Elementary schools 419% 49.6% 55.5% 61.5%-
Middle schools 41.1% - 44% ' 45.7% '52.6%

* percent at or above the 50th percentile on the CTB-R reading test and the CAT-5 math test
Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report New York City Board of Education

D1stnct 13 Supenntendent Dr. Lester Young sees PDB as, ultlmately, a school level
mechanism for ach1ev1ng communication, input, collaboration and consensus about
how to support effective mstructlona] decisions through the school’s budget.” A set of
policies and structures are now in place in the district to support PDB

implementation:

-e District.13 is one of three school districts iri'the nation to be' funded by The
‘Rockefeller Foundation to implement the Comer School Development Program.
Every school in District 13 is a Comer School and has a trained School
Planning and Management Team as its primary decision-hiaking’ mechanism.
The teams consist of teachers, adm:mstrators and parents and uses prmclples
of “no-fault, collaboration and consensus.” '

e The school teams developed by the Comer process are expected to do PDB
planning and 1mp1ementat10n as an expansion of the Schoolw1de Program
discretionary budgeting they were already doing..

e Every school in the district prepares an annual Comprehensive: Educatlonal
Plan which, after extensive review by the district, becomes the “foundation, _
upon which all decisions are based. All resources are, ‘therefore, allocated to
support ob_]ectlves identified i in the plans -

33 This description is based on District 13’s November 1996 PDB proposal; May 1997 District
13 PDB Strategies document; data from the 1996-97 Annual School Report; and 6/11/98
interview with Superintendent Dr. Lester Young and Dlrector of Operations EfraJm
Villafane. .
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o District 13 created three groups of schools whose membership is determined by
student achievement levels. Schools have varying degrees of autonomy
depending on which group their student achievement levels place them.

Schools are encouraged to become Schoolvwde Program schools and to become

proficient at using Title I and PCEN funds with greater flexibility. As outcomes
improve, schools are rewarded with more autonomy, mcludmg PDB status.
Twenty two of the district’s 23 schools are Schoolwide-eligible; 13 are
Schoolwide Prog‘ram schools, with four more in the planning process; eight of
the 13 are currently i in PDB, which essentially defines the top tier of schools.’

o The d1str1ct publishes school-by-school a]locatlon charts so that, as Efraim
Villafane, Director of Operations, expressed it, “Everybody knows what
everybody gets and can see the basis for it.”

In April, 1997, the district ran aplanm'ng retreat for design teams from four

pilot PDB schools and administrators from the district office. One principal
also attended a conference about the Edmonton model, which she shared with

her District 183 pilot school peers

teams.

The district runs pel'lOdlC workshops on budgetmg for prmclpals and school

District 13's emphasis on encouraging schools to become Schoolwide Program

schools was verified by the results of our survey, returned by thirty-one parents
teachers and principals serving on the planmng teams of seven of the District 13

-schools partlclpa_tl_ng in Phase I of PDB. The survey question asked respondents to

identify what type of formal planning process, if any, their school had. (Respondents

‘were asked to indicate as many as were applicable to their school’s team.)

Table 5.16
, “State- ‘PDB Grade level Subject_ area
School-wide | mandated planning planning. planning
SBM/SDM | program* (100.11) team team " team
52% . 45% 52% 64% . 48%

Ninety-seven percent of the District 13 team members who responded said that the1r
school's planning team was a Schoolvwde Program comnuttee '

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE |
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District 19

Community School District 19, in eastern Brooklyn, served 24, 175 students in 1996-
97. Approximately 90% of the district’s students qualified for free or reduced lunch,
compared to 72% citywide. Approximately 15% were limited English proﬁcient-,
compared to 17% c1tyW1de The ethnic compos1t10n of its elementary school
populatlon was approximately 54% African-American (compared to 35% c1tyW1de)
40% Hispanic (39% c1tyw1de) and 6% Wh1te Asian and other (26% c1tyW1de)

Table 5 17
' District 19 | City average District 19 'City average
Elementary schools 33% - 49.6% © . 44.3% - 61.5%
Middle schools - 31.6% . 4% | 39.1% 52.6%

* percent at or above the 50th percentile on the CTB R readlng test and the CAT-5 math test
Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report, New York C|ty Board of Education .

Superintendent Robert Riccobono hopes PDB will prov1de budgetmg ﬂex1b111ty to
help the district’s schools sustain a consistent focus on student learnmg by makmg
choices built on instructional goals ' ' '

o Twenty four of the district’s 30 schools are Schoolwide Program schools, vv1th
school committees respons1ble for planning. «

e Schools have been preparing CEPs for two years and receiving support and -
training in needs assessment and instructional planning from the d1stnct

e Inthe past accordmg to Director of Operations Magda Dekki, school
committees were not sufficiently focused on instructional planning, but that is
changing with the help of district staff. A district staff position is now largely
devoted to instructional support for school committees. The four PDB schools
have functioning school-based decision-making committeesin place.

o The district has well-established Title I school and district parent advisory
committees that receive regular budget information and training from the
director of funded programs. '

e About six years ago, District 19 moved toward school-based budgeting by
mstltutmg a per capita allocatlon system and pubhcly-reported school budget
reports. :

34 This description is based on the District 19 November 1996 PDB proposal; data from the 1996—97
annual School Report; 5/1/98 interview with Superintendent Robert Riccobono and Director of
Operations Magda Dekki; 6/5/98 1nterv1ew w1th Ms Dekk1 and numerous historic and budget

documents. N ot
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¢ The tax levy allocation, based on a per capita allotment, is entirely flexible
except for the principal position, a half para-professional position for each
kindergarten, and the requisite number of classroom teachers calculated in
accordance with contractual maximums. The tax levy allocation includes both
personnel and OTPS. The reimbursable allocation is also entirely flexible.

The district provides extensive support to the four PDB schools; teams from the

district office -- including the superintendent and deputy superintendent — are
frequently present in the schools. Technical assistance is available at all times.

e The district has implemented Success for All in 17 of its schools.

To supplement the citywide standardized tests and to assist schools in

understanding and meeting individual student needs, the district introduced
an assessment program to analyze and report the strengths and weaknesses of
individual students’ reading subskills, The addition of a new deputy
superintendent has increased the district’s capacity to support instructional
improvement. :

Student achievement outcomes are shared with school teams and with the -

public as well as with the 'school and district parent advisory committees.

D1str1ct 19's emphasis on encouraging schools to become Schoolwide Program
schools was verified by the results of our survey, returned by twelve parents
teachers and principals serving on the planning teams of four of the D1str1ct 19
schools participating in Phase I of PDB. The survey question asked respondents to
identify what type of formal planning process, if any, their school had. (Respondents

were asked to indicate as many as were applicable to their school’s team.)

Table 5.18
State- PDB Grade level Snbiect area
, School-wide | mandated planning plarining planning
- SBM/SDM program* (100.11) - team team team
.25% 4_‘3 3% 42% 42% - 58% 42%

Eighty-three of the District 19 team members who responded said that their school's
planning team was a Schoolwide Program committee.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District 2035

- Community School District 20, in southwest Brooklyn, served 26, 847 students in

1996-97. Approximately 69% of the district’s students quahﬁed for frée or reduced
lunch, compared to 72% citywide. Approxnnately 25% were limited English .
proficient, compared to 17% citywide. The ethnic composition of its elementary
school population was approx1mately 5% African-American (compared to 35% -
citywide), 256% Hispanic (39% c1tyw1de) 24% Asian and other (10% c1tyw1de) and
47% white (16% c1tyw1de) ’ :

‘Table 5.19
District 20 City average District 20 City average
Elementary schools 1 64.2% - 49.6% 79.5% 61.5% .
Middle schools 48.1% 44% 59.7% - 52.6%

* percent at or above the 50th percentile on the CTB-R reading test and the CAT-5 math test
Source: 1996-97 Annual School Report, New York CEty Board of Education .

District 20 joined the PDB initiative to ﬁnd a better way to set educatlonal plans

and priorities at each school by knowing what resources are at hand, by creatlve use
of flexible resources and by engaging all stakeholders in the process.” The D1str1ct

- 20 proposal defines performance driven budgeting as “a veh1cle for stakeholders to

make real and effective decisions.”

District 20 is building its PDB efforts on cons1derable prev10us work. Some d1str1ct ,
schools have created new educational programs and managed grant budgets The
SBM committee in a district elementary school, for example, was given the per diem
substitute money the school saved during the year to create a numgrant program for
classroom use. Schools in District 20 have effectively marshalled parent volunteers

in successful school-home partnershlps to raise student achievement levels.

According to Director of Operations Mark Gullo D1str1ct 20 joined PDB durmg
Phase I so that it would have a full three years to move toward a more collaborative
de’cision-rnalcing approach throughout the district. He anticipates that the 1999-
2000 budget planning cycle in District 20 will find more schools ready to work on -

A their reimbursable and tax levy budgets and involved in budgeting for instructional

1mprovement

- 35 This description is based on the District 20 November 1996 PDB proposal May 1997 PDB

Strategic Plan; 1996-97 Annual School Report data; and 5/26/98 interview with Director of
Operat1ons Mark Gullo.
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As part.of PDB nnplementatlon, Dlstnct 20

"~ e Formeda d1stnct level committee conS1stmg ofa commumty school board
‘ member, principals, PA presidents and UFT chapter chairs’ from Phase I .
schools the district UFT representative, and district office staff. The d.lstnct
committee met in 1996-97 and 1997-98 to do plannmg and to determme the
prog'rams allocations and tra.mmg needed for PDB 1mplementat10n :

e Hired an addltlona.l district oﬂice staff person to. free -up the director of
operatlons to play a proactlve role in supporting the d1stnct committee and the
school-level comrmttees in learmng how to do collaboratlve plannmg

o Oﬁ'ered a six-session budget workshop.

. .Partmlpated in the 1998 99 budget request process that helped energlze the
schools because they received much of What they asked for, said Director of
Operatlons Mark Gullo. :

. Gave both tax levy and reimbursable allocatlons for 1997- 98 to the three p110t
schools participating in Phase I.. T :

e Gave lump sum tax levy a]locatlons to. about two-thlrds of the non-pllot schools.
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CHAPTER 6:
IMPLEMENTATION IN THE PILOT HIGH SCHOOLS SUPERINT ENDENCIES35

This chapter focuses on the three high school superintendencies participating in the
Phase I implementation of PDB. It explores the extent and scope of mvolvement of
these high schools in school-based planning and budgeting.

A. IMPLEMENTATION IN THE HIGH SCHOOL S

Central’s implementation strategy for PDB high schools was the same as for PDB
district schools. Pilot districts — the Queens and Brooklyn high school _
supei'intendericies, as well as the International High School network in the
Alternative superintendency — were selected that had substantial school-based _
budgeting and/or school-based planning in place. Five schools each in the Queens
and Brooklyn superintendencies and the three schools in i;he International High
School network — thirteen schools in all -- were then selected to participate in Phase
I of PDB implementation.36 ' |

High schdols in the New York City s‘éhqol system have always been largely centrally
administered.?” The six high school superintendents — Manhattan, Queens, the
Bronx, Brooklyn, BASIS (western Brooklyn and Staten Island), and the Alternative
schools —repoi‘téd directly to Central’s Division of High Schools. Individual schools

3 This description is based on “Brooklyn’s Bridge to a Performance-Driven Teaching-
Learning Community (November 1996); Brooklyn’s Strategic Plan (Spring 1997); 5/11/98
Interview with Brooklyn High Schools Superintendent Joyce Coppin and her senior staff:
6/22/98 interview with Don Roth, Brooklyn Administrator for High Schools; materials: -
documenting school and district PDB activities; Queens High Schools PDB Application
(November 1996) and Borough Plan (Spring 1997); 2/25/98 Interview with Queens High
Schools Superintendent John Lee and his senior staff; 3/17/98 Interviews with Queens High
Schools Deputy Superintendent Rowena Karsh and Senior Executive Assistant Ann Markon;
3/17/98 Interview with all Queens High School Pilot school principals; 3/17/98 Observation of
the Queens High School monthly principals’ meeting; materials documenting school and
district PDB activities; PDB application (November 1996) and strategic plan (6/6/97) for. the

~ International Schools Partnership; 5/1/98 and 5/5/98 Interviews with Eric Nadelstern for the
- International High School network; observations of the monthly school planning team

meetings of three high schools from February through June 1998; high school allocation
guides for 1996-97, 1997-98, and 1998-99; and numerous materials from Central.

3 To observe. the effects of PDB implementation first hand, we focused our attentlon on one
school in each superintendency. :

3 When a 1996 state law established quasi-decentralized community school districts, run by
community school boards, Central retained control over the high schools.
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- received budgets directly from Central by formula, and high school superintendents

‘had a small role in the allocation of funds to their schools. In contrast to the |
elementary and middle schools run by the commumty school boards, individual thh
schools have routmely interacted w1th Central regarding a wide range of issues,
especially funding.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The high schools’ PDB applications indicated that most, if not a]l pilot PDB schools
in the Brooklyn a.nd Queens supenntendenc1es have adopted some form of shared
decision-making, typically in an advisory capacity. Schools in the International High
School network, which were established as small collaborative schools, are governed
by a Coordlnatmg Council that serves as the school’s board of directors. The
Coordinating Council, whose membership includes administrators, teachers,
parents, students and non-teaching staff, is charged with evaluatmg school leaders,
approvmg the annual budget and establishing policy i in matters 1nc1ud1ng, but not -

- limited to, staffing, professional development, curriculum, instruction, scheduling,
_asses_sment, purchasing, student recruitment and selection, and school, cluster and

class size.”38

RESOURCE ALLOCATION DEeCISiONS®®

" High schools receive their budget allocations in units, -not dollars. According to
Central’s high school allocation gmde a umt ‘is equivalent to the estimated average
tax levy annual salary of a teacher.™ ' o

For general education tax levy funding, a school’s allocation is based on the type of
school (e.g., academic or vocational), its estimated enrollment, and'a currlculum
factor that enables the school to schedule seven periods of instruction for each -
student. There is also a component for the additional class time and class size needs
required of certain programs, plﬁs a discretionary component allocated by the

superintendent. .

38 6/6/97 International High Schools PDB Strategic Plan

~ 39 The description in this section is based on the high school ‘allocation guide for 1996-97:
“Information, Guidelines and Instructions, Fall 1996 Allocation of Resources for the ngh |
Schools”. '

40 “Information, Guidelines and Instructions, Fall 1996 Allocation of Resources for the High-
Schools,” p.1 :
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The special education allocation is somewhat more cornplicated but is also based on -
student enrollment a curriculum factor, and the class size and personnel requlred to
meet the mandates of students spe01a1 educatlon class1ﬁcat10ns ‘

The reimbursable allocation has two maJor components, Title I and PCEN.

'According to the high school allocation guide, for the 1996-97 year -- the plan.ning
year for Phase I schools -- Title I dollars available for the basic grant are converted -

to units, with each unit equ1va1ent to the average Title I teacher’s salary. Once the
unit value is determined, and the number of eligible students have been determJned,
a per capita is calculated. In a method similar to‘cornmuruty school districts, a list
of eligible high schools and the number of per capita units that would be g'enerated

_ is compiled by Central and given to the borough superintendent for allocation

consideration. Borough superintendents can adjust these distributions.4!

 PCEN allocations, similarly based on units pegged to the average PCEN teachér’s

salary, are also dlstnbuted accordmg to formula and are ad_]ustable by the borough

superintendents.

Most of the OTPS allocations are d1stnbuted separately from allocatlons for
. personnel, are formula-driven and are d1stnbuted as discrete allocatlons by source of

- funds -- general educatlon special education and reimbursable.

Central distributes other relatlvely small categorical tax levy and reunbursable '
~ allocations, usually d1rect1y to the schools throughout the school year

In the spnng, schools develop the reglster estimates that drlve their allocations.

- They also develop a master schedule based on tallies of the courses preprogrammed

for students in the coming term. JThe master schedule is developed in June, thén
modified when the allocatlon comes m usually in late August. The school then
develops a table of orgamzatlon asmgmng units to pOS1t10ns on: the table, and
assigning specific personnel to those posmons Schools use a program that hnks a

' school’s master schedule to teachers and funding sources.

|DEN11FICA110N OF Issuss

The Brooklyn and Queens supenntendenmes collaborated with each other and with .
Central in the winter and spring of 1997 to plan for PDB 1mplementat10n and to

41 Op. Cit., p.15
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" help 1dent1fy n'nped:lments to successful PDB implementation. They 1dent1ﬁed six

ma_]or areas of concern:

1. Late Allocations _- L
Schools experience very difficult fall openings in part because of late allocations.

These late allocations cause numerous problems including: loss of instructional time;
inefficient hiring; hiring of less qualified staff; inability to provide timely
professional development; lack of availability of appropriate textbooks, matenals

‘and supplies; and the staff time ass1gned to correct program changes.

2. Late Hiring | :
Last minute hiring causes several problems. First, there is a limited pool of

qualified staff available. Second, schools have to create their master schedules in the
early summer before they know their allocations. Third, new staff can not receive

adequate orientation and mentoring.

3. Infiexible Staffing
Lack of ﬂex1b1hty in staffing -- the policies, practices and procedures governing the
way schools are staffed and assigned -- was identified by v1rtua]ly everyone

- participating in Phase I implementation as one of the most important areas that had

to change. However, as one principal stated, “The HR issues are crucial, and they

weren’t addressed.”

Restrictions on teachers’ administrative and instructional assignment's'are felt to be -

. too onerous, have negative productivity and budget 1mphcat10ns ‘and limit the

opportunities for teachers to learn the administrative ropes; district and school staff
reported. '

4. Lack of an Annuallzed Budget
District and school staff felt that less instructional time would be lost if annuahzed
school budgets were available to support annualized instructional planning.

~ Annualizing high school budgets is complicated by greater fluctuations in high

school reg‘isters than that experienced by elementary and middle schools.

5. Inflexuble Funding - :
Policies, regulations and practices govermng merging of funding sources, modifying

school spending plans, and converting between funds allocated for personnel and
OTPS are seen as at best cumbersome and time consuming, and at worst stultlfymg
For example, the 1998-99 high school allocation guide reminds schools that

i01
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items such as conversions from personal service cannot be credited to a school’s
OTPS spending pIan until such time as the value of the conversion is actually
moved from the central personal service budget to the OTPS budget; such
movement may take months to accomplish since personal service conversions must
be approved by the City before they can be reflected in the Board of Education’s

. accounting system.42 o

High schools, which are less likely than elementary or middle schools to be Title I
schools, are therefore less likely to be eligible to become Schoolwide Program
schools. Thus they are not able to enjoy the financial and programmatlc flexibility
afforded Schoolwide Programs schools.

6. Inflexible Spending _

The Queens Superintendent’s May 1997 PDB strategic plan summed up this area of
concern: “What flexibility and strategies are there to insure that schools get the best v
value for their limited dollars? What procedures need to be changed while '
maintaining fiscal integrity and accountability? How can purchasmg decisions be
made in a timely and efficient manner"”

PDB IMPLEMENT A'ﬂON: DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

" During Phase I, the Brooklyn and Queens superintendencies provided considerable
support for PDB implementation to the Phase I principals, and some support to
school teams as well. According to one principal, “We received goidance in forming
school planning teams. There was also a training session for principals and school
team members on developing planning teams. Also, one of the principals’ meetmgs
was devoted to how to develop the CEP. There was training on the budget. Other

‘support was provided, as needed, by the supenntendent’s staff.”

Our observations in three h1gh schools tended to confirm that school teams:

e were formed or re-formed du.nng 1997-98 ‘and, if needed, brought mto
conformity with the state 100.11 regulation;

. prepared budget requests;

o budgeted a m1d-wmter surplus allocation;

42 “Allocations Manual Fiscal Year 1999, Information, Guidelines and Instructions,” p.XI-4

43 Only 3 of the 10 Phase I high schools in the Brooklyn and Queens superintendencies were
Title I schools.
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o helped detenmne school priorities and worked on the CEP and budget
processes for 1998-99. :

The collaborative process was reported to have worked well in the pilot high schools.
In a group interview in March 1998, the principals of all five pilot schools in Queens
reported that they were very pleased with the way their school-based teams were
working — with teachers, parents and often students learning how to understand the
CEP, the budget and the planning process, and arriving at a set of priorities that the

- principal would then reflect in the school’s budget. Our observations in one of these

Queens high schools confirmed this report.'We also observed team meetings at a
Brooklyn high school where the planning process resulted in a potentially significant

program change for ninth grade students.

The budget request process was also used as a tool to help-schools learn about how

* to set priorities and do comprehensive planning and budgeting. For example, in

January, 1998, the Brooklyn high schools held a district-wide planning meeting to

-' determine district priorities for their School budget requests. Then individual

Brooklyn high schools were instructed to use a comprehensive approach to come up
with their own school priorities and budget requests. The budget requests of all the
Brooklyn high schools were then aggregated for the entire Brooklyn :

superintendency.

While Queens and Brooklyn high schools were moving toward a more collaborative

decision-making approach during Phase I implementation, the smaller In_temational_
high schools, which were founded on a collaborative model, continue to evolve.
Instructional decisions, by design, formed the basis for budgeting decisions. Because A

the schools controlled the number of students they accepted, they could use their
funds more efficiently. They employed the school-based staffing optlon for hiring,
which allowed them to hire teachers who agreed with the school’s philosophy: The
schools’ team-based approach integrated all teaching and services for students, -
which was made possible by the fundmg flexibility avallable through Title I
Schoolwide Program status.

At one of the Internatlonal high schools we observed, the school’s Coordinating
Council had recently changed from a management to a-policy-making role. According
to the school’s principal,

Now the Coordinating Council meets monthly and it does policy direction, a more
effective role. The Steering Committee [composed of the principal, an assistant
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principal, an elected teacher leader and the UFT representetive] is responsib_le for
day to day management and is accountable to the Coordinating Council.

The Coordinating Council set the broad budgetary policy parameters that allowed
the [mstructlonal] teams to make their decisions about new staff vs. per session vs.
OTPS. The teams prioritized their supports; they all said that they wanted the
budget to go to more people, then per session, then supplies. Then the -
management team [Steering Committee] ahgned the resources the school got with
the teams’ needs assessments. :

Although the school completed a CEP for 1998- 99 “the CEP has nothing to do W1th
the real planning process that goes on all the time,” the principal said.

This International school was able to use PDB to further evolve its collaborative \
model. The principal saJd “Internally, PDB gave us the opportunity to think about
resources differently. We devolved budgetary decision-making to the core
instructional unit of the school [the six instructional teams]. Small groups of
teachers were given significant budget decision-making authority; this influences
how they work with a manageable number of students.”

PDB IMPLEMENTATION: RESOURCE ALLOCATION DECISIONS ,
There were two major changes for PDB pllot schools in 1997- 98 a partlal early tax

~ levy allocation, and an annuahzed budget.

For 1998-99, however, a policy decision seems to have been made that PDB at the
high school level would be assimilated into a systemwide approach to reforming all
high schools. Under the direction of Dr. Margaret Hai'rington, who was :
Superintendent of Queens High Schools until she became Chief Executive for the
Division of School Programs and Support Services in June, 1997, a range of

" initiatives were mtroduced that essentla]ly tr1ed to generallze PDB to all the high -

schools.

Dr. Harrmgton said, “If schools have enough resources, early enough for planning
and careful ass1gnment of staff, they'd have a better program and therefore better
outcomes for students. Schools and supermtendents need to be accountable for those
outcomes. To feel accountable, they need to get their budgets early, make key
decisions, select staff and plan their programs. Superintendents who make resource
decisions need to be able to look at the whole school before allocating additional
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resources. PDB will change the relationship between supenntendents and schools
and, therefore, what schools can do for students.”

To realize this vision, a series of changes were initiated in how resources are
allocated to all the h1gh schools

e The six high school supenntendencles were strengthened by giving them the
power to distribute many more tax levy and reimbursable funding sources than
in the past. These funds may have been used in the past for Central-determined
programs or been given directly to the schools. “We also removed all special
deals,” said Dr. Harrington. “Schools are no longer able to do end runs around
their superintenderits. Superintendents have all the resources and have the
responsibility to make their own allocations for the things that are 1mportant for

- their schools.”

Thus all reimbursable and categorical tax levy funds previously .distributed to
the schools by Central, are now allocated to the superintendents for distribution
to the schools. “Superintendents are éempowered because we give all the money to
- the superintendents that used to be decided centrally,” said Dr. Harrington. Now - »
“superintendents have to learn how to budget the whole piece, even when the

money comes in pieces.”

“This is a tremendous advantage said Brooklyn Supenntendent Joyce Coppin.
“The school plannmg team can now make their request to someone who is
knowledgeable about their school and knows the pieces of the ‘budget. There i isa -
lot of overlap in these budgets so we can do a lot more.” Some of the school’
reimbursable funding sources “are completely separate budgets that have to be
connected to the school’s overall planning so they can plan comprehenswely for
the next year.” ‘

. Super_intendencies were also strengthened by the planned appointments of
Directors-of Operations, newly-created positions analogous to the Director of =
Operations positions in the 'community school districts. B ' ’

e The May 1998 reimbursable allocation gave superintendents a comprhensive
district-wide reimbursable budget. Central produced a comprehensive school
allocation document for each superintendency, indicating the formula-driven
allocation in each category for each school. Superintendents, were better able to
reallocate funds between schools. For example, a supenntendent could overcome
school-level mablhty to merge funding categories by concentrating certain

allocations in specific schools and other allocations in other schools, thus
eliminating the need to merge funds from different categones at the same school.
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¢. On June 11, 1998, Central distributed these reimbursable allocations to the

i : schools. Although this schedule gave schools only one week or so to examine their .
: ' total budgets and tables of organization and to schedule their budgets before the |

June 22rd deadline, the scheduhng process was accomplished approximately two
months earher than in past years.

e Many more reimbu.rsable budgets, which had previously not been available until
the summer or fall, were made available for scheduling in the June allocation.

o The early budget allocations meant that schools were able to see almost their
entire budget on June 11, creating the conditions for a much more orderly

3 planning process. “The Board has done something it’s never done before, and

t that’s commendable,” said one principal. “I'm gratified that there is, indeed, in

: hand our own budget. Never before did we see a budget before the end of

August.”

¢ Money was s also provided for plannmg and programmng for the summer of 1998
to further support smooth September school openings.

e Class size used in the high school formulas was reduced from 31.6 to 31.0
students, and schools were given $12 million earmarked for two purposes:
- reducing class size to 25 for juniors taking the new English Regents examination;
and reducing class size for students in tenth grade who failed the Sequential I
Mathematics Regents examination. ‘

Again, our investigation found systemic efforts -- rather than efforts aimed
particularly at the PDB pilot schools -- intended to i 1mprove the capaclty of a]l high
schools to configure their own budgets.

: School-level accountablhty was addressed by one of the pilot h1gh school prmc1pals
who observed:

: . There is a greater effort by Central to target aspects of the school’s budget to meet
centrally defined objectives, not school objectives. This goes in the opposite
direction from PDB. For exémple,'Project Arts is a tax levy program, but the
money is earmarked. We have to rationalize how we spend it. Another example is
Central directing how schools should spend money to meet higher standards. They
gave more money, but it’s targeted to reduce class size in English and math
classes. We will be held accountable for compliance (process), not student learning
outcomes. There is no appreciation of the fact that accountability has to be on

outcomes, not on process.

Another principal said,

et
<
Y
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What was done was good I’'m not rejecting it. But it could have been done better,
by giving schools the latitude to meet their goals better or differently, using

_ different models rather than this one reduced class size model specifically. Under
PDB we were supposed to have relief from mandates and meet our goals however
we saw fit — develop innovative models. We should have been able to submit a plan
to meet the goals. It’s good that funds were prov1ded but in PDB we should have
been given leeway to decide how to meet the need. :

When asked what advice this principal might Want to offer h1s d1str1ct and Central

about how to improve the unplementatmn of PDB, he repeated the observations of .

other high school principals: “Trust us more : . . for the reasons you selected us to get
the job done!” '

B. PRELIMINARY SURVEY RESULTS

We asked school planning team members in the PDB pilot high schools about their
’ experiences with sch_ool planning and budgeting. Surveys were sent to at least three
team members from each of the thirteen high schools: the prihcipal, UFT
~ representative and PA/PTA president. In addition, we selected three additional
teachers and another parent for the survey from the list of members of the school
planning team. In all, 44 team member's'from the 13 high schools returned our
surveys. As was the case in the PDB and Non-PDB district sohools, we assumed that
members of a school’s planning team would be the most knowledgeable about
-instructional pianning and budgeting'actiVities in their.schools ‘

The following analys1s is based on preliminary aggregated results from the surveys
of these planning team members in the 13 PDB pilot high schools. We also compare
‘the responses from the high schools with results from PDB and non-PDB community
school district schools. We organize our ﬁndmgs according to the seven areasof

‘change necessary for successful PDB 1mp1ementat1on 4

1. Moving authorlty in budgetmg, spending, personnel matters and
instructional planning to the school level.

Survey responses suggest that authority to develop budgets at the school level may
have increased over the first year of PDB implementation, although school budgetmg
was not as universal as in PDB dzstrzct schools

44 The surveys were mailed to respondents in March 1998;therefore, responses from this group do not
reflect the June 1, 1998 allocation of school budgets.
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As shown in Chart 6a, three-fourths of high school respondents report that people in
their school played a role in developing their school’s budget, up from 55% the

- previous year. This contrasts with the almost unanimous Apercep.tion among
respondents in PDB district schools about involvement in budgeting.

Chart 6a: Did people in your school play any role in developing the budget?
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Note: There were 87 respondents — parents, teachers and principals from the 23 PDB district (elementary and
middie) schools, 16 respondents from the 4 Non-PDB dlstrict (elementary and middle) schools, and 44
respondents from the 13 PDB high schools. :

2. Restructurmg resource allocation pollcles and practlces to support
school level instructional planning and budgeting.

For successful PDB implementation to take place, school teams must have the ability
to allocate the various funding streams that comprise their budgets.

The evidence (Table 6.1) suggests that teams in PDB high schools may be somewhat
less engaged in budgeting than teams in PDB district schools.

‘Less than half the high school respondents said that “people in their school help[ed]
decide” about tax levy, PCEN and Title I funds, results that are consistently lower
than those from PDB district respondents. More respondents in the lngh schools

indicated that people in their school helped decide how to budget Bilingual/ESL than
did those in the non-PDB schools.
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Table 6.1: Did people in your school helg decide how to budget the

followmg types of funds?*

o B Non-PDB District
PDB High Schools* PDB District Schools* Schools*
. (N=44) . (N=87) (N=16)
Tax Levy . 46% L 64% . 31%
PCEN T 43% . 57% - 25%

1 Title | ‘ S M% ] 60% : ) © 0 38%
BilinguaI/ESL. 48% . 32% I - 13%
Spemal Ed. . 36% E 31% 13%

. Note: Only 3 of 4 high schools inour sample recelve Title i funds. *Percent answering ‘yes’

Most PDB district schools receive Title | funds.
ok
Our hypothesis is that, for successful PDB implementation to take place, school
teams must have the capacity to hire the staff they want to hire, and to assign their
staff according to school needs. To test this hypothes1s we asked members of school
planning teams about flexibility in sta.ﬂing '

As Table 6.2 suggests, there seems not to have been a signiﬁcdni change in ﬂexibility
in hiring and staffing at the school level over the initial year of PDB implementation.

There appears to be little difference in the respbnses of team members from PDB
high schools and PDB and non-PDB district schools. All report hmJted ﬂex1b1hty in
hmng and scheduling staff.

Table 6.2: How much ﬂexlblhtv did your school have in these areas related

to staffingZ

RDB High 4 PDB District Non-PDB District
.-Schools "~ - - Schools Schools
_ (N=44) - (N=87) : . (N=16)
Hiring staff T . -36% ... 41% ' 31%
Scheduling staff during the o 39% . - - 44% 56%
school day e '
Percent answerlng ‘a lot.’
% & &

: Fmally, we hypothesized that for successful PDB 1mplementat10n to take place,

school teams must be able to shape their own budgets across funding categories.

Like PDB district schools, PDB high schools may have some ability to budget funds

across categories but have much less ability to roll over money from one year to the

next.
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Table 6.3 shows that almost as many sui'vey respondents in PDB high schools (52%),
as in PDB district schools (63%) said that their school was at least somewhat likely
to be able to combine PCEN and tax levy funds to hire teachers. Only one-fourth of
the respondents in PDB high schools said their school was at least somewhat likely
to.be able to hire teachers with money earmarked for administrators’ salaries. As to
rolling over money from one year. to the next, very few respondents reported this as
likely to happen in their schools. '

Table 6.3: How likely is it that your school COULD do the followmg"_

o : Non-PDB
PDB High PDB District District
Schools Schools Schools
(N=44) _(N=87) (N=16)
Hire an extra classroom teacher with 52% 63% 25%
combined PCEN and tax levy monies B
Hire teachers with money earmarked 25% 31% © 0%
for administrators’ salaries _ :
Roll over money from one year’s 14% 34% 25%
budget into the next year's budget

*Percent answering ‘very likely’ or ‘somewhat Iikely.’

3. Provide the mformatuon, in understandable form to support school
planning and budgeting. _

We hypothesized that for successful PDB implementation to take‘-.place, school
planning teams must have access to student performance data that informs their
décision-making as they craft a school instructional improvement plan.

The responses from two survey‘questions do not provide evidc_ence that PDB teams
receive student performance data that is useful in forming their instructional

improvement plans.

Responses to the first question, shown in Chart 6b, show that roughly two thirds of
PDB high school respondents _repbrted that their school team received data on
student performance, compared to 80-88% of PDB and non-PDB district schools.
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Chart 6b: Did the plann1ngJeam receive any data on student performance.
such as standardlzed test results?
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Note: There were 87 respondents — parents, teachers and principals - from the 23 PDB district (elementary and .
middle) schools, 16 respondents from the 4 Non-PDB district (elementary and mlddle) schools, and 44
respondents from the 13 PDB high schools. .

To understand how useful the data was to planmng team members, we asked team
- members how useful the data were in 1dent1fymg needs of at-risk students.
Responses from PDB high schools and from PDB and non-PDB district schools are
shown in Table 6.4. Fewer than one-third of the respondents.-from PDB high schoels
said they found the data they received very usefullin identifying the needs of
students who do not meet reading or math standards or who have limited Enghsh
proficiency. Only a handful said they found the data very useful in identifying the
needs of other at-risk students. - ’
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Table 6.4: How useful were the data your team received in identim'ﬁg the

ngeds of these at-risk students?* -

PDB District . o
PDB High Schools Schools Non-PDB Schools

_ . (N=44) (N=87) ' (N=16)

‘Students not meeting 30% . 64% _ 56%
reading standards N ‘
Students not meeting 30% | - 63% - 50%
math standards - _ '

LEP students N 30% - 46% - 56%
Students requiring special | 14% 39% ' - 38%

services - _ S
Newly arrived students | 16% 32% : 38%

*Percent answering ‘very useful.

4. Provide the training and resources to support school teams in the work
of instructional planning and budgetlng

We hypothes1zed that successful PDB implementation : requn’es that school planning
teams receive extensive tralmng and resources to support their work. '

Planning team members in PDB high schools do not appear to have received ihuéh
training this past year for their work on planning teams. Fewer than one- fourth
reported that they received any traznzng at all ( Chart 6¢).
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Chart 6c: Did you receive any training at all for your work on the planning

team?"
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Note: There were 87 respondents — parents, teachers and prlnclpals - from the 23 PDB district (elementary and
middle) schools, 16 respondents from the 4 Non-PDB dlstrlct (elementary and- mlddle) schools, and 44
respondents from the 13 PDB high schools. .

5. Create less hierarchical decnsmn—makmg relatlonshlps and structures at

all levels.

Survey responses from PDB hzgh schools, shown in Table 6.5, appear to indicate that
principals and other supervisors are engaged in school budgeting. The involvement of
the other constituents, especially parents, is more limited. '

In PDB high schools, similar to PDB district schools, a high percentage of
respondents repor'ted that principals and other sﬁpervisc_)rs in their school

 participated in developing their school’s budget. Respondents said that fewer
_ teachers, UFT chapter chairs, and planning team members participated in -

budgeting. Finally, only half as many high school respondents as respondenfs-from
the PDB district schools séid'that parents participated in budgeting in their school.

It is also noteworthy that 59% of the respondents reported that their school’s
planning team itself part1c1pated in developing the school’s budget, compared to 5%
of the respondents from PDB district schools who responded posntlvely to this
question. :
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Table 6.5: Who in your school participated in developing the budget?*

Non-PDB district
PDB high schools PDB district schools -schools

(N=44) _(N=87) (N=16)

Principal i 82% , 94% 69%
Other supervisor | 75% - 77% - 50%
Teachers 61% 84%. , 4%
UFT Chapter Chair 59% 80% - 50%

| Other staff : 18% 46% - 38%
PA/PTA 39% 75% 44%
Planning Team 59% 75% . _ 50%

*Respondents were instructed to Indlcate all who partlclpated
Another hypothesis we tested was that school staff and parents would have greater
influence over budgeting decisions. o
The evidence from two survey questions (Tables 6.6 and 6.7) indicates that school

planning teams, teachers and parents in PDB high schools do not seem to be very
mﬂuentlal in makmg budgetary dec1smns

In response to one question, mnety-three percent of respondents in PDB high schools,

. as in PDB district schools, reported that the principal or other supervisor was very

influential in deciding how money is budgeted in their school. Fewer than one-third
reported that t'eachers,‘UFT chapter chairs and the planning team were very
influential in deciding how money is budgeted. Only 9% of respondents said that

' parents were influential in budgeting, compared to 46% in PDB district schools, and

32% reported that the planning team was influential, compared to 60% in PDB
district schools. '

Table 6.6: How influential was each of the following people within your
school in deciding how money is budgeted?* '

Non-PDB district -
PDB high schools PDB district schools schools

: ~ (N=44) (N=87) : -(N=16)
Principal/other 93% ' - 93% . - 69%
supervisor ! A
Teachers . 23% ' 33% ' 69%
Other staff : 5% : 17% 0%
UFT chapter 27% 39% 0%
chair . A ‘
PA/PTA 9% - 46% 0%.
Planning team 32% 60% 31%

*Respondents were instructed to indicate all who were influentlal. Numbers refer to percent answerlng very.’
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Responses to another survey question -- Who chaired the planning'team2 — indicate

that teachers seem to share team leadership responsibilities with principals and other

supervzsors in PDB hzgh schools.

PDB high school respondents reported that teachers were more hkely to cha1r the1r :

school’s planmng team than principals or other superv1sors However, only 7% of
these respondents said that parents chaired PDB h1gh school planning teams.

'Table 6.7: Who chaired the plannmg team?

' Non-PDB district
PDB high schools | PDB district schools schools
__ (N=44) ' (N=87) (N=16)
Principal 36% 33% 44%
Other supervisor 23% 23% 19%
Teacher 41% 68% 81%
Parent 7% 20% 0%

Note: The survey instructed respondents to indicate as many as apply, if there were co-chairs or rotatmg

chairs. -

6. Establish clear responsmlllty for accountability and effective publlc
reporting mechamsms

We hypothesized that with successful PDB 1mp1ementatlon and as part ofan. eﬁ'ort '
to keep the school system focused on cont1nuous improvement, there would be an

increase in the reportmg of 1nformat10n to parents

The survey results shown in Table 6.8 suggest that PDB high schools do not share

much Lnformatwn with their parents.’

Relat1ve1y little information seems to be shared with the school’s parent body in the
PDB high schools. Less than half as many respondents in PDB high schools
responded that considerable- 1nformatlon was shared with the parent body, compared
to the response from PDB and non-PDB schools. '
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' ' Non-PDB district
PDB high schools PDB district schools

__(N=87) __(N=16)

Student performance 78% ' 75%

Student performance goals 76% - 63%

| School’s instructional 61% 63%
improvement plan _ :

School’s curriculum 72% ' 75%

School’s budget 37% - 25%

First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative : November, 1998

Table 6.8: How much information was shared by the school with the
school’s parent body in the following areas?*

*Percent answering ‘a lot.’

7. Develop a culture that supports school decision-making and continuous
school improvement.

We hypothesized that, with successful PDB 1mplementat10n planning team
members would perceive their schools as better places for student learning.

After a year in the PDB Initiative (Table 6.9), most PDB high school respondents did
not report that they thought their school was a better place for student learning.

Table 6.9: After a year in the PDB Imtlatlve. do you think your school is:

PDB high schools* || PDB district schools* | Non-PDB district*

, B (N=44) - __(N=87) ~__(N=16)
A better place for 32% . 12% | 38%
student learning S : _
A worse place for 0%. ' 0% 0%
student learning
About the same for 61% 24% 25%
_student learning o -

Columns don't total 100% because some respondents didn’t answer thls questlon ‘= percent answerlng ‘yes.’ .

CONCLUSION

In most of the seven categories we hypothesize as being necessary for effective PDB
implementation, survey results suggest that PDB high school team members are less
involved in school level planning and budgeting than are school team members from -
the PDB community school districts.

Though survey evidence should always be treated as provisional and_suggestive only,
our results point to the possibility that implementation of PDB in the high schools
has only begun to move in the dzrectzon of collaborative budgetzng for instructional
improvement. :
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CHAPTER 7:
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

In early October, 1997, after the NYU proposal for the evaluation of PDB was
accepted, NYU evaluators held a series of meetings with the Depufy Chancellor and

‘his staff to ﬂesh out a comprehenswe plan for the evaluation. The Deputy

Chancellor was particularly interested in ensuring that this would be an interactive
evaluation with considerable feedback and technical ass1stan_ce from NYU built into
the design. The Evaluation Design was completed in November, 1997, and approved
by the Phase I participants and the Deputy Chancellor in December, 1997.

PARTICIPATION IN THE DESIGN OF THE PDB IMPLEMENTATION

In the course of discussions between NYU and the Deputy Chancellor and his staff,
from October, 1997 through January, 1998, what began as an exploration of
evaluatlon design issues often became extended exploratlons of Central’s evolvmg

PDB implementation plan. For example:

e In October, 1997, NYU staff participated in a d1scussmn W1th Central ﬁscal
staff about the des1gn of the FY 1999 budget request process (through which
schools and districts create requests for incremental budgets that Central
aggregates and presents as part of its formal budget request to the city and
state.) : : '

e NYU staff met with senior Information Technology staﬂ' from November
1997, through early January, 1998, to discuss how Central’s Strategic
Technology Plan can support communication among schools implementing

. PDB.

As PDB evolves, NYU continues to provide periodic feedback to Central about
implementation issues at Central, the districts and the schools. :

PDB TECHNOLOGY PLAN: FACILlTAnoN oi= ONLINE COMMUNICAﬁON AMONG
PDB PARTICIPANTS

In its plan, the PDB Planning Team called for PDB design teams to oommuhicate

“electronically via email and electronic bulletin boards.” OQur earliest meet:mgs with

the Deputy Chancellor have repeatedly emphasized the critical importance of
communication among all PDB participants to share the learnings from the Phase 1
pilot experience across the rest of the city system.

117

Chapter 7: Technical Assistance Page 103



First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative . November, 1998

Chief Financial Officer Beverly Donohue, responsible for overall coordination of |
PDB, said that, once PDB was fully implernented, “we will have horizontal
communication rather than just vertical [communication]. This system has never
had communication among the districts and among the schools. With horizontal
communication, I am hoping the schools help us force more flexibility into the -
system. Hopefully, they will work together to demand change.”

- The PDB Web Conference Center (WCC)

In order to develop the horizontal communication needed to force systemlc change --
and to create the sharing communities of parents and educators who can make PDB
work in the schools -- NYU created a “virtual” conference center we call the PDB
Web Conference Center (WCC) (See Append1x F: How to Use the Web Conference -
Center)

By April, 1998, NYU completed the technical aspects of creatingr the conference

center, which included purchasing a server and related soﬂ;ware, developing the -

application, designing a web site and creating a database of PDB participants. In the
spring and summer of 1998, NYU made several presentations and held extensive
conversations and feedback with individuals at Central and the ﬁeld

Central purchased laptop computers to fac111tate communication among Phase I
PDB participants. Implementatlon of the Web Conference Center is scheduled to
begm W1th the Core Group Directors of Operatlons in the fall of 1998

Need for Web-based Communication

To most effectively implement PDB, part1c1pants would engage in person-to person
or face-to-face discussion and extensive collabo_ratlon to learn from each other.
However, because of the difficulties in arranging mutually agreeable meeting times - -
for busy professionals — often across considerable distances — direct interaction is not
always feasible. Communication via telephones standard mail, and fax can serve as
proxies for meetings, but none of these media are. capable of meeting the needs of
schools and districts for easy and effectlve communication and collaboratlon

A Bronx parent spoke recently of his frustration with parents and staff being unable
to find the time for school planning team meetmgs The current school governance
process, he said, is “hardly an informed democrati¢ process. I see on.ly one avenue to -
improve this process. And that involves communication. Parents need the ablhty to
communicate with one another at two in the aﬂeiniog from work,. or 11 at night
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when Jose and Jane have been bedded down. What they need is an old-fashioned
computer bulletin board system. Something that will allow them to send email to
one another. Something with a living calendar — so if they see a meeting they can’t
attend, they’ll be able to send their questions or comments right there — -at 11 at
night. Things like file sharing, polls and teleconferences — the everyday of the
business world will create the time parents teachers and adm1mstrators need to

govern.™

Based on Internet technology, NYU’s PDB web conference center allows PDB’
participants to interact, share documents, and collaborate without having to
schedule meetings or arrange telephone conferences. The web conference center is
reached through the PDB web site (www.NYU.edwPDB). Each user — principal,
school team, or authorized district or central user — has an assigned user name and
password that permits access to the conference center and to one or more
conferences within the center.

The PDB Web Slte , :
The PDB web site primarily exists to provide mformatlon about Performance Dnven
Budgeting. Unlike the Web Conference Center, the PDB web site is open to the
public. It contains general information about performance driven budgeting, a
current list of part1c1patmg schools and districts (including links to their web sites,
where they exist), links to other relevant sites, and a link to NYCEnet, the Board of
Education’s web site. PDB participants may enter the web conference center from
this web site. PDB schools and districts which have their own web sites can link to

~ the PDB web site and inform everyone on the Internet about their school and their -

work.

How the Web Conference Center (WCC) Works

Users can post and request information and share documents. The WCC
automatically logs everything participants communicate, and creates a
visual record that can be viewed by any authorized user at any time. This
fosters sharing of experiences and information across distance and time.
For example, a Director of Operations could post answers to questions
about on-site budgeting, so all schools in the district would benefit from

45 Tom Lowenhaupt, commentmg at the October 19, 1998, Bronx pubhc meetmg on the Chancellor’s
Draft Plan for School Leadership Teams.
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the answer. This would take only a few minntes, and eliminate the need
to repeatedly answer the same question from many schools.

The web conference center can host a large number of “conference rooms”
simultaneously; conference rooms can be public (open to all PDB users)
or restricted to any subset of the PDB commumty For example, there
could be a separate conference room for District 22 principals, another for
District 22 teams, another for a particular school and its Phase II
“buddies,” and another for schools to ask and receive answers to
questions about budgeting from the Director of Operations.

e Within each conference, separate conversation topics can co-ex1st
~ determined by any user. Related messages would be listed under each:
topic. For example, one topic could be: “Issues around Title I
: budgetmg, another “Makmg Teams Work,” and another “'I‘ralmng
Issues.”

e Key data and documents can be placed in thelr own conference room.
For example, District 13 could post budget updates in the “District 13 -
Budget” conference room. Only District 13 users would be able to .
access this conference room.

e Separate conference rooms, or live, real-time “chats” can be set up for -
" any group of users — e.g., district office personnel and their central
advocate, a group of principals workmg collaboratively on a project, or
planning team chan's in nelghbormg schools companng notes and -
timelines.

<

e One-to-one or group Elna.il communication is facilitated for all users.

|MPLEMENTA110N ISSUES IN OTHER CI'I1ES Cross City CAMPAIGN

As part of its technical assistance effort, NYU proposed that the Cross City
Campaign for Urban School Reform Wnte a paper that reviews the lessons learned
from school-based budgetmg efforts in other-. cities. NYU would then review and
c1rcu1a_te_ the paper to PDB participants as an aid to implementation.

The Cross City Campaign developed, over the past four years, a national school-
based budgeting program that has encouraged the creation of budgeting software -
packages, training programs for school-site budgeting teams, cross-site budgeting
analysis, and a series of site visits (including several visits to Edmonton, Alberta
Province, Canada), arranged as shared learning experiences for representatives of
large urban school systems involved in site-based budgeting efforts.
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The Cross City Campaign -agreed to author a paper analyzing the lessons learned
from a variety of site-based budgeting efforts to aid the implerhentation of PDB in
New York City. Given the need for training and support for school-level teams, and
given how critical the role of effective training and support will be to the success of
PDB, NYU has asked the Cross City Campaign to analyze the nature and
effectiveness of the training and support provided by districts to school site teams in
several major school-based budgeting efforts. The Cross City Campaign is currently

* finalizing their outline for the paper and will submit it shortly.

INTERIM REPORT ON SCHOOL-BASED BUDGETING REGULATIONS
As part of the 1996 governance changes enacted by the New York State legislature,

~ the Chancellor was required to produce new regu_.lations that aid and support the

process of school-based budgeting by November, 1998. At the request of the Deputy
Chancellor, NYU included in its evaluation design a provision of assistance to

Central in developing those regulations.

Central formed a Chancellor’s Task Force for School-Based Budget Reg'ulatlons to
solidify this requirement. The Task Force chair has asked NYU to serve in an
advisory capacity, to review its draft regulations and to provide comments and

- suggestions. NYU is committed to providing all the support necessary to insure

that the draft regulations developed by the Chancellor’s Task Force incorporate the
experiences of the PDB effort and the lessons learned thus far, about effective

implementation.

SUPPORT FOR PDB: MANAGEMENT TRAINING
Early in the effort to establish the Core Group, composed of D1rectors of Operatlons

_ of the Phase I districts, as the field-based direction of the PDB initiative, it was

decided that a prbfessional-development effort was critical to building the capacity

for leadership of the Directors of Operations. Therefore core group leader Liz

Gewirtzman initiated, withv support from the Institute and NYU ’s'Wag_‘ner School of
Public Service, an intensive exploration and analysis of a variety of issues critical to
effective management — work processes, teaching and coaching, high performance
teams, conflict management, diversity, and outcomes and measurement. Faculty
from the Wagner School are working with the Directors of Operations of all Phase I
and Phase II districts in intensive four-hour sessions across a twenty-week cycle to
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investigate and analyze these issues. A similar sequence is being provided for the
senior Central staff serving as district advocates. ™
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CHAPTER 8:
INITIAL CONCLUSIONS

A. OVERALL CHANGES AT THE SYSTEMLEVEL
Significant changes set in motion by the Central level of the New York City Board of

“Education in both instructional and operational realms seem to reflect an

encompassing vision of: (1) what schools require to make effective instructional
decisions and to configure their budgets'to support those decisions and (2) the
critical Central-level administrative and operational structures that must be
transformed if schools are to make effective instructional and budgetary decisions.’

The changes Central has set in motion suggest a major shift, from tradltlonal forms -
of h1erarchlcally mandated allocations, procedures and operatlons to a much more
user-friendly support and provision system. This perception ofa significant change
in how Central has historically functioned may be overly optimistic; there are clearly
individuals and offices at Central laboring to comply with new directions they
neither understand nor agree with. Nor does this apparent shift, at least at this
stage, seem irreversible; a loss of momentum, new policy djiections or obdurate
resistance might well contribute to a reassertion of command and control modes of

budgetmg operation.

Nevertheless, quite purposive activity is currently attempting to link and integrate
many traditionally separated and fragmenbed operations and functions. If such

_integrating activity accelerates, it may prove possible to realign Central as a support A

structure for school-based instructional planning and budgetmg

Changes'in the Instructional Domain

Planning and Assessment: - ‘ . ' _
The introduction of systemwide New Standards in both content and performance in

the major disciplines establishes a uniform set of expectations about what students
should know and be able to do, along with a set of uniform benchmarks to help
teachers, parents and students understand what constitutes appropriate
achievement at each grade level. Instead of a Scope and Sequence program that
dictates subJect area coverage, school planning teams should eventually have
specific content and performance standards, and assessments measuring the extent
to which students meet those standards, so that teams can assess school
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effectiveness and decide how best to improve their achievement. If successfully _
implemented, this will be a signal contribution to effective school site planning.

The ongoing development of the Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP) and the
District Comprehensive Educational Plan (DCEP) provides‘speciﬁc instructional
planning tools for schools and districts. Both the CEP and DCEP require analysis of __
outcomes data and focus school planners on the achievements and needs of students,
disaggregated by demographics and levels of performance. The CEP and DCEP are .
designed to focus schools and districts on what they need to do better, and to design |

- the changes in instruction, classroom and school organization, supporting structures

and professional development necessary to improve student achievement

To assist with the critical task of school site planning; Central has also developed
the Performance Assessment in Schools Systemw1de (PASS) -a school assessment -
instrument based on effective schools research, that allows either an external or
internal review team to consider how effectively a school functions in the key areas
of instruction, school organization and school culture. The PASS review is designed )
to produce critical findings that 1ts school planning team can use in developing

1mprovement efforts.

_Accountabnhty

Central has developed the CEP and DCEP for accountability purposes as well as for
instructional and operational planning. Just as the CEP is supposed to be the key
document used by a district superintendent to hold a principal accounte.ble, the
DCEP is supposed to be the key document used by the Chancellor to holda
superintendent accountable. Thus the extent to which the ongoing development of

' both the CEP and DCEP produce useful planning tools will also determine how

eﬂ'ectlve an accountablhty framework each can provide. Both superintendents and -
the Chancellor need a framework for understanding how schools and districts define
their achievements and shortcomings, what they have committed themselves to do
to address those shortcoxmngs and how well they are succeeding. Hopefully, the
CEP and DCEP will evolve into the kinds of instruments that can double as both
planning tools and accountablhty frameworks.

The development of Comprehensive Performance Indicators, to provide school-hased ‘
outcome data for the superintendent’s evaluation of the district’s principals, is
another example of an accountability tool developed to aid district planning. The
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Comprehensi‘ve Performance Indicators provide a critical read of the key
performance data of a district's schools.

The development of a model superintendent’s contract, focused on district-wide

_ instructional achievement, répresents another clear gain in accountability. The 1996

govérnancé legislation (see below) gave the Chancellor the power to overseée
superintendent selection, and required the Chancellor to develop a model

- superintendent’s contract. The contract the Chancellor developed focused the

definition of superintendent performance squarely on student outcomes in the
district. Thus a contract based in instructional achievement anchors the lines of

ultimate aufhority on improving student outcomes in the district’s schools.

Similarly, performance reviews, for both principals and superintendents, examine
the extent of implementation of both the CEP and DCEP, and thereby link eﬁ"ectlve
planning to the instructional plannifig processes at the school and district level. By
using the CEP and DCEP as templates, the reviews can become more useful

accountability processes than a singular focus on outcomes would produce.

Central has also been working with the New York State Education Department to
integrate the planning and budgeting requirements of the plethora of federal and
state reimbursable prbgrams into the CEP and DCEP, so that schools and districts
can work with one universal planmng document. Producing such a unitary
document would help reduce bureaucratlc reqmrements and would contribute to
reducing the fragmentation of vision, mission and direction many schools ‘

expenence

Changes in the Operatlons Domain
As Chapter 4 indicates, numerous structural changes in the budget and finance
areas have produced a range of school-friendly innévations: :

¢ much earlier budget allocations to districts and therefore to schools;

‘o the acceptance, by the Budget Office, of the principle and practice of end-of- ‘
year rollovers of tax levy funds, thereby freeing district offices from the
necessity of honing the practice of a variety of non-productive fiscal games;

e more efficient and user-ﬁ'iendly business practices, particularly in the.
purchasing arena which had been, traditionally, the source of bitter school
and district complaints; .
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e the annual production of comprehenswe school-by-school budget and
- expenditure reports, which provide an increasingly sophlstlcated deﬁmtlon of
educatlonal 1nvestment at school, d1str1ct and Central levels;

e the transformation of the traditionally symbohc “wish list” budget request
process into a school planning tool that aggregates upward mto both a
district and Chancellor’s budget request; and

e the efforts to transform the Budget Office from a momtormg agency,
concerned with identifying malpractice, into a service organization,
‘committed to building d15tnct fiscal capac1ty and supportmg and reward.mg
effective practice.

All these efforts, some more e\folved than others, are beginning to transform the
school system’s budget and fiscal processes into support structures that provide the
initial allocatlons the requisite flexibility and the information necessary to’ help
school teams become eﬁ‘ectlve instructional planners and budgeters.

, Changes in Governance

The 1996 legislative changes in the New York City school governance law charged

-the Chancellor with estabhshmg school site teams to carry out school-based _
* budgeting. The Chancellor’s recently adopted policy, The Chancellor’s Plan for

School Leadershlp Teams, gives school teams two paramount respon81b1]1t1es to

- develop their school’s CEP as the framework for mstructlonal 1mprovement and to

configure their school’s budget to support the 1mplementat10n of the CEP. These two
mandates locate responS1b111ty for instructional planning, and the budgetmg to

- support it, at the school site and in the school team.

- Structural Changes
 The initial PDB design assumed that the unplementatlon process at the d1stnct
“level would mcreasmgly identify areas of Central policy and practice that reqmred

changes if effective school-based instructional and budgetlng decisions were to
proceed. The transformation of PDB from a Centrally driven initiative to a field-
driven approach is evidence of Central’s commitment to effective school-based
instructional planning and budgeting as a reciprocal system of continuous
improvement and: correction. The replacement of the hypothetical Centra]/_district
design teams with the advocate processes of the field-driven system was a strong
corrective to ensure that school and district level concerns were not only eﬁ'ectlvely
articulated, but actually acted on by Central. '
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This reciprocal process linking Central advocates to district implementation hadn’t

s ' crystallized during the period covered by this first year Evaluation Report. Thus the
significant structural and operational changes identified above were instituted
umlaterally by Central offices and divisions. Hopefully, in our next report, we will be
able to descnbe and assess both the efforts of the advocacy processes and the system
changes that result from the field-driven approach.

R s

B. CONCERNS AT THE SYSTEM LEVEL

- ermmpin

iy Instructlon :

t a) We have some concern about the centrahty of planning as a mode of school
improvement, and the relationship of planning to the kinds of capacity building
that many poorly performing schools require. The CEP/DCEP system depends

" on school capacity to plan effectively for instructional improvement; the Board
needs to concentrate efforts to ensure that poorly performing schools and -
d.lstrlcts have the capacity to support effective instructional planning processes.

b) Theé extent of alignment of the Clty’ s assessments with the New Standards
content and performance standards is critical to effective school-based

3 instructional planning. How closely will the new city assessments be aligned?
The totality of the city and state assessments that NYC students take must
reinforce a clear focus on the New Standards rather than assess areas outside -
the New Standards curricula.

c) With systemwide efforts at high school reform under way, it is ﬁnclear what
implication this has for PDB implementation in the high schools.

Operations ,
a) We have some concerns about how far below the command level commitment
extends to the new role of Central as a supportive structure to field-driven and
school-based reform. School level ability to hire and assign staff, for example,
doesn’t appear to have been appreciably improved, although there is some task
force activity planned within the Division of Human Resources. Although the
original PDB design acknowledged school-based hiring as a critical ingredient of

] effective school-based instructional planning, progress on this issue seems slow.

e st

b) Another example of a lag on a critical variable has been the delay in allowing
schools to merge separate funding streams in pursuit of more effective
instructional planning. The request to create additional flexibility with the
PCEN alloéation, perhaps through waivers from SED, has been repeatedly
advanced by several districts. Yet progress seems slow on both this specific
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example, as well as on the overarching need to merge separate funding streams
_ for more eﬁ'ectlve school budgeting. :

Governance _ , :

Now that the Chancellor’s policy statement has established the dual responsibilities
of school leadership teams, training to hélp those teams successfully fulfill their - -
responsibilities becomes a crucial requirement for PDB effectiveness. Three kinds of
training seem to be required: 1) training on what teams need to know in order to
function; 2) training on how to do instructional planning; and 3) training on
budgeting and finance. How will such tranmng be conceptualized, orgamzed and _
funded?

Structural ) .

The effectiveness of any acc':oﬁntability'system depends, in part, on the delivery of
useful data to districts and schools. For PDB, the word “data” means particularly
school-level outcome data on student achievement, differentiated by relevant ‘
quartile or other segment, demographic cat_egbry, Si)écial education status and grade
and classroom. We are not sure that such relevant data are being provided to.schools

in user-friendly formats. Moreovei', what seems to be a non-integration of critical

functions, such as data production and dissemination between the Operations and
Instructional realms, may be inhibiting the integration that schools require to do
effective planmng

To be specific, there seems s to be some blfurcatlon of data productlon through the
Division of Assessment and Accountability (DAA) and the ATS system. DAA, for
example, has produced the Comprehenswe Performance Indicators deS1gned for -
superintendents, while ATS is producmg the Decision Support System des1gned for
principals. Given the potential usefulness of these data provision programs, as well
as the larger data systems that both DAA, and ATS are v_vdrking to improve, the
Board should concentrate its efforts to integrate these two data sdpport gsystems at -
the district and school levels, and provide training on theu- use, to support more

effective instructional planmng

C. CONCERNS AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL

‘The initial PDB design invested in the development of mﬂtiple district models,

rather than opting for a traditional, centrally mandated, uniform implementation

approach. This design choice seems to have paid off: all the Phase I districts, to

Chapter 8: Initial Conclusions ‘ ; 1 g . Page 114

2



First Annual Report: Evaluation of the Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative - November, 1998

" some extent, seem to be integrating their PDB implemehtation into their developing

modes of school-based instructional planning and budgeting. In two districts, Phase
I efforts have reinforced strong, integrated models. Qur concerns center on the

subsequent phases of PDB development

The field-driven eﬁ'ort is working to insure that the Galaxy budgeting system will

not only be effectively implemented, but will become the engine of change driving

" school-based budgeting. Similarly, the CEP will need to become the engine for

driving effective instructional planning.

By 2000-2001, for example, all school teams must develop their CEPs and configure

‘their own budgets. Therefore all districts, as well as supporting Central divisions

and offices, will be responsible for providing what schools need to develop their -
capacity to do effective instructional planning and budgeting. Currently District 2
and District 22, of the Phase I pilot districts, seem to have the district-level capacity
to help all their schools become effective planners and budgeters by the 2000-2001
deadline. But a somewhat less intense pace of development exists in the other four
pilot districts; and the Phase II and Phase III districts, by design and definition, are

likely to be even 1ess evolved.

What will increase the pace of development in the non-pilot districts, and strengthen
the efforts to build the capacity of school-level planning teams? ‘

The successful universal application of the Galaicy budgeting and CEP planning .
systems would make a major contribution to effective instructional planning. |
Earlier we focused on how school-based capacity to plan must be suecessfully'
developed, particularly in low- performmg schools that presumably do not have such

. capacity.

We are also concerned with how districts learn to develop, and build, their capacity
to help schools learn how to plan instructionally and to budget. Districts have not
traditionally concentrated on learning how to help schools improve; district
administrations have either assumed that the knowledge they need is already
resident in their staffs, or else they have assumed that they could purchase the
relevant expertise through consultant arrangements. Because, in many districts, the
results of both assumptions have not brought about gains in student performance,
we are concerned about how districts will proceed to learn how to develop and
augment their capac1ty to help school teams becoming effective planners and

“budgeters.
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A speciﬁc example of this concern: Because the CEP is both the evidence, and the
product, of school-level planmng capacity, the CEP must be assessed’ by the district,
in terms of its hkely effect on improving the school’s student outcomes Yet many

districts have not developed the expertise to assess the effectiveness of school-based

" planning documents, as opposed to screening those documents for compliance with

Central, state and federal rules and procedures. How will districts develop their own

~ capacity to assess the utility of school CEPs? .

Earlier we stressed the need for the provision of eﬂ'ective training for the school
leadership team. The first-level provision of training must come from the district.

We are concerned that districts must build their own capacity to provide the tralmng
and support that effective school level teams require. Moreover, provision of effective -
training clearly requires considerable time 1nvestment Dlstncts and Central must

- change the definition of the school day and prov1de the contractual rellef necessary

to insure that school teams are provided the necessary t1me to successfu]ly carry out

~ their planning and budgetlng responsibilities.

D. CONCERNS AT THE SCHOOL LEVEL

~ We have an overarchmg concern about how a]l the changes that Central has setin’
“motion will affect the planning and budgeting efforts carried out by»teams at the

school level. If the 'chang_es reach the school level as disparate and frétgniented
initiatives, school teams may wind up responding to partial imperatives rather than
a fully integrated approach Our next report will examine the school-level planmng
efforts.
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APPENDIX A:

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 A :
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 _
PS/IS 126, The Jacob Riis Community School
PS 130, The Desoto School
IS 131, Dr. Sun Yet Sen School
PS 151,'The Eleanor Roosevelt School
PS 158, The Bayard Taylor Elementary School

- MS 167, Robert F. Wagner School
PS 183, 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 Lober Lab School
M 874, Midtown West School
M 875, Early Childhood Center
M877, NYC Upper Lab School
M878, School of the Future '
IS 881, Clinton School
M882, East Side _Middlé School
M889, The Museum School

Q Phase | Districts and Schbols; Phase Il Districts
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M 890, The Bridges School
M 891, Salk School of Science. -
M 894, Ballet Tech
. M 896, Greenwich Vlllage Middle School
M897 Manhattan Academy of Technology

District 9
CES 42, The Claremont Commumty School

CES 126, The Dr. Margorie Dunbar School
CES 148, Dr. Charles R. Drew Village School

District 13
PS 3, Bedford Village School
PS 8, The Robert Fulton School
PS 11, Purvis J. Behan School
PS 44, Marcus Garvey School
IS 113, Ronald Edmond Learning Center
PS 282, Park Slope Elementary School
PS 287, Dr. Ba.lley K. Ashford School

District 19
PS7

IS 292, Margaret S. Douglas Intermediate School
PS 345, Robert Bolden School »
PS- 409 East New York Family Academy

District 20
PS 102, The Bayview School

IS 187, Christa McAuliffe Intermediate School
PS 200, The Benson Elementary School

Phase | Districts and Schools; Phase Il Districts - 1 3 2 Appendix A2 ’
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District 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. Marcus Elementary School
PS 222, Katherine R. Snyder Elementary School

IS 234, W.A. Cunmngham Intermediate School

PS 236, Millbasin School

IS 278, Marine Park Intermediate School

PS 312

High Schools
Alternative =
‘ The Brooklyn Internatlonal ngh School
Intern_atlonal High School at LaGuardia
The Manhattan International High School

Brooklyn -
Clara Barton High School

- Edward R. Murrow High School
Erasmus Hall Campus: Humanities

~ Samuel J. Tilden High School -
Thomas Jefferson High School

Manhattan
M887, School for Physical Clty

M894, Baruch College Campus HS

Queens
- Bayside High School

Flushing High School

Law, Government & Community Service High School
Newcomers High School _

Queens Vocati(-)nal‘ & Technical High School

Phase | Districts and Schools; Phase |l Districts . Appendix A-3
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PHASE Il DISTRICTS

Community School District 3
Community School District 7
Community School District 8
Community School District 10
Community School District 11
Community School District 15
Community School District 17
Community School District 23
Cofnmunity School District 24
Community School District 27
Community School District 28

' Community School District 29

Phase | Disﬁ‘icts and Schools; Phase .II Districts . . Appendix A-4
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APPENDIX B: |
PDB GOALS & PRINCIPLES

The PDB Planning Team that designed PDB in 1996 wrote this statement:

‘The goal of the PDB initiative is to redefine relationships and decision-making
authority among the three levels of the school system so that decisions about
the use of resources are directly linked to effective instructional strategies and
tmproved student achievement. : '

- They felt that, if the school system adopted the following prmmples, “the structure of
authority, responsibility and accountability within the New York City school system
can and will be renegotiated to establish a healthy and effective partnership
between the Central Board, Districts and Schools™: '

o The ultimate measure of the effectiveness of this initiative is its m1pact on .
teaching and learning.

e The principalship is the most crucial leadership position in the system.
* The most crucial work in the system is done by teachers in the classroom.-

* With greater authority to manage _resources comes greater responsibﬂity and
accountability for achieving results. ’ - '

e Instructional strategies are most effective when resources and actions are
aligned to i improve teaching and learning. '

e The best ahgnment of resources and actions takes place when declsmns are
made closest to where teaching and learning take place.

e This alignment can occur only when authonty is delegated to schools to make |
decisions within a framework of goals and priorities established by the
Central Board and districts.

o Teachers, support staff, administration, and parents are involved in key
- decisions that affect schools.

e The role of the central and district offices is to provide.services to support
teachers, principals, supermtendents and parents.

PDB Goals & Principles R - Appendix B-1
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PDB PHASE SELEC110N COMMITI'EE
‘Marjorie Blum, Office of Budget Operations & Rev1ew

Matthew Bromme, Principal
. Elizabeth Blackwell JHS 210Q

Michael Buzzeo, Teacher _
RFK Community High School

Judy Chin
Division of Iristructional‘ Suppqrt

Carolyn Clark .
New York City. Partnersh1p

Noreen Connell
Educational Priorities Panel

Hazel Dubois' Teacher
Rena1ssance School, District 30 .

Lan'y Edwards
Division of the Superwsmg Superintendent K-12

Annie Finn _ S
Office of Budget Operatmns & Review

Norm Fruchter
NYU Institute for Educatlon & Social Pohcy

' John Gentile
Council of Supervisors and Adxmmstrators

Vincent Giordano
D1v151on of Instructional Support

: Fran Goldstein
Division of Instructlonal Support

Arthur Greenberg, Supermtendent
District 25 . '

I_;1]11an Hernandez
' Qﬂice_ Bﬂingual 'Edu_cation

Tom Jennings _
District Council 37
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Mark Kellett _
New York State Education Department

Galen Kirkland _
Advocates for Children

Stan Klein
Division of the Supervising Superintendent K-12
Jospeh Lhota v
NYC Office of Management and Budget

~ Ernest Logan, Principal
~ Ocean Hill Secondary School (IS 55K)

Gaynor McCown
New York City Partnership

Myrta Rivera
Division of Instructlonal Support

David Rubenstein
NYC Office of Management and Budget

Paul Saronson, Principal '
) : Fiorello LaGuardia High School

1 Elizabeth Schnee
|

bt gt

Chancellor’s Parent Advisory Committee _

Dorothy Siegel
NYU Institute for Educatlon & Social Pohcy

David Sherman ,
United Federation of Teachers

Judith Solomon : g
_Office of Budget Operatlons & Rev1ew

David Taylor
Office of Budget Operations & Rev1ew

Janet Torre
Office of Budget Operations & Review

Phoebe Weiner, Member
Community School Board 28

PDB Goals & Principles I - Appendix B-3
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APPENDIX C;
NYC ScHOOL SYSTEM PERSONNEL INTERVIEWED FOR PDB EVALUATION

CENTRAL
Marjorie Blum, Executive Director
Division of Budget Operations and Review
. Louis Benevento, Executive Director
Division of Financial Operations
William P. Casey, Chief Executlve for Program Development and Dlssemmatlon
Division of Instruction

Beverly Donohue, Chief Financial Officer

Liz Gewirtzman, Project Director
Performance Driven Budgeting Initiative

John T. Green Deputy Director for Resource Management and Support Servmes
Division of Budget Operations and Rev1ew

Neil Harwayne, Deputy Supenntendent of Operatlons
School Programs and Support Services, Division of Instructlon

Margaret R. Harrington, Chief of School Programs and Support Services
‘Division of Instruction '

. Mitchel Klein, Developer of Galaxy
" Office of Business Systems, D1v1$1on of Management and Informatlon
- Systems :

. Rena Le1kmd Director :
' Office of User Support Servmes Division of Management Information
Systems. , : ‘

Dolores Mei, Deputy Director _
Division of Assessment and Accountability

Judith S. Solomon, Deputy Director, Instructional Programs
Division of Budget Operations and Review

Howard S. Tames, Executive Directo_r
~ Division of Human Resources

Robert Tobias, Exeoutive Director
Division of Assessment and Accountability
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- COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Community School District 2
Robert Wilson, Business Manager

* Carol Slocombe, Director of Funded Programs

Community School District 6
Alan Godlewicz, Director of Operations

Community School District9
Vincent Clark, Director of Operations

Community School District 13
Dr. Lester W. Young, Jr., Superintendent

Efraim Villafane, Director of Operations

Community School District 19
Robert E. Riccobono, Superintendent

Magda Dekki, Director of Operéﬁons

Community School District 20

Mark Gullo, Director of Operations
Community School District 22
~ John T. Comer, Superintendent N
Robert Radday, Deputy Superintendent
_Jerry Schondorf, Dir'ectof of Operations
Anne Mé.cKinnon, School Béafd member

Community School District 30 |
William Barrish, Director of Operations
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HIGH ScHooLS
| Queens High Schools
John W. Lee, Superintendent
Rowena Ké.rsh Deputy Superintendent
Ann Markon, Senior Executive Assmtant for Flnance
Rlck Hallman, Director of Instruction

Brooklyn High Schools - _
- Joyce R. Coppm Supenntendent

Patricia J. Kobetts, Deputy Supenntendent

Patricia J. Karlstein, Assistant to the Senlor Executive ' -

Don Roth, Senior Execuﬁve. Aésistant for Operations

Bernadette Kriftcher, Director of Instruction

Wendy Karp, Director of Funded Programs .

Stephen Prenner, Supervisor of Guidance and Pupil Personnel Ser\ri(':es"
International High School Network, Alternatlve Schools & Programs

Eric Nadelstern, Director .
International High School Network
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APPENDIX D:
SCHOOL OBSERVATION AND lNTERVlEW PrROTOCOLS

When you write your narrative about your observation at planning team meetings, kéep the following In mind:

I. Team Composition
1. You will be usmg the attached school mformatuon form to write down who is attending
the planning team meeting. :
~a. Please put a check mark next to the name of people attending.
b. Put an “A” next to those listed but not attending.

" ¢. And add the names of people who are attendingbut are not Ilsted This is
critical information about team composition and must be gathered by you for -
every meeting you observe: You may have to ask a team member for help.

2. Does the team seem to be representative of the school?

Il. Team Fun'ctioriing/Decision Making |

1. What was the discussion about°

a) What were the main points made in the dlscussmn'?

b) Was the discussion resolved?

C) Is there follow-up? Who's doing it?

d) Who participates [1] strongly [2] weakly [3] not at aII in the discussions?
2. Process/roles

a) Who runs the meeting?

b) What is the principal’s role?

c) What roles do parents/students/staff play?

d) Whose voice is listened to most? Least?"

e) lIs there a printed agenda? Who prepared it? Is it followed?

f) How collaborative is the process? How authoritatiVe? Who is the authority?

g) Who makes the final decisions? ‘ | -

h) If the decisions are made by consensus, does the Principal have a veto?
-3. How are conflicts resolved? '

14}
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lil. What information is Used to Make Decisions?

1.

o AN

Does the team discuss changes in the instructional program'? Are they in response
to specific student needs? (e.g., expanding a read|ng program to include more
children)

Does the team identify the needs of different groups of students?
Are data on student performance used in team discussions?
Is the data distributed in printed form?.

Does the team receive feedback from other staff/parents? How? (needs
assessment; feedback about existing programs) :

. Team Organization

Is the planning team: a School Wide Project team, a 100.11 committee, a PDB
planning committee, a School Based Management team, a comblnatlon of two or
more of these'? : :

Does the team discuss inpUt from any other committees or groups within the school?
If so, was this input in writing? What group gave this input (e.g., grade level teams,
PA Exec Bd., student government group)? What kind of input did the team" receive?

- Does the team have subcommittees that work on separate areas, such as a

committee to write the Comprehensive Education Plan? Describe. Who is on these -
subcommittees? What work do they do? What power do they have vis- a-vns the
Planning Team? _ _

How do team deC|sions-get carried out? Who does the work? .

Are there mechanisms for team members to be kept informed about team
discussions and decisions if they are absent? What is that mechanism?

Does the team share its decisions with, and seek input from, the rest of the school?

V. School Culture, Climate, & Phllosophy

1.

Did you get any sense of how the school operates? Does it have aclear m|ss|on'? Is
the school principal-driven or staff-driven or both? Do principals and staff work

 together easily? How receptive is the school to parents?

What impression do you get of the strength and intensity of the school’s focus on
instruction? Are they committed to effective learning for ALL students?

What impression do you get of the school’s relationship to its district and to Central?’

Did any reference to obstacles to the successtul |mp|ementat|on of PDB surface?
(These could be obstacles within the school, the district or Central.)

Do team members discuss any positive results of PDB? Student outcomes?
Intermediary effects (e.g. improved student attendance or teachers lower
absenteeism) (It may well be too early in the implementation to see any of this.)

iq42
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QUESTIONS FOR THE FOLLOW UP INTERVIEWS WITH PRINCIPAI.S OF NON PDB
ScHoOLS

1. What did you hear about Performance Driven Budgeting (PDB)?
2. What do you expect PDB to mean for your school?

Let us now turn to speclflcs
First, I want to talk to you about the next (1998-99) school year for which you just
finished the planning and budgeting process

3. When did your school begin planning for the 1998-99 school year? -

4. Did your school complete a Comprehensive Educaﬁion Plan for 1998-99? If not,
‘what kind of planning document did your district require?

5. What kind of support did your school receive from the district to éésist you in
pla.nmng‘7 Do you have any documentation of th.ls from the district?

6. When d1d your school get its budget allocation for 1998-99?

7. What kind of support did your school receive from the district to do its budget?
8. What role did your school’s Planning Team play in this process? '
Now | want to ask ydu to think about planhing and budgeting for this current

school year, 1997-98 and how it differed from the process for 1998-99.
9. When did your school beg‘m planmng for the 1997 98 school year? ‘

© 10.Did your school complete a Comprehenswe Educatlon Plan for 1997-98? If not,

what kind of planning document did your district require?

11. What kind of support did your school receive from the districi; to assist in
planning? Do you have any documentation of this from the district?

12. When did your school get its bﬁdget'allocatio'n for 1997 987
13. What kind of support did your school receive from the d1stnct to do its budget?
14. What role did your school’s Planmng Team play in this process’

Back to some general questlons
15. What do you think will be the MAIN barners to lmkmg budgetmg and
instructional planning -- at the school, district and central levels?

16. What advice would you I’i_ke to give your district and Central about how to
improve the chances of successful implementation of PDB :
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Addltlonal questions to understand what type of planmng meetmgs are
held in non-PDB Schools ,

1.

N e R WM

Does your school have planning meetings? .

How often are these held?

. Are these meetings held on a regﬁlar basis?

Last year, were the Iﬁeetings held as often?

‘Who attends these meetings?

Did the composition of this team change from last year to this year?

Do you have an agenda and/or written m.mutes of these meetings? May we have
them?

F-&

. ~ .
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Questions for Interviews with PDB Districts

1. Can you give us an overall review of how your diétr_ict organized and
administered budgeting for your district’s schools, prior to your
implementa_tidn of PDB? ' ' |

2. What role did the schools in your district play in shaping their

~ budgets? What school-level decision-making structures existed in
your district before PDB, and what decision-making scope and
prerogatives did they have? '

3. Pleasé describe how your schools were held accountable before PDB.

4, Did your district attempt to change any federal, state or central
board policies or practlces that limited your ability to carry out the
budgeting or instructional lmprovement pohcles you sought to
implement? .

5.  Please describe any other aspects of your district’s organizatidnal'
“culture that contributed to your capaclty and inclination to
1mplement PDB

Since you began to implement PDB:

6. Please describe your district’s admmlstratlve or organlzatlonal
structure for implementing PDB. '

7. How have you changed your budgeting prOéedureS since PDB? .

8. What school-level declslon-maklng structures have you 1mplemented
- to do PDB? '

9. How has the nature of the budget and fiscal mformatlon you produce

and dxssemmate changed"

10. To what extent has your district’s instructional accountablhty
system changed?

11. To what extent have your district’s policies and practiées designed
to encourage school-level instructional improvement changed?

12. As yon implement PDB, how would you describe the major obstacles
to effective implementation at the school level? At the district level?
At the central board level?
145
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13." What major policies need to be changed at the central board, state"
~  and federal levels to increase your district’s effectiveness in
implementing PDB?

14.  Please describe the kinds of outcomes you would ekpect, at the
student, school and district levels, if you could implement PDB as
effectively as you wish (With no legal, structural or procedural
barriers or impediments)? .
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR CENTRAL BOE

1. How do you define Performance Dnven Budgetmg (PDB)" '
2. What does PDB mean for your office?

3. What is your criteria for success in the PDB initiative as. far as your oﬂice is .
concerned? In other words how do you know if you are successful? =

4. Please trace the developme_nt of PDB in your office. First, what were your office
structure and process before PDB. Second, how have they changed W1th PDB?

. 5. How has the way you produced and disseminated information changed with PDB?
* 6. The 1998-99 Chancellor’s Budget Request talked about a performance driven

system. At what point did the Chancellor’s instructional standards and m1t1at1ves
become linked to performance driven budgeting? :

7. What do you thmk are the barriers to PDB? How do you address them"

8. How do you plan to hold all three levels (central district, school) accountable in
the new system? And what are the reporting mechanisms you will use?

9. Did your office seek to change any federal, state or central Board policies and:
practices that mterfered with the 1mplementat10n of PDB" If so0, did you. succeed"

.10. What do you think will change w1th PDB? - the overa.ll educatlonal system, and
- inyour oﬂice

11. To what extent has your office’s structure, pohcy and procedures changed to
encourage school level decision-making?

12. What is the status of PDB now in your ofﬁce? : .
13. What is the implementation schedule for PDB as far as your office is concerned?

14. If you are an advocate, please describe your role and the status of your -
involvement? :
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APPENDIX E:
TABLE OF POLICIES &l PRACTICES THAT NEED TO CHANGE

Level Identlfying the Policies

or Practices Needing Change
1. Moving authority to the school level Central | Districts | Schools
Central controls funds that dIStI’ICtS and schools should J . v s
control
Central is not supportive of school autonomy ‘ v J - v
Central failure to seek state & federal waivers N v
One-way, top down communication : _ v

Level Identifying the Policies
or Practices Needing Change

' 2. Restructuring resource allocation policies and
practices to support school level instructional
planning and budgeting

Central | Districts | Schools

Late, single-year state, city & central allocation 'practices v VA v
Inability to merge funds across funding categories (Title |, J v s
PCEN, tax levy, etc) :

Inability to merge general, special and blllngual educatlon ' / v s
funds » o -
Budgeting practices that emphasize budget control, not v ' e v
analysis of expenditures ' '

Budget & business systems don't reflect lnstructlonal v e s
programs ' . ' . -
Budget fragmentatlon I|m|ts mstructlonal decision- maklng s s v
Cumbersome accountlng, budgeting & expenditure pohcues v v v
and practices constrain school’s ability to spend money

efficiently »

Categorical. program requirements restrict instructional v v 7
options .

Uncoordinated, unfunded mandates & initiatives from v v

federal, state, city & Central take too much time and
resources, substitute for long range instructional planning
& hinder focus on instruction

Too much Central control over curriculum, mstructnon & : v '
assessment ' :
Hiring, firing, excessing & transfer practices & policies '

= . v v v
prevent schools from developing staff they want in school
Inflexible staff assignment policies and practices s v v
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Level Identifying the Policies

2. RestrUcturing resource allocation policies and

or Practices Needing Change

practices to support school level mstructlonal Central | Districts s°.h°°'s. :
planning and budgeting .
Lack of staff in districts and schools to do the v V4 a
administrative work of school planning and budgeting. :
Insufficient & inequitably distributed staff v v
Inequitable allocation formula uses average vs. actual ' v :
teacher salary ’
Fear that schools will have difficulty making equntable v
budget decisions among competing demands '
Need to integrate PDB with other MIS systems v

Level Identifying the Policies

3. Providing information in understandable form to

or Practices Needing Change

Lack of clear, understandable school level fiscal data

Central | Districts | Schools
support instructional planning and budgeting
Instructional planning tool (CEP) is inflexible, time o/ v s
consuming, redundant, -not linked to budget. .
Need for student performance data that is sufficiently v v
timely and informative to support school decision-making '
Need for better management information systems to v
- provide school-based information to help schools evaluate
their own performance
Problems with accuracy of school level data v
v

Level Identifying the Policies

4. Provndmg trammg and resources to support the
team’s work

or Practices Needing Change

Central

Districts

Schools

Lack of District & Central capacity, knowledge and
experience in provndlng effective training and support to
schools -

e

v

v

District Iack of capacity to provide effective tra|n|ng and
~ support.

Lack of sufficient time and resources for training

Need for phase-in plan to be unrushed and well designed
with training and support for school staff and parents
having little or no experience in school planning or
budgeting processes
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Level Identifying the Policies

. or Practices Needing Change

5. Makmg declsmn-makmg relatlonshlps and “Central Districts | Schools
structures less hierarchical X

Definitions of roles within and between all IeveIs need 1o v s v
change ‘
Staff and parent Iack of knowledge about instructional v v/ v
planning, budgeting and business practices, interpretation _ :
of student performance data, school level decision-making
processes and use of technology prevents effective team
roles
Lack of horizontal commumcatlon and coIIaborat|on among " v
schools limits: pressure for systemic change

- Lack of management expertise/capacity at schools v 7
Difficulty of involving parents e v
Time/resources for planning, reflecting, evaluating; even E Ve
6/1 budget is late for collaborative process = C
-Unequal power relationships on teams; prmcnpals unwilling v
to relinquish authority ‘
Staff reluctant to relinquish contractual gundellnes accept s
responsibility, be accountable
Incompatibilities around meeting times v

Level Identifying the Policies

Distr_icts

- or Practices Needing Change

strategies

6. Estabhshmg clear responS|b|I|ty for accountablhty Central Schools
and effective public reporting mechanisms ‘

. Accountability directives limit school |nstructronal flexibility v v
Accountability onIy used for compliance. (process) not v v v
outcomes -

- No.reporting of school budgets and eXpenditures v/
No_cost effectiveness data on schooI |mprovement v

Level Identifying the Policies

or Practices Needing Change

7. Developing a culture that supports school . NP
decision-making and continuous school Central | Districts | Schools
improvement
. Tradition that encourages resistance to change at all levels v ' v s
150
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" Level Identifying the Policies
or Practices Needing Change

7. Developing a cuiture that supports school N
decision-making and continuous school Central | Districts | Schools
improvement

Lack of belief in possibility of transformatlon to school- v v v

based system |

Failure of Central & district staff to understand service role; v 7 s

failure to trust schools to make decisions '

Central doesn’t want to “let go”; protects status quo . v v

School belief that top-down culture means that Central, v

and to some extent districts; don’t know what goes on in

'schools -

‘Doubt that Central has long term commitment tosystem | . ,

~change

Inconsistent directives from district & Central Vs

School suspicion that district & Central withhold money & s

don’t follow through on promises/programs

District & school fear of exercising'auth‘ority & assuming s

responsibility

School isolation & frustration over |nab|I|ty to control s

resources _ ‘

Difficult for schools to ma|nta|n |nstruct|onal focus because 5 v Vs

- of proliferating initiatives ’ :

School’s ability to implement instructional |mprovement v

strategies restricted by overcrowded & inadequate facilities .

Too many distractions from instructional focus at school _ Vs v

level :

Lack of school access to successful models and facilitators: . s v
‘Need for professnonal culture in schools more respect for v
parents ) .
Dissatisfaction with new hlgh school standards I Ve v

q
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.How to Use the PDB Web Conference Center

Based on Internet technology, NYU’s PDB web conference center allows PDB
participants to interact, share documents, and collaborate without having to schedule
meetings er arrange telephone conferences. The web conference center is reached
through the PDB web site (www.nyu.edu/pdb). Each user — principal, school team, or
authorized district or-central user — has an ‘as'sig'ned user name and pastord that
permlts access to the conference center and to one or more conferences within the
center.. Each district determines who WI|| be a “user” in that dIStrICt '

1. Logging in to the PDB Web Conference Center

From the PDB Website, click the link marked PDB Web Conference Center. This wil
take you to the login screen (see'figure 1 beIdW). Enter your assigned login name and

password.

_Figure 1

é' Logln-Ncl-‘capc ‘ J——
Eilo. E&x b-w Qo Qmm-tor H'b e A L

f Bookmnrks & ancmnn Ihnp//pdb nwedu/~poa

n ﬁexpmmw Wilgen SadnHag Fi

Web Conference Center i
S N — Iogln name
Name: | — et ek Bt
Password F e
R 2. password

| - BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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How to Use the PDB Web Conference Center

2. Reading Messages

Figure 2 is the conference center screen which allows you to read and reply to
messages left in the conference rooms. A list of available conference rooms is always:
visible in the left-hand section (or frame) of your screen under the heading
“Conferences.” Click on a conference to read or post messages in that conference | A}
“+" symbol means that that conference contains postlngs (or threads) that can be
responded to. Clicking on the “+” symbol to expand that conference and reveal its
threads. Tne text of these threads is visible in fhe right frame of the screen.

Figure 2
% WebBoard.- Jay Lesle - Nelscape
Exh Ed:t !}" Jo -G i :

aﬁaﬁédﬁ

search mark mora...
all read

rofresh

post

Pop— -.,\ P r—

o s e

TS : . attaghment test(1 of 2), Read 2 times

Core Group Discussion Room (0) : Dogumert Library (22Y
Core Group Document Library (0) v Fyom: Jay Leslie (pdb@nyu.edu)

# Document Library {22) (2, 2 New) ursday, October 22, 1998 10:32 AM
PDB at Central (3)

District 19 Discussion Room (1)
Principais’ Cormer {19} (0)

This osting is to test document attachrnents. '

# District 22 Discussion Room (3)

# P8119's Buddies {22) (1)

P8193's Buddies (22} (0)
PS206's Buddies {22) (0)
P8217's Buddies (22) (0)
P§222's Buddies {22) (0)
PS234's Buddies {22) (0)
PS§278's Buddies {22) (0)
P$312's Buddies (22) (0)

Pnncfpals Corner {22} (0)

/

/opfc attachment test (2 of 2), Read 1 times

Conf: Documert Library {22)
From: Jay Leslie (pdb@nvu edu}
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 1998 10:42 AM

1. Click "Post" to post a new' message !

el |

il

2. "Reply" to reply to a message

# Ask the Director of Operations (22)(2) , Il’_nlﬂulx 18  Emal Rk | ﬁﬂﬂnlm I
] . p:% | Benly/Qiicle i )

| Noxt | Previous Tople (Next Tople |, !

_f'&v‘n‘. _‘lu A

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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How te Use the PDB Web Conference Center -

3. Replying to Messages
Each message in a thread has a Ilght blue “‘header” bar with avallable optlons Click on

the word “Reply” to change to the message reply form (Figure 3).

. The box marked Topic contains the name of the thread to which you are reply. In the
larger box below, enter the text of your message. When. you are ready to send your
message, click the “Post” button located next to the Toplc box.

‘Etfﬁ%’u""&’x‘ AT

SR e

mark

search oll read

refresh

Reply to "attachment test" in Documen(22)"’
1 Topic: {attachment test

Conferences
Conferences | 1 New Messaaes

Core Group Discussion Room (0) I"; PrewewlSpeII
Core Group Document Library (0) " check
= Document L ibrary {22) (1, 1 New) a3 P ﬂAttach file

altachment last (Jay Leslie) 1022
® PDB at Central (3)
% District 19 Discussion Room Room (1)

Principals’ Principals’ Corner (18) (0) - A9 (0) = -
# Ask the Director of Operations {22} (2)

# District 22 Discussion Room (

1. Enter messagg{
description here |

I

i3 .

i /
£

i

j

2. Enter the text of your/ y

message or reply i i
* Check thei"Attach File" box
if you want to include an
attachment. W|th your message

~—~l

3. Press the "Post" button ;
to post your message !

-
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EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

How to Use the PDB Web Conference Center

4. Starting a New Message Thread

Select the conference in the left frame and either click the “post” button in the Upper left
corner of the conference center window, or click “post” in the one of the meésage headers.

This brings you to the screen shown in Figure 3. From this point, the process of posting a
new thread is identical to that of replying to a thread with the exceptlon that you are
presented with a blank topic line that must be filled in.

5. Attaching Files

In addition to the topic box and the main message area, the message posting form
(Figure 3) contains six check boxes, the last of which is “attach files.” If you wish to
attach a file to your message, be sure to check -this box before clicking the “post” button.

file(s) you wish to attach (Figure 4).

Figure 4

" With this box checked clicking “post” bnngs you to a screen that asks you to select the

¥ WebBoard - Jay Leslie - Nescape N
Eile Edu. View Qo Qomcnw ﬂdp

-. 4 - li A '.*ﬂ 3 2 u" ’}

K2 Bookmwks 3 Locauon Jhap //pdbnyuedul F‘DBllogm
2 My Yahoo 2 MTAMap _.IPDBWebProto L Anywho 4 Sidewalk.com

Conferences
Conferences | 1 Naw Messages
Core Group Discussion Room (0) ; ha @ this support
Core Group Documeént Library (0)
& Document Library {22) (1, 1 New) ama
gliachment test (Jay Leslie) 10722
# PDB at Central (3)
« District 19 Discussion Room (1)
Principals' Corner {19) (0) -

Choose a 333
Category:

j NOTE Your browser must sur ppartfits uploading. If you don’t 529 & "Browss..
|| bolovs, your browser does rct“.lppovt form-based file uplyading. Natscap? 2. 0 and later

Unknown Document Image Audio Multimedia Application

" button

BE® O

Browse

.|| % Ask the Director of Operations (22) (2) File to [e: 7testdoc. doc
# District 22 Discusslon Room (3) UPIOAA: Lot s
Principals’ Corner {22} (0) i File ]Just 2 test.
# P8119's Buddies (22) (1) 4]l description: ;

PS193's Buddies (22} (0) Upload .
PS206's Buddies (22) (0) another? © Yes & Ne

PS217's Buddies {22} (0)

Uploed Now lHelg | Cancel

PS222's Buddies (22) (0)
PS234's Buddies (22) (0)
PS278's Buddies (22} (0)
PS312's Buddies (22) (0)

2. Click this button when you
have selected the file you |
_[ wish to attach and are ready |
to post your message f

17 Use the "Browsg
button to find the fi
you wish to attach

.
PP P, 8 w«z'ss(:‘ﬂ
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How to Use the PDB Web Conference Center

e Choose Category |

These opt|ons serve to glve other conference users a generaI idea of the type of f|Ie you
are attachrng it has no effect on your attachment. You will Ilker find that:most of your
attachments cons|st of documents, which include files created by word processors ||ke
Word and WordPerfect as weII as spreadsheets, database reports etc.

¢ File to Upload

~ This is where you enter the location (path) and name of the file you wish to attach. ltis -
advisable to select your attachment using the “browse” button. Cllcklng the. “browse"
button will bring you to the “File Upload” window from which you can search for and

- select the file you wish to attach. The “f||e of type" box in the “File Upload” window -
contains various file types, but you may find it easier to select “all files” here since the -
list of file types does not include some common word processor and spreadsheet file
types. When you have found the file you want, click the “open” button. The “file to -

upload” box will-be filled in for you.

e File Descrrptron _ ‘
Type a description of the file to inform conference members of the contents of the

- attached file.

o Upload Now

Click this button when you are done to post your message, anng with the flle(s) you

have chosen to attach.

Enjoy
That's it. Now you're ready to begin communicating via the PDB Web Conference
Center. To find out about additional features, please click the “help” button from the

Conference Center screen.
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