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Chapter 1
Introduction and Summary

Overview of the Program

Thefedera Class-Size Reduction (CSR) Program, P.L. 105-277, begun in Fiscal Y ear 1999,
represented a major federal commitment to help school districts hire additiona qualified teachers,
especidly in the early elementary grades, so children would learn in smaller classes. The CSR
program aso allowed funds to be spent as professional development, in part to help teachers take
advantage of instructional opportunitiesin smaller classes. The ultimate goal of the program wasto
improve student achievement, particularly in reading, by reducing class sizesin grades K-3to an
average of 18 students per class.

Through the Department of Education Appropriations Act of 1999, $1.2 billion was initially
appropriated for this program. States allocated 100 percent of the funds to school districts based upon
aformula distribution using poverty and enrollment data. There was neither a ceiling nor afloor on
district alocations. School districts were required to use a minimum of 82 percent of the funds for
recruiting, training new teachers, and teacher salaries. No more than 3 percent was to be used for
local administration and no more than 15 percent to pay such costs as professiona development. The
initial emphasis was on reducing classsizein grades 1 to 3. In FY 2000, the appropriation totaled
$1.3 hillion, the grade span was expanded to include kindergarten, and the proportion of funds
potentially available for professional development increased from 15 percent to 25 percent, whereas
the portion to be used on teacher salaries correspondingly decreased from a minimum of 82 to 72
percent. The FY 2001 appropriation rose to $1.623 hillion.

As part of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), the
CSR program was folded into Title 11, Part A, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).
Although no longer a separate federa program, class-size reduction remains an alowable use of
funds under Titlell, Part A. It isone of many ways that districts can use their Title 11, Part A, funds
to improve teacher quality and student achievement in their schools. Therefore, this evaluation
provides valuable lessons not just about the federal CSR program, but aso about a major component
of Titlell, Part A, of NCLB.

Purposes of the Evaluation

The evaluation was designed to address multiple research questions, organized into three main
categories. (1) distribution and uses of federal CSR funds; (2) implementation of CSR; (3) and
effects of CSR on class size. This evaluation was not intended to provide data on the effects of CSR
on classroom practices or student achievement. Under the uses of funds category, we were
particularly interested in how districts used their funds, the numbers of teachers hired, the schools
selected to receive CSR teachers, spending issues such as the extent of carryover from 1999-2000,
and the coordination of federal CSR funds with other funding sources. Questions about CSR
implementation included sources and qualifications of new teachers, types of recruitment activities
undertaken, nature and quality of professiona development provided, and availability of facilities for
reducing class size. To assess the impact of the federal CSR program on class size, we were




interested in the methods used to reduce classsize as well as average class size before and after the
program went into effect.’

Methodology

The evaluation used mixed data collection methods. Surveys of district staff and school principals
provided generaizable information about the federal CSR program, while site visits to six states, 12
districts (two in each state), 24 schools (two in each district), and 48 CSR teachers (two in each
school) provided qualitative information that illuminated and helped verify the survey findings. The
surveys and site visits were conducted in the spring of 2001, during the federal CSR program’s
second year of funding, and most data correspond to the 2000-01 school year. Data collection
methods are elaborated below.

District Survey

With data from the National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 1996-1997, the
district survey was based on a nationally representative sample of 625 school districts, stratified by
district size. The sample of districts was selected with probability proportional to the size (PPS) of
the district. The final sample and response rates by district Size are reported in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1

Respondents and Response Rates, Survey of District Personnel, National Evaluation of the
Federal CSR Program, 2001

Number of Districts

Distriet in Final Sample Respondents Response Rates
I(_f(;?gom students) 300 255 85%
(I\g,egci)%n:o 9,999 students) 212 183 86
Zr;?! 2,500 students) 92 7 84

Total 604 515 85

The original sample was reduced from 625 to 604, because seven respondents from medium-sized districts and 14
respondents from small districts returned their surveys, indicating that they had received no federal CSR funds.

Surveys were mailed to each district beginning in April 2001. The data collection period was
extended through mid-August 2001 to ensure as high a response rate as possible. During that time
period, postcard reminders were sent to districts, surveys were re-mailed to nonrespondents, and
extensive telephone calls were made. Multiple telephone calls were needed in order to track down the

! Because the school survey is limited to schools that had hired at least one teacher with federal
CSR funds, average class size was computed only in those grades in which teachers were placed.
The average class size then will be smaller than a nationwide average across all grades and
schoals.

2 Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Chapter 1



appropriate respondent(s) for the survey. In some districts, the requested data el ements were housed
in severa different offices. For 203 of the 515 responding districts (39 percent), follow-up calls were
made to districts to clarify inconsistencies between the amount of CSR funds they reported spending
on hiring teachers and the number of CSR teachers hired.

Based upon the sampling frame, we then constructed a set of district-level sampling weights that,
when applied to the respondents, alow us to represent the population of CSR districts (see Table 1.2).
All data reported in these tabulations are weighted data.

Table 1.2

Weighting Responses from the Survey of District Personnel for the National Evaluation of the
Federal CSR Program, 2001

Sample of CSR Districts Population of CSR Districts
District (Unweighted n) (Weighted n)
Large 255 787
Medium 183 3,016
Small 77 7,755
Total 515 11,558

School Survey

To explore how class size was reduced, the Survey of School Principals was limited to those schools
that had hired at least one teacher through federal CSR funds. Because no universe of such schools
was available, we selected a sample of about 200 districts from the district sample. These districts
were a so selected with probability proportiona to size and only included districts with sufficient
federal CSR funds to hire at |east one teacher. Didtricts provided aroster of each school and the
number of CSR teachersin that school. Thefina sample of schools was selected using two strata:
the size of the district and the number of CSR teachers hired in the school. The fina sample and
response rate are shown in Table 1.3. The mail-out of surveys to schools and the data collection
procedures mirrored those of the district survey.

Table 1.3

Respondents and Response Rates, Survey of School Principals, National Evaluation of the
Federal CSR Program, 2001

Number of Schools in Final Sample Respondents Response Rate

654 489 5%

Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Chapter 1 3



Site Visits

Six states were selected for on-site case studies. They represented arange in federal CSR funds, state
efforts to reduce class size, and regiona location. We deliberately excluded from the Site visits states
that were already involved in other reduced class size evaluation efforts (e.g., California, Tennessee,
and Wisconsin) to minimize their respondent burden. Within each state, we selected two didtricts.
We chose very large enrollment districts because most federal CSR funds are distributed to urban
districts, and because urban districts would be more likely to face the greatest challengesin
implementing this program, given existing teacher shortages and limited facilities. Finaly, we
selected two Title | schools within each district that were participating in CSR. Neither states nor
districts are named in this report order to protect their confidentiaity.

Within each state, we conducted in-person individual interviews with the state superintendent of
public instruction (or designee), coordinator of the federal CSR program, human resources staff, and
research and evaluation staff. At the district level, we interviewed the superintendent (or designee),
the coordinator of the federal CSR program, other district staff with whom the CSR program was
coordinated, human resources staff, and others as appropriate. Within each school visited, we
interviewed the principal, the Title | coordinator for the school, the lead teacher for the grade with
class-size reduction, and at least two CSR teachers, whose classrooms we observed for a two-hour
block.

Research on Class-Size Reduction

Support for the federa CSR program was based on research that found that small classes could have a
positive influence on student achievement. For example, research from Tennessee' s Project STAR
(Student-Teacher Achievement Ratio) found that students who had been randomly assigned to small
classes (13 to 17 students) in grades K-3 outperformed their peersin regular classes (22 to 25
students) and in regular classes that also had aides on standardized and curriculum-based tests
(Achilleset al., 1996). Additionally, by eighth grade, those students who had been placed in small
classes through Project STAR were still outperforming students who had been placed in regular
classes or regular-plus-aide classes in K-3 (Finn, 1998; Nye, 1995).

The Wisconsin Student Achievement Guarantee in Education (SAGE) study led to conclusions
similar to the STAR study—students in SAGE classrooms (12 to 15 students) achieved higher scores
than students in comparison classrooms (21 to 25 students) (Molnar et al., 1999). The SAGE study
also begins to shed light on how instructiona practices change in the smaller classes. Ininterviews
and surveys, teachers reported that they had more knowledge about students, instructiona time
allowing them to cover more content and individuaize instruction, and fewer discipline problems.
These changesin their classrooms increased job satisfaction, reduced the stress of teaching too many
students, and allowed teachers to work with other teachers in more effective ways.

Other researchers, however, have argued that the external validity of the Tennessee experiment
(STAR) has not been established sufficiently to warrant generalizing the results across different
populations and settings in the United States. These critics claim that further randomized experiments
are needed (Hanushek, 1999). They aso claim that class-size reduction in the context of teacher
shortages can reduce teacher quality and effectiveness and can shrink or eliminate any benefits of
having fewer students in the classroom (Jepsen & Rivkin, 2001). Additionally, researchers suggest
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that most teachers do not change their instructional practices when class size is reduced, and “only
teacherswhose instructional methods benefit from smaller classes—e.g., those who work with small
groups, those who depend on persona relationships with students, those who emphasize hands-on
projects—are more productive with smaller than with larger classes’ (Ehrenberg, Brewer, Gamoran
and Willms, 2001).

Findings from California s class-size reduction initiative confirm some of these critics' concerns.
Under alaw passed in 1996, the state provided districts with $650 per student for each K -3 classroom
with 20 or fewer students. An evaluation of this class-size reduction initiative found that class-Sze
reduction was associated with declines in teacher qualifications and inequitable distribution of
credentialed teachers; i.e., as districts reduced class size in K-3 classrooms, they hired more teachers
without full credentials, most of whom were hired by schools serving the most disadvantaged
students. Additionally, although parents said they liked the reduced size classes, and teachers
reported giving students more individualized attention in these classes, teachers did not report
covering more curriculum as aresult of small class size, nor did the evaluation link reduced class size
to changes in student achievement (Bohrnstedt and Stecher, 2002).

Findings from the Federal Evaluation

Distribution and Uses of Funds

In the first year, federal CSR funds were distributed to states based upon the greater of a
state’ s share of funds under Part A of Title | or the Eisenhower Professional Development
State Grants program. In years 2 and 3, state distributions were proportional to the year 1
distribution. Within states, all funds were distributed to school districts based on the
number of children in poverty (80 percent) and school enrollment (20 percent).

States and districts received their funding allocations under the law, and spent it
according to the mandated guidelines. In 2000-2001 for example, teacher salaries made
up 84 percent of the funding, with 14 percent for professional development and one
percent each for administrative procedures and new teacher training and testing.

In 2000-01, about 25,000 teachers were hired with federal CSR funds. Ninety-four
percent were regular classroom teachers rather than specialist teachers. Three percent
were reading specialists and 2 percent were in other categories. Schools with the largest
class sizesin their district were typically the recipients of the federally funded CSR
teachers. Sixty percent of schools hired one teacher, 30 percent hired two teachers, and
10 percent hired more than two teachers.

In keeping with the law’s explicit intent, two-thirds of al districts coordinated federal
CSR funding with other funding sources, including funds from Title | of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and Title 11 of the Higher Education Act, aswell as state
and local CSR initiatives. When districts received state or local CSR funds, those funds
were typicaly five times the size of the federal CSR allocation but often came with more
strings attached, such as restricting funding to teachers in separate classrooms.

Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Chapter 1 5



Although only 1 percent of the teachers hired with federal CSR funds were specia
education teachers, 16 percent of districts reported coordinating their CSR program with
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The study did not explore how
these programs were coordinated. 1n addition, 69 percent of the districts offering
professiona development with CSR funds reported including specia education teachers
in this professional development. It is not clear why the professional development was
not offered to specia education teachers in every district.

The single largest funding issue was the large carryover of first year fundsinto a second
year of activities, not unexpected given the very short timeline to hire teachers and the
uncertainty of second year funding. More than 60 percent of large districts, and 34
percent of medium and small districts, carried over funds from 1999-2000 to 2000-01.
Some made a strategic decision in 1999-2000 to carry funds over, whereas others either
did not have enough time to hire teachers or could not find qudified teachers. Some
$150 million were carried over to the 2000-01 school year.

Implementation

Recruiting and hiring fully certified teachers was a problem in dmaost one-third of large
districts, and in 10 percent of smaller districts. Many large districts were engaged in
large-scale recruitment initiatives (often with different funding sources), but a lack of
credentialed applicants was a mgor problem (and more of a problem than non-competi-
tive sdaries or single year funding). In 40 percent of all districts, over 50 percent of the
new hires were novice teachers.

Although permitted to use up to 15 percent of federa CSR funds in 1999-2000 for
professional development, and up to 25 percent in 2000- 01, districts spent an average of
only 13 percent in 1999-2000 and 14 percent in 2000-01. Moreover, only 39 percent of
districts chose to spend CSR funds on professional development activities. Accordingto
district personnel, the professional development offered typically focused on reading (80
percent of districts) and math (57 percent) rather than on instructional strategies to
optimize the use of small class size (38 percent). In lieu of professional development,
districts used funds to hire teachers to reduce class size.

Just as large digtricts had trouble finding qualified teachers, they also were more likely
than smaller districts to have shortages of space. Almost 60 percent of large districts
reported facilities problems, typically not enough additional rooms and insufficient funds
to modify existing facilities. In response, districts promoted team teaching or converted
nonclassroom space (other instructional rooms like gymnasiums, or noninstructional
rooms like teachers' lounges) into classrooms. Overall, 42 percent of the schools that
hired CSR teachers did not place them in salf-contained classrooms.

CSR implementation has been affected by other administrative and resource-related
issues: the lack of state administrative funds resulted in minimal state involvement in the
program; districts were unable to hire teachers due to the late notification of the
availability of funds; district administrators were wary about the uncertainty of the
program’s future; and alocations for rural districts were too small to create a meaningful

program.
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Based upon observationsin 48 CSR classrooms in 24 schools, some teachers took
advantage of smaller classes to tailor instruction and maximize one-on-one time with
students, giving students more time and attention. At the same time, other CSR classes
functioned like non-CSR classes, with desks in rows and the teacher lecturing from the
front of the room.

Changes in Class Size

In the schools and grades where federally funded CSR teachers were placed, average
class size decreased with the advent of federal CSR funds, typically by one or two
students. After the federal CSR program, average class size overall ranged from 18
students per class in kindergarten, to 20 in grade 1 and 21 students per class in grades 2
and 3. There are two reasons for the modest reduction in average class size. Many
schools (44 percent) did not assign the CSR teacher to a separate classroom, but rather
assigned the teacher to special subjects or team teaching. Even in schools where teachers
were assigned to their own classrooms, 52 percent had simultaneous increasesin
enrollment that mitigated class size reduction. Overal, 73 percent of schools either did
not assign teachers to separate classes or had enrollment increases that reduced CSR’'s
impact.

In grade 1, the largest decrease in the average class Size in a single school was nine
students per classroom; in grade 2, the largest decrease was 10 students per classroom,
and in grade 3, the largest decrease was 12 students per classroom.

To reduce class size, 57 percent of schools placed CSR teachers in separate classrooms,
24 percent hired teachers to reduce class size in particular subjects (e.g., reading or
mathematics). Onein six schools (17 percent) created additiona sectionsin priority
subjects, and about 10 percent used team teaching.

Schools most often used federal CSR funds to reduce class size in grades 1-3. Based
upon our case studies, grade 1 was targeted to advance early literacy goals, whereas grade
3 was targeted to prepare students for state-mandated grade 4 assessments.

Organization of the Final Report

The report’ s structure reflects the four sets of evaluation questions. Chapter 2 addresses the
distribution and uses of funds. Chapter 3 addresses recruitment and hiring of teachers, professiona
development, and resources for implementation. Last, Chapter 4 examines the impact of the federal
CSR program on class size. Appendix A includes copies of the district and school surveys.
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Chapter 2
Allocation of Federal Class-Size Reduction Funds

Overview

The CSR program was intended to enable schools to hire new classroom teachers beginning in the
1999-2000 school year and for the following two years. Over the course of those years, atotd of
about $4 billion was allotted to states. This chapter sets the stage for CSR implementation by
addressing the descriptive questions about the distribution and uses of funds, the number of teachers
hired, and coordination of funds with other funding sources. The nuances of implementation are
anadyzed in Chapter 3.

The multiple evaluation questions related to the uses of federal CSR funds include:

How were federa CSR funds distributed and used (e.g., teachers sdaries, professiona
development, administration, and recruitment)?

How many teachers were hired with federal CSR funds?
How did districts select schools to receive CSR teachers?
To what extent did districts use waivers and carry over federal CSR funds?

To what extent were federal CSR funds coordinated with other federal, state, and local
reform efforts?

The data for this chapter come primarily from the national survey of school district personnel,
conducted in the spring of 2001. Site visits to large districts are used to elaborate on the survey
findings.

Major Findings

In 2000-01, teacher salaries took up 84 percent of district CSR funding, with 14 percent
for professional development, and 1 percent each for administrative procedures and new
teacher training and testing. These spending alocations were in keeping with federa
program guidelines that required districts to use a minimum of 82 percent of funding for
teacher salaries, recruiting and training teachers.

About 25,000 teachers were hired with federa CSR funds in the 2000-01 school year.
Ninety-four percent were regular classroom teachers, 3 percent were reading specialists,
1 percent were specia education teachers, and 2 percent were in other categories.

Schools with the largest class sizes were most often the recipients of the federally funded
CSR teachers. Sixty percent of schools hired one teacher, 30 percent hired two teachers,
and 10 percent hired more than two teachers.

About one-fifth of small districts requested waivers from ED in 1999-2000 for increased
spending flexibility, nearly three times the rate of such requests from large ditricts.




Small districts tended to ask for waivers from the limit on professional development
spending and from the requirement to form consortia with other districts to receive
sufficient funding to hire ateacher. Large districts generaly asked for waivers to reduce
class size in grades other than the early elementary grades.

More than 60 percent of large districts, but only 34 percent of medium and small districts,
carried over funds from 1999-2000 to 2000-01. Some made a strategic decision to carry
funds over, whereas others either did not have enough time to hire teachers or could not
find qualified teachers.

Two-thirds of al districts coordinated federal CSR funding with other funding sources,
including funds from Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and Title 1
of the Higher Education Act, aswell as state and local CSR initiatives. When digtricts
received state or local CSR funds, those funds were typicaly five times the size of the
federal CSR alocation but often came with more strings attached, such as funding only
for teachers in separate classrooms.

Distribution and Uses of Federal CSR Funds

Federa CSR funds were distributed to states based upon the greater of their share under Part A of
Titlel or the Eisenhower Professional Development State Grants program in the prior year. Inyears
2 and 3, state distributions were proportional to year 1 distributions. Within states all funds were
distributed to school districts based on the number of children in poverty (80 percent) and school
enrollment (20 percent). There was neither afloor nor a ceiling on the amount of funds a district
could receive. Asaresult, afew very large districts received millions of dollarsin CSR funds,
whereas more than half of the small districts did not receive enough funds to hire even one full-time
teacher. The distributions of federal CSR funds for the first and second years of the program are
presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1

Allocation of Federal CSR Funds, by Size of District

1999-2000 2000-01
Median Median 2000-01

District Size Allocation Allocation 25th and 74th percentiles
Large $358,054 $396,541 $248,381 to $739,796
(10,000+ students)
Medium 79,446 86,298 $57,594 to $137,144
(2,500 to 9,999 students)
Small 18,799 19,911 $11,418 to $44,950

(less than 2,500 students)

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question asked for both 1999-2000 and 2000-2001: “What was your district’s
total allocation for the federa Class-Size Reduction (CSR) Initiative?’

In 1999-2000, the first year of the federal CSR program, districts were to use at least 82 percent of
their funds on teacher salaries, no more than 15 percent on professiona development, and no more
than 3 percent on local administration. For the 2000-01 school year, the statute lowered the required
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spending on saaries to at least 72 percent, while the ceiling on funding for professiona devel opment
was raised to no more than 25 percent. Half the districts, regardless of size, spent the vast mgjority of
funds (97 percent or more) on teacher salaries. Given their relatively low level of funding, small
districts were more likely to put their funds into professional development than larger districts as
funding was insufficient to hire even one full-time teacher. As shown in Table 2.2, the distributions
changed little from the first to the second year for teacher salaries and for professional development.
This could be explained in part by the number of waivers granted in 1999-2000 to small districtsto
lift the ceiling on professiona development spending, alowing them to spend more than 15 percent
of their funding on professiona development in the first year. Although 27 percent of small districts
received waivers on professiona development in 1999-2000, only 13 percent received waiversin
2000-01, after the ceiling had been raised. 2

Table 2.2

Average Percentage (Standard Error) of Federal CSR Funds Spent or Projected to be Spent
on Various Expenditures During the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 School Years, by Size of
District

All Districts Large Districts Medium Districts : Small Districts
1999- 2000- 1999- 2000- 1999- 2000- 1999- 2000-
2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001
Teacher salaries 86% 84% 89% 88% 94% 92% 82% 80%
(2.9) (2.8) (1.5) 1.3) (1.3) (1.4) 4.4) (4.2)
Professional 13 14 7 8 4 6 17 18
development (2.9) (2.7) (1.2) (1.1) (0.9) 1.3) (4.4) (4.0
Administrative 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
expenditures (0.2) (0.4) (0.6) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.5)
New teacher 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1
training and testing (2.9 0.4) (0.6) 0.4 (0.7) 0.3) (0.0) (0.5)
Recruiting costs 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
(0.2) (0.0 (0.3) (0.4) (0.0 (0.2) (0.0) (0.0

Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Questions: “How did your district spend its federal CSR funds for the 1999-2000
school year?” and “How did your district spend its federal CSR funds for the 2000-2001 school year?’

Site visits to six states provided additional information on how federal CSR funds were spent. In one
state facing teacher shortages only in particular content areas and geographic locations, federal CSR
funds were used to fund specia resource teachers in urban locales and science and math teachersin
rural areas where these specialized teachers were in shorter supply. Another state obtained waivers to
use federal CSR funds for professiona devel opment because many districts already had reduced class
size and needed other professional services; in the largest district in this state, local money and federa
money combined to fund a mentoring program for first year teachers.

2

Standard errors are 11.5 and 8.8, respectively.
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Teachers Hired with Federal CSR Funds

Almost 25,000 teachers were hired with federal CSR funds in 2000-01; 80 percent of them were fully
funded by federal CSR funds, and 20 percent were partially funded. Table 2.3 presents the estimated
total number of teachers hired with federal CSR funds in the 2000-01 school year, and the number
hired by size of district. Of the fully funded teachers hired, 94 percent were regular classroom
teachers, 3 percent were reading specidists, 1 percent were special education teachers, and 2 percent
were in other categories. Note that small districts were far more likely than larger districtsto
combine their CSR funds with other fundsto hire ateacher. Almost 40 percent of the teachersin
small districts were funded from multiple sources, compared to 8 percent of the teachersin large
districts.

Overdl, 73 percent of al districts reported that they hired additional teachers in 2000-01 with their
federal CSR funds. Small districts were significantly less likely to report having hired teachers (66
percent) when compared with medium (86 percent) and large (91 percent) districts, because the
amount of money received was not enough to support an additional teacher?

Table 2.3

Number of Teachers Fully or Partially Funded by Federal CSR in the 2000-01 School Year, by
Size of District

Total number of Number of fully FTE partially funded
teachers hired funded teachers by CSR
Large districts 11,378 10,488 (92%) 890 (8%)
(10,000+ students)
Medium districts 7,875 6,002 (76%) 1,873 (24%)
(2,500 to 9,999 students)
Small districts 5,700 3,507 (62%) 2,193 (38%)
(fewer than 2,500
students)
All districts 24,953 19,997 (80%) 4,956 (20%)

Nine districts had missing data on the number of teachers hired. Of the nine districts, five were large, one was
medium, and three were small districts. We created an estimated number of teachers hired for these districts,
using alinear regression predicting the total number of teachers hired using total student enrollment and total
grant allocation. The predicted values for the nine districts were then used to estimate the sums presented in
thistable.

Survey of District Personnel. Question: “For the 2000-2001 school year, across your district asawhole, how
many teachers were hired with federal CSR funds?’

®  Standard errors; al (3.7); large (1.8); medium (2.6); smdl (5.4). The chi-square for this table
was significant at the
p < 0.01 leve, with achi value of 19.53.
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How Districts Chose Schools for CSR Teachers

District Decision Makers

To receive federal CSR funds, districts applied to their state as part of their federa consolidated Title
V1 applications and described how they measure class size, how the funds would be spent, the
number of teachers to be hired, and current class size, among other items (U.S. Department of
Education, 2000, pp. 19-21).

In making decisions about how to allocate funds within districts, 78 percent of districts reported
superintendents as a major influence in these decisions, and 60 percent reported principals as a major
influence (Table 2.4). There was little variation by the size of the district in who exercised influence,
though larger districts were more likely to have more layers of management than smaller ones. The
overwhelming majority of districts (98 percent') also reported that districts selected which schools
received additional CSR teachers in the 2000-01 school year, rather than having schools compete for
CSR funds or using other methods.

Criteria for Selecting Schools

The federal guidance suggested criteria for school selection:

...[Digtricts] might find that the best results come from targeting the funds to the
poorest schools, the lowest performing schools, or to the schools with the largest
classes. Asindicated in the “Research” section [of the Guidance], the benefits of
class-size reduction are greatest for disadvantaged and minority students, and the
intervention seems to be most effective when implemented in the child' s first school
year (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 25).

Across al ditricts, regardless of size, most districts reported choosing schools that had the largest
classes (Table 2.5). Large districts also chose schools that were low performing or high poverty,
whereas medium and small districts were less likely to use etther of these criteria.

Across the schools selected to receive CSR-funded teachers, 60 percent hired one teacher, 30 percent
hired two, and 10 percent of the schools hired three or more federally funded CSR teachers. Site
visits aso confirmed (in alimited number of districts or states) that most schools had hired only one
teacher through federal CSR funds.

Among the very large districts we visited, one reported that they had so many schools meeting
poverty, achievement, and class-size criteria that they incorporated “other” more subjective selection
criterialike “areceptive principa” or an integrated reform plan into their decision-making process.
Another district, with more eligible schools than available funds, targeted schools with large
proportions of limited English proficient students. A third district placed a priority on the largest and
poorest performing schools; one teacher was placed in each of the 23 schools and two teachers in the
lowest performing, highest poverty school for atotal of 25 new teachers. Y et another large district

4 Standard error is 1.3.
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placed one teacher in each school in 1999-2000, but in 2000-01 placed at least four teachersin each
of its highest poverty schools.

Table 2.4

Percentage of Districts Reporting on Who Influences Decisions on Which Schools Participate
in Federal CSR Initiatives

District
Superintendent

Principals

Central Office Staff

School Board

Teachers

Site-Based
Management
Committee

Parents/Parent
Association

78

—

10

60
31
41
27
|32

| 48

o
[N)
o
N
o
o))
o
o)
(@]

Percent of Districts

B No

Influence O Some Influence Major Influence

100

Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds to hire additional teachers.

Sandard errors:

“District Superintendent” (major 4.2, some 3.7, no 2.7); “ Principals’ (major 3.4, some 2.6,

no 2.4); “Central Office Staff (major 3.9, some 4.1, no 4.5); “ School Board” (major 4.0,
some 4.1, no 4.5); “Teachers’ (major 3.8, some 4.3, no 4.4); “Management Committee”

(major 2.5, some 4.0, no 4.3); and “Parents’ (major 0.2, some 3.2, no 3.2).

Source; Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Please indicate which of the following groups of
people have influenced decisions on which schools would participate in the federal CSR
initiative.”
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Table 2.5

Types of Schools Selected to Receive Teachers through Federal CSR Funding in 2000-01, by
Size of District

All Districts Small Districts
Criteria for School (standard Large Districts Medium Districts (standard
Selection errors) (standard errors)  (standard errors) errors)
Largest class sizes 58% (4.5) 56% (3.3) 69% 3.7 53% (7.2
Highest poverty 17 (2.7 46 (3.3) 25 (3.5) 8 (3.9
Low performing 17 (3.0) 44 (3.3) 20 (3.2) 12 4.7)
Other reform efforts 7 (1.9) 16 (2.4) 12 (2.6) 4 (2.9)
Other 33 (4.4) 25 (2.9 21 (3.2) 41 (7.2)

Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question asked: “Which types of schools were selected to receive additional
teachers through federal CSR funding in the 2000-2001 school year? (Check al that apply.)”

Use of Waivers and Carryover Funding
Waivers

The federal CSR Program Guidance recognized the need for flexibility within the program to meet
local needs:

No federa program can be designed to meet the needs of every LEA in every respect.
An LEA that wants to adapt components of the Class-Size Reduction Program to its
unique circumstances may avail itself of a number of options, including applying for
waivers of statutory requirements (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 29).

More small districts (22 percent) than medium (4 percent) or large (7 percent) districts requested and
received waiversin both 1999-2000 and 2000-01.° Small districts received waivers primarily to
suspend the consortium requirement and the limit on professional development, whereas large
districts received waivers to include kindergarten (in 1999-2000) and to reduce class size in grades
above grades 1 to 3 (Table 2.6).

> Standard errors:. large (1.7); medium (1.6); small (5.0). Chi-square value was 11.14 (p < .01).
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Table 2.6

Percentage (Standard Error) of Districts Receiving Waivers to Federal Class-Size Program
Requirements, by Type of Waiver and Size of District

District Size All Large Medium Small
1999- 2000- i 1999- 2000- i 1999- 2000- 1999- 2000-
2000 2001 : 2000 2001 : 2000 2001 2000 2001
Consortium requirement 36% 24% 6% 0 0 0 40% 279
(11.5) (10.4) (5.7) (12.7) (11.5)
Limit on professional development 24 12 13 13 0 0 27 13
(10.4) (8.0) (8.3) (8.3) (11.5) (8.8)
Target class-size number conforms to 14 9 19 25 14 29 13 7
a state class-size reduction initiative (8.0) (6.0) (9.8) (10.9) i (13.3) (17.1) (8.8) (6.5)
Reduce class size grades other than 8 20 38 25 14 14 7 20
kindergarten, grades 1, 2, or 3 (5.9) (9.4) i (12.1) (10.9): (13.3) (13.3) (6.5 (10.4)
Include kindergarten in “early 3 <1 31 13 29 0 0 0
elementary grades” (1.5) (0.3) i (11.6) (8.3) i (17.1)

Only those districts that applied for waiversin either year (that is, 16 percent of all districts) are included in the total.
Percentages add to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one response. The consortium
regquirement and kindergarten exclusion were dropped in 2000-2001.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Did your district request/receive waiversfor any of the following
program provisions[in 1999-2000 or 2000-2001] 7’

Carryover Funds

States were notified of funding levelsin early December of 1998 for the first year of the federal CSR
program. States then had to notify districts, which in turn submitted plans for how they would spend
their dlotment. The god was to hire a full complement of teachers by fall 1999. Didtricts reported
making heroic efforts to hire qualified teachers and prepare classroom space. The combination of late
CSR funding and the uncertainty of funds beyond the first year raised questions about whether
districts would be able to spend funds within the first year (1999-2000) or would need to carry over
funds to the next school year.® Thirty-six percent of districts reported that they carried over 1999-
2000 funds to the 2000-01 school year (Table 2.7). Large districts were twice as likely as medium or
small digtricts to carry over funds (62 percent of large districts versus 34 percent of both medium and
small districts).” On average, districts carried over 11 percent of their total allocation. Approxi-
mately $150 million was carried over to 2000-01, with the large districts carrying over $100 million.

¢ Wedid not ask asimilar question about 2000-2001 funds because survey data collection occurred
before the end of the school year.

" Standard error: al (3.8); large (3.1); medium (3.6); small (5.4). Chi-square for table was 41.85, p
<0.01

16 Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Chapter 2



Table 2.7

Federal CSR Funds Carried Over from the 1999-2000 School Year, by Size of District

All Large Medium Small
Districts Districts Districts Districts
Percent of districts carrying over funds 36% 62% 34% 34%
(3.8) (3.1) (3.6) (5.4)

Median amount of carryover funds $4,035 $65,924 $13,203 $3,145
Carryover funds as percent of total allocation 11% 15% 12% 11%

Carryover funds are computed only on those districts that reported unexpended funds.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Did your district carry over any unexpended funds from the 1999-
2000 school year federal CSR alocation?’

Asnoted in Table 2.8, districts reported multiple reasons for carrying over funds, chief among them
being difficulty in recruiting and hiring qualified teachers. We observed a similar pattern in our site
viststo very large districts. In one district suffering a severe teacher shortage, carryover funds
comprised over 60 percent of the allocation, and totaled over $3 million. About one in every seven
districts (and one in every five large districts) made the decision to carry over funds to the following
year. Districts who were concerned about their ability to sustain commitments to CSR-funded
teachers delayed hiring teachers until second year funds were secured. In instances where capital
improvements were needed before new hires could be placed in classrooms, salary funds were also
held over from the first year to the second.
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Table 2.8

Percentage (Standard Error) of Districts Reporting Various Factors Affecting Their Ability to
Expend the Total 1999-2000 School Year Federal CSR Allocation, by Size of District

Large Medium Small
All Districts Districts Districts Districts
(standard (standard (standard (standard
Reasons for Carryover Funds errors) errors) errors) errors)
Percent of districts carrying over 36% (3.8): 62% (3.1): 34% (3.6) 34% (5.4
funds
We made a strategic decision to 54 (76): 36 (4.3): 66 (16.9) 53 13.0
carry funds over to 2000-01
Funds were too late to hire 24 (6.7): 33 4.2) 15 (5.2) 27 (11.5)
teachers for the full academic year
Decisions were delayed until the 22 (6.7) 16 3.2 17 (5.5) 27 (11.5)
school year began to involve
schools in the decision-making
process
We could not find qualified 10 (39 : 28 (4.0 6 (3.6) 7 (6.5)
teachers
The uncertainty of future federal 7 1.9 16 (3.2 17 (5.5) 0
funding delayed expenditures
We could not commit funds until 5 (1.6) 14 (3.2) 11 (4.5) 0
classroom space had been created
Other factors 27 (6.8): 28 (4.0): 28 (6.5) 27 (11.5)

Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item. Excluded from this table
are the 31 percent of respondent s who reported no difficulty in spending all their funds.

Source:

to expend the 1999-2000 school year federal CSR allocation in full?

Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Which, if any, of the following factors affected your district’s ability

18
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Coordinating Federal CSR Funds with Other Funding

Federal program guidance strongly recommended using federal CSR funds in conjunction with other
programs. The federal guidelines stated:

To be most effective, the Class-Size Reduction Program should work hand-in-hand
with other Federal, State, and local programs that have related purposes (U.S.
Department of Education, 2000, p. 10).

Multiple federa programs were mentioned, including Title | of ESEA, the Reading Excellence Act,
Eisenhower Professional Development Program, and Title 11 of the Higher Education Act, aswell as
state and local class-size reduction efforts:

School districts and schools that participate in these programs are encouraged to
pursue a coordinated strategy to strengthen instruction in reading and other subjects
in early grades and help al students reach challenging standards—by creating smaller
classes, staffing them with well-prepared teachers, and providing extra help for those
who need it (p. 11).

In keeping with federal guidance, 68 percent® of districts, regardiess of enrollment size, reported
coordinating federal CSR funds with other funding. When districts coordinated spending, multiple
sources were often used, asillustrated in Table 2.9. Among federa initiatives, the most frequently
cited were Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and Title Il of the Higher
Education Act. For over adozen years, Title | has frequently supported reduced class sizesin high
poverty schoolwide projects, and Title |1 is a source of professiona development funds. State and
local funds were also frequently cited, including state CSR funding. The reasons cited for
coordinating CSR and other funding were consistent across districts and were equally important.
Hiring additional teachers, complementing school reform efforts, and integrating funds for
professiona development were cited by 42 percent, 41 percent, and 40 percent of al digtricts,
respectively.’

We learned of avariety of coordination effortsin our site visits, and in some districts the coordination
process was becoming more standardized. One state, for example, requires districts to prepare a
drategic plan that includes a gap analysis and that notes how different sources of funds fit into the
analysis. How states coordinated activities is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

We were particularly interested in how the federal CSR initiative was coordinated with state and local
CSR initiatives, many of which predated the passage of the federa program. One-quarter of the
districts surveyed (28 percent) reported having received class-size reduction funding from some other
source (state, local, or other). Large districts were much more likely to have other funding sources
(50 percent) than medium (32 percent) or small (24 percent).’® By far, the state CSR initiatives

Standard error is 3.8.
Standard errorsare 4.7, 4.7, and 4.7, respectively.

19 standard errors: all (3.4); large (3.2); medium (3.5); small (4.9). Chi-square test significant at
the p < 0.01 level (chi vaue was 25.68).
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Table 2.9

Proportion (Standard Error) of Districts Coordinating Federal CSR with Other Funding
Sources, by Size of District

Large Medium
Other Funding Sources All Districts Districts Districts Small Districts
Local funds other than CSR* 47% (4.8) 34% (3.6) 44% (4.3) 50% (7.1)
Title | Elementary and Secondary 43 (4.6) 64 (3.7) 50 4.3) 38 (6.9)
Education Act*
State funds other than CSR 38 4.7) 33 (3.6) 35 4.1) 40 (7.0)
Title Il of the Higher Education Act 33 (4.5) 35 3.7) 34 4.1) 32 (6.6)
State CSR funds* 23 (4.0) 36 3.7 22 (3.6) 22 (5.9)
Federal Individuals with Disabilities 16 (3.6) 16 (2.8) 13 (2.8) 18 (5.5)
Education Act
Other federal funds not listed 12 (3.3) 11 (2.4) 9 (2.4) 14 (4.9)
elsewhere*
Local CSR funds* 9 (2.6) 19 (3.0) 9 (2.4) 8 (3.9)
Reading Excellence Act 4 (2.9) 7 (2.0) 4 (1.8) 4 (2.8)
Federal Comprehensive School 3 (0.7) 15 (2.8) 7 (2.1) 0 (0.0)
Reform Demonstration Act*

Figures are reported only for districts that reported they coordinated the federal CSR funds with other fundsin 2000-01.
Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

*  p<.05.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “With what other funds were the federal CSR funds coordinated in
2000-20017

Table 2.10

District Participation in All CSR Initiatives in 2000-01, by Size of District

Medium Small

Large Districts Districts Districts
Federal CSR 100% 100% 100%
median allocation $358,054 $79,445 $18,799
State CSR participation 42% 25% 18%
median allocation $1,920,000 $480,866 $47,666
Local CSR participation 12% 8% 6%
median allocation $750,000 $62,000 $11,651
Other-funded CSR participation 2% 2% 3%
median allocation $768,995 * *

The median allocations are computed only for the subset of districts that received CSR funding.

* Ns were too small to compute.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Questions: “Does your district participate in other class-size reduction initiatives
in addition to the federal CSR in 2000-20017" and “What was your district’s alocation for the state and/or local
class-size reduction efforts?’
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provided districts with considerably larger sums of money for class-size reduction than did the federal
CSR program. As shown in Table 2.10, for medium and large districts that received state CSR funds,
the state funds were at least five times the size of the federal allocation. Theratio of federal, state,
and local CSR funds did not change significantly from the 1999-2000 to the 2000-01 school years.

Five of the six states visited also had state CSR initiatives. How these funds were used varied
depending on local education priorities and interests, legidative restrictions on use, different real
world constraints, and the availability of loca resources. These five State initiatives were generally
more restrictive in both school dligibility and allowable uses of funds, so federa funds were
perceived as more flexible. In one large state, state CSR funds were restricted to capital
improvements and the hiring of full-time teachers in separate classrooms. The federa dollars, on the
other hand, allowed districts to use such alternative approaches as team teaching, the use of specialist
teachers for certain subjects, and professional development. In one district visited, this allowed
“everybody to get something,” by using the funding pools in a complementary fashion.

Conclusion

Over thefirst two years of the CSR program, federal funds were distributed to the states and districts
for which they were intended. Districts spent the funds according to the distribution requirements of
the law, and spent more on teacher salaries than mandated by the law (and correspondingly less on
professional development). Rardly did districts assign multiple CSR-funded teachers in a school;
rather, three-fifths of the schools hired only a single federal CSR-funded teacher. 1n keeping with the
intent of the law, districts often coordinated their federal CSR funds with other funding sources,
whether they be Title | (ESEA), Title 1l (HEA), or state and local CSR funds. It was clear from the
survey and case study data that many districts targeted funds on increasing services and reducing
class sizein the early eementary grades. The most serious funding issue occurred in large districts
(those with 10,000 or more students), where 62 percent carried funds over from the first to second
year of the program. In these districts, about $100 million of federal CSR funds went unspent in the
first year. Chapter 3 elaborates on the implementation issues associated with the federal CSR
program, especialy around recruiting qualified teachers and providing sufficient facilities for the
newly hired staff.
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Chapter 3
Implementation of the Federal Class-Size Reduction
Program

Overview

The CSR program may seem relatively straightforward compared with other federal education
programs such as Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act or Title |1 of the Higher
Education Act. CSR allowed few options for uses of funds, and federal program guidance focused
primarily on discussing the allowable spending options and clarifying when waivers from the
program statute were appropriate (e.g., when fully certified teachers are not available or when class
Sizeis dready reduced in the targeted grades).

Despite the program’s relative simplicity, however, contextual variations led to considerable
implementation differences across districts and schools. The local teacher supply, availability of
additional classroom space (or the ability to create new classroom space), local professional
development priorities and plans, and other administrative and resource-related issues all affected
digtricts’ and schools experiences with CSR implementation. This chapter focuses on CSR
implementation and addresses the following questions:

What were the sources and qualifications of new teachers? What recruitment activities
were undertaken to attract qualified teachers?

What were the nature and quality of professional development provided? and
To what extent were facilities available for reducing class size?

How isreduced class size reflected in classroom practices?

These questions are informed by the survey of a nationally representative sample of school districts,
by the survey of a national sample of schools that hired at least one CSR teacher, and by case studies
in six states, 12 ditricts (typicaly the two largest in each state), and 24 schools (two in each digtrict).

Major Findings
Hiring Teachers

Federa CSR legidation required that all teachers hired under the CSR program be fully
certified to teach the grades and subjects to which they are assigned. Twelve percent of
districts, however—predominantly large, urban districts—had difficulty finding teachers,
in most cases because there were not enough credentiaed applicants available.

Only asmall percentage (5 percent) of districts used CSR funds to recruit teachers.
Although many of the large districts in our case studies were engaged in large-scale
recruitment initiatives, funding for these purposes came from sources other than CSR.
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Teachers in reduced-size classrooms (whether federally funded or not) were similar to
other newly hired teachers with regard to background and experience. Compared to non-
CSR teachers, adightly greater percentage of CSR teachers had standard state teaching
certificates rather than advanced professional certificates, held bachelor’ s degreesin their
subject areas rather than master’ s degrees or higher, and had fewer years of teaching
experience.

Professional Development

Although one-quarter of federal CSR funds could support teacher professional
development in 2000-01, only 39 percent of districts reported using a portion of their
CSR dlocation for this purpose, spending an average of 14 percent of their total funds.
Of those districts spending CSR funds on professiona development, most reported
focusing on the content of reading (80 percent of districts) or math (57 percent), whereas
38 percent of fered professional development on working with students in small classes.

Because federal CSR funds were a small proportion of the budget for most districts, the
influence of such funds on a district’s overall professional development activities was
minimal.

Resources

Nearly one-third of districts had facilities problems related to the CSR initiative, such as
not having enough additional rooms available to convert to classroom use or having
insufficient funds to modify facilities. 1n response to this somewhat negative and
unintended circumstance, districts promoted team teaching or converted nonclassroom
space (other instructional rooms like gymnasiums, or noninstructiona rooms like
teachers’ lounges) into classrooms.

CSR implementation has been affected by other administrative and resource-related
issues. thelack of state administrative funds resulted in minima state involvement in the
program; districts were unable to hire teachers due to the late notification of funds;
district administrators were wary about the uncertainty of the program’ s future; and
dlocations for rural districts were too small to create a meaningful program.

Classroom Practices

Based upon observations and interviews in 48 CSR classrooms across 24 schools, some
teachers tailored instruction and maximized one-on-one time with students, to give
students more time and attention. They credited smaller classes with these changesin
practices. At the same time, other CSR classes functioned like non-CSR classes, with
desksin rows and the teacher lecturing from the front of the room.
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Hiring Teachers
Availability of Credentialed Teachers

For the second year of the federal CSR program, the teacher qualification requirements were
strengthened, as described in the federa program guidance: “All teachers hired under the Class-Size
Reduction Program must be fully certified to teach the grades and/or subjects to which they are
assigned” (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 10). The implementation of CSR hinged on
districts’ and schools' ability to hire quaified, credentiaed teachers. Our survey datarevea
substantia variation in districts' abilities to hire additional qualified teachers. A large mgjority of
districts (88 percent) reported having no difficulty recruiting and hiring additional teachers for the
CSR program. The remaining 12 percent, however, were severely affected by local teacher shortages
and, thus, were challenged to implement the program as intended (i.e., staffing classrooms with
credentialed teachers). Large districts reported having more difficulty with recruiting and hiring than
did medium or small districts, with nearly one out of three large districts (31 percent) reporting
problems, compared with just under one in ten small districts (9 percent).™*

The most frequently cited reason for having difficulty recruiting and hiring additiona teachers for the
CSR program was alack of credentialed applicants (Table 3.1). This problem was cited by nearly
three out of four digtricts (70 percent) experiencing hiring difficulties. Higher percentages of large
and medium-sized districts (88 percent and 83 percent, respectively) than of small districts (57
percent) reported that insufficient numbers of credentialed applicants presented an obstacle.

A greater percentage of large districts (15 percent) than of medium districts (8 percent) also cited
problems hiring and recruiting due to the late notification of funds. Higher percentages of medium-
sized digtricts than large districts reported difficulty recruiting and hiring because of noncompetitive
sdaries and an inability to offer multiple-year contracts due to uncertainty of continued funding.
Clearly these issues affected large and medium districts—no small districts reported any issues
related to lateness of funding or funding uncertainty.

Our case study sites included both districts that had a sufficient teacher labor supply and those
experiencing sizable shortages. Severa of our case study sites experienced little difficulty finding
qualified teachers and had multiple credentialed applicants for open positions. At the extreme, one
district received 10,000 applicants for 310 open positions districtwide, 70 percent of whom were
elementary teachers and thus dligible for the K-3 focus of the CSR program. In this district, teacher
candidates often applied for teacher aide and long-term substitute positions smply to teach within the
district, hoping that thisinitial step would lead to full-time teaching positions. Another district
received about 1,000 applications for 450 positions. Having such flush teacher labor markets enabled
these digtricts to be selective in their hiring decisions generally, as well as for their CSR-funded
positions specificaly. Even desirable districts and districts with alarge supply of credentialed
teachers experienced teacher shortagesin certain high-demand, low-availability areas, such as specia
education, bilingual education, and specialized programming such as music, art, and physica

11

Standard errors for having difficulty recruiting and hiring additional teachers for the CSR
program are: al districts (2.4); large digtricts (2.9); medium districts (2.5); and small districts
(3.4).
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education, but the difficulty in filling these staff positions rarely affected a district’s ability to hire
CSR teachers.

Several other case study sites, in contrast, had difficulty merely filling their regular classrooms with
credentialed teachers. One state, for example, was experiencing severe teacher shortagesin all areas
of the state. 1n 1999-2000, this state needed more than 10,000 new teachers, and the state’' s teacher
preparation programs produced just 4,000 teachers. These shortages reflected a variety of factors,
including increasing teacher retirement rates, declining enrollment in teacher preparation programs,
high teacher attrition ratesin the first few years of teaching, teacher mobility, and state reform
policies that provide financia incentives for reducing class size. The existing statewide teacher
shortage was further exacerbated by the federal CSR program’s demand for even more teachers.

Where teacher shortages existed, large urban areas tended to be hardest hit. Characterized by
persistent underachievement and crowded conditions, schools in these areas were the least desirable
for both new and veteran teachers. Given the option, teachers chose schools that were more stable
and that offered less chalenging environments. With demand for teachers surpassing supply, hard-to-
staff schools often relied on substitutes, retired teachers, or teachers with conditiona certificatesto
staff classrooms.

One digtrict we visited was only able to fill 17 of its 25 alocated CSR dots with credentiaed, full-
time teachers. Of the remaining eight open positions, three were filled with long-term substitutes, and
five positions remained vacant in the spring, so students remained in larger classrooms. In this
district, the CSR program was competing with the statewide reform program for teachers, which had
priority for new hires. As one respondent said, there was “competition with and between schools’ in
this digtrict for teachers. Another school we visited had ten unfilled positions in the spring because
the principal could not find certified teachers, and five teachers who were new hires from out of state
left in the middle of the year.

The cornerstone of the CSR program was bringing more teachersinto K-3 classrooms. In some
states, districts, and schools, reducing class size with skilled teachers was easily accomplished. In
other geographic areas, it was nearly impossible. Although all districts enthusiastically welcomed
CSR funds, the promises the funds brought of creating more effective learning environments were
less attainable in large urban districts aready facing teacher shortages. Providing funds for additional
teachers did not help the students in these districts when qualified teachers could not be found.
Further, where principals could not fill their regular classrooms with certified teachers, increasing the
number of teaching positions created additional strain in aready stressed schools.
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Table 3.1

Percentage of Districts Reporting Types of Difficulties Hiring Teachers with Federal CSR
Funds, by District Size
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Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on recruitment and hiring and reported having difficulty
recruiting teachers. Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors: “Lack of credentialed applicants’ (large 3.6; medium 7.6; small 18.8); “ Salaries are not competitive”
(large 5.3; medium 10.2; small 18.8); “Couldn’t offer multi-year contracts’ (large 4.9; medium 9.9);
“Notification of fundstoo late for fall” (large 4.1; medium 5.7); “Notification only in time for spring” (large
2.5); “Union issues’ (large 2.2; medium 5.7).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “What kind of difficulty [did your district have recruiting and hiring
additional teachers for the federal CSR program]?’

Recruitment

The federal CSR program recognized that recruitment is a necessary part of hiring skilled teachers
and encouraged districts “to be creative in designing recruitment activities in order to attract the
highest qualified teachers” (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 27). Allowable recruiting
activities included advertising, travel to schools of education to interview prospective teachers,
paying hiring bonuses, and designing packages to attract teachers (e.g., placing prospective teachers
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in classrooms as interns, paying college tuition for prospective teachers who contract to teach in the
district, and paying teachers moving expenses).

Districts undertook a variety of recruitment activities to attract teachers, usualy as part of an overall
district plan. Only 5 percent of al districts used federal CSR funds to recruit teachers. A greater
percentage of large districts (19 percent) used funds for teacher recruitment, compared to medium and
small districts (10 percent and 1 percent, respectively).’* Those districts that expended CSR funds for
recruitment used CSR funding for travel to interview teachers more than for any other activity (Table
3.2). Largedistricts also relied on hiring packages (e.g., paying for college tuition and moving
expenses), hiring bonuses, and other strategies.

Few of our case study digtricts used CSR funds for recruitment because they were engaged in large-
scale recruitment initiatives supported by sources other than CSR. For example, one district
experiencing ateacher shortage had a comprehensive recruitment strategy that included: auser-
friendly Web site with an online application; teacher preparation classes offered in neighborhoods and
other places of employment to encourage stay-at-home parents and career changers to pursue a
teaching credential; an extensive advertising campaign targeting local media, the airport, and movie
theaters; and the mailing of videophones to placement offices at colleges of education to facilitate
videoconferencing interviews.

Other states and districts were engaged in avariety of aggressive recruitment campaigns, again
without the assistance of CSR funds. One state, for example, established an incentive program for
new teachers that included a $20,000 signing bonus. During the 2000-01 school yesr, there were
1,000 applicants for 100 awards. Approximately half of the awards were for math and science
specidists, and the other half were for mid-career professionals. The state maintained a database of
prospective candidates, and the districts were responsible for the selection process. Applicants were
recruited specifically to teach in high-need, urban areas.

Those few case study districts that alocated CSR funds for recruitment focused primarily on three
types of activities that supplemented ongoing district-level recruitment activities. The most prevalent
use of funds was to send recruiters to college campuses and job fairs, both within and out of state.

Several districts provided signing bonuses to qualified applicants to encourage them to accept
positions in the district. One digtrict’s administrators believed that the bonus was instrumental in
their ability to successfully hire the target number of new CSR teachers. Another district
experiencing a teacher shortage, however, specifically rejected the idea of signing bonuses, because
bonuses were not effective at retaining the new hires. Advertising in local media represented the next
most common type of recruitment activity.

2 sStandard errors on “used funds to recruit teachers’: large (2.5); medium (2.2); small (1.3). Chi-
square test was significant at thep < .01 level (chi value was 43.61).
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Table 3.2

Percentage of Districts Reporting Using Federal CSR Resources for Various Recruitment and
Hiring Activities, by District Size
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Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on recruitment and hiring. Percentages sum to more than
100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors:  “Travel to interview teachers’ (large 5.8; medium 12.0; small 0); “Other strategies’ (large 7.1;
medium 12.4); “Hiring packages’ (large 5.8); “Hiring bonuses’ (large 5.8).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “In 2000-2001, did your district use federal CSR funds to recruit
teachers?’

We aso learned of some unique uses of CSR funds for recruitment. One district used its CSR funds
to support its Alternative Route to Licensure program, a program designed to help career changers to
earn their teaching credentials. This program’s candidates had bachelor’ s degrees in subjects other
than education. Before candidates were placed in a classroom, they had to complete nine units of
university credits in education and attend 120 hours of professional development. Once they were
accepted in the program, they simultaneously attended education classes, worked as the teacher of
record in a classroom, and attended ongoing district-sponsored professional development activities.
Participants needed three years of this teaching experience in lieu of student teaching. CSR funds
supported tuition reimbursement as well as a “teacher on specia assignment” who conducted the
initial 120 hours of professional development and continuing professional development throughout
the school year.
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In sum, for districts that were experiencing teacher shortages, recruitment was a core process, often
with severa district administrators dedicated to the task. These districts were engaged in recruitment
prior to CSR and had already devoted district funds to this essentia activity. CSR alowed these
districts to increase their recruitment budgets by a small percentage; however, they continued to
engage in the same recruitment activities already under way. Districts without teacher shortages did
not need to invest in large-scale recruitment activities and thus did not allocate their CSR funds for
recruitmen.

Characteristics of CSR Teachers

Principals in the schools that hired CSR teachers were asked to compare the credentials of CSR
teachers to teachers in non-CSR classrooms.*® In 2000-01, nearly al teachers of both CSR and non-
CSR classes (97 percent for both groups, standard errors 1.0 and 0.8) had the appropriate state
teaching certificate in their main assgnment field. There were only minor differencesin the
preparation and years of experience between CSR and non-CSR teachers. More teachers of CSR
classes had a standard state teaching certificate than did teachersin non-CSR classrooms (87 and 77
percent, respectively), whereas dightly more non-CSR teachers had advanced professional
certificates (Table 3.3).

Seventy-one percent of teachers of CSR classes had bachelors' degreesin their subject aress,
compared with 54 percent of teachers of non-CSR classes; 42 percent of teachers of non-CSR classes
had masters degrees or higher in their subject areas, compared with 27 percent of teachers of CSR
dasses (Table 3.4).

Teachers of non-CSR classes had dlightly more years of experience than teachers in reduced-size
classes (Table 3.5). Half (51 percent) of teachers of non-CSR classes had six or more years of
experience, compared with 42 percent of teachers of CSR classes. One-quarter (26 percent) of
teachers of CSR classes were novices, with only one or two years of experience, whereas only 17
percent of teachers of non-CSR classes were novices.

Our case study districts confirmed to us that teachers hired with CSR funds were generally similar to
other newly hired teachers with regard to background and experience, athough one district used its
CSR funds to hire literacy specialists who were veteran teachers with a great deal more experience
than new hires for regular teaching positions. Even in this district, however, other CSR teachers (i.e.,
those hired for classroom, not for specialist positions) mirrored the background and experience of the
general new-teacher pool.

13 Inthis section, “teachers of CSR classes’ refers to al teachers in classes whose size was reduced,

not just to those teachers hired with federal CSR funds. Principals often do not know the funding
source for new staff so they would have been unable to identify the teacher(s) hired through
federal funds.
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Table 3.3

Distribution of Teaching Certificates of Teachers in Reduced- and Non-Reduced Size
Classes, 2000-2001
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The figures for teachersin classrooms that were not reduced in size were computed by subtracting the number of CSR
teachers from the total number of teachers provided.

Sandard errors:  Standard State (CSR: 2.7; non-CSR: 3.4); Advanced Professional (CSR: 1.4; non-CSR: 3.0);
Provisional (CSR: 2.1; non-CSR: 3.0).

Source:  Survey of School Principals. Question: “Please indicate the totd number of [teachers in reduced-size classes
or full-time classroom teachers] in your school for [the 2000-2001 school year] who had the following types of
teaching certificates: Advanced professiona certificate; Regular or standard state certificate; T he certificate
offered in your state to persons who have completed what the state calls an “ alternative certification program”;
Provisional, probationary, or emergency certificate or waiver; Other certification.”

In al, there were only dight differences between CSR and non-CSR teachers in types of state
certification held, degrees earned, and years of experience. Although most CSR teachers were fully
credentialed, as is mandated under the federal legidation, there were some exceptions. One district
we visited was experiencing such a severe teacher shortage that some of its CSR teachers were hired
on emergency permits—they held no state teaching credentials.** The local teacher supply had a
considerable effect on a digtrict’ s ability to provide students with well-qualified teachers, one of the
basic elements of creating effective instructiona environments. Again, it was most often studentsin
large urban areas who were negatively affected by alack of well-qualified teachers.

14 Under the federal CSR Program Guidance (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 10), these teachers hired under the
CSR program would have to become fully certified by the end of that school year.
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Table 3.4

Highest Degrees Held by Teachers in Reduced- and Non-Reduced Size Classes, 2000-2001
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The figures for teachersin classrooms that were not reduced in size were computed by subtracting the number of CSR
teachers from the total number of teachers provided.

Sandard errors:  Bachelors in Subject (CSR: 5.1; non-CSR: 2.1); Masters' in Subject (CSR: 4.9; non-CSR: 2.3);
Bachelors' Not in Subject (CSR: 0.4; non-CSR: 0.6); Masters' Not in Subject (CSR: 0.7; non-CSR:
0.7).

Source:  Survey of School Principals. Question: “Pleaseindicate the total number of [teachersin reduced-size classes
or full-time classroom teachers] in your school for [the 2000-2001 school year] who have the following as their
highest degree: Bachelor’s (in subject area); Bachelor’s (not in subject area); Master’ s degree or higher (in
subject area); Master’' s degree or higher (not in subject area).”
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Table 3.5

Levels of Teacher Experience in Reduced- and Non-Reduced Size Classes, 2000-2001
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The figures for teachersin classrooms that were not reduced in size were computed by subtracting the number of CSR
teachers from the total number of teachers provided.

Sandard errors:  1-2 Years (CSR: 3.3; non-CSR: 1.1); 3-5 Years (CSR: 1.5; non-CSR: 0.8); 6-10 Years (CSR: 2.0;
non-CSR: 0.8); 10+ (CSR: 3.7; non-CSR: 1.5).

Source:  Survey of School Principals. Question: “Please report the total number of [teachers in reduced-size classes or
full-time classroom teachers] in your school for [the 2000-2001 school year] who are: Veterans (10+ years);
Considerably experienced (6-10 years); Moderately experienced (3-5 years); Novices (1-2 years).”

Professional Development

Federd legidation for the CSR program for FY 2000 alowed districts to use up to 25 percent of
federa CSR funds toward professional development for teachers or the costs of testing new
teachers™ In 1999-2000, an average of 13 percent of federal CSR funds were spent on professional
development. Districts projected that they would spend 14 percent in 2000-01. For the 2000-01
school year, 39 percent of districts reported using a portion of their federal CSR allocations for staff
development. Fifty-one percent of large districts reported using funds for professional devel opment,

15 There were two categories of districts that could use a higher proportion of funds for professional development: (1)

those that had received a waiver (whether in ED-Flex or other states) and (2) those that had already reduced class size
and did not need awaiver.
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compared with 35 percent of medium districts and 39 percent of small districts.*® Because many
small districts did not receive enough money to hire ateacher, it is plausible to speculate that they
would have been more likely to spend a greater proportion of their funds on professiona
development.

Among the districts that used federal CSR funds for professiona development, half of district
administrators reported that the district retained CSR funds for staff development, and 40 percent
reported that they allocated the funds to schools—9 percent kept some of the alocation at the district
level and sent the remaining portion to schools.

Regardless of whether districts retained funds or sent them directly to schools, survey and case study
data indicate that a majority of districts (71 percent™) coordinated CSR funds with other staff
development funds, chiefly with Title 11 of the Higher Education Act in 2000-01. One district
combined federal CSR funds with the state’ s Title Il grant funds to provide each new teacher with a
mentor teacher; another district supplemented an existing program targeting students' literacy and
mathematics skills and instructional techniques for teachersin the early grades with its federad CSR
allocation.

Participants in Federal CSR-Funded Professional Development

In most districts and schools, the federal CSR-funded professiona devel opment opportunities were
available to all public school teachers. Principals reported that, combined with other staff
development not funded by federal CSR, CSR teachers spent nearly 42 hoursin professional
development activities during the 2000-01 school year, and non-CSR teachers spent about 38 hours.

The great majority (86 percent) of district administrators reported that teachers participating in federal
CSR-funded staff development included continuing teachers more so than newly hired CSR-funded
teachers (54 percent) or newly hired teachers funded from other sources (62 percent). Further,
teachers placed in reduced-size classrooms (79 percent) were as likely as teachers placed in other
classrooms (74 percent) to receive professiona development paid for by federal CSR resources. It
appears, however, that regardless of whether classes were reduced, regular classroom teachersin
grades K through 3 were dightly more likely to receive CSR-funded staff development than teachers
in other grades, special education teachers, or specific subject-matter speciaists (Table 3.6).

Our case study findings confirm the survey results: in very few cases were CSR teachers the sole
beneficiaries of federa CSR-funded professional development. In one case, adistrict hired literacy
and math speciaists with federal CSR funds, and the specialists were the only teachers to receive
specialized training in teaching literacy and mathematics. In this case, the specialists then taught the
rest of their staffs what they learned from their training. Another district used its professiona
development allocation solely for monthly meetings for CSR teachers. These cases were the
exceptions. More typically, one district first prioritized participation in federal CSR-funded

16 standard errors for the percentages of districts who used a portion of their federal CSR funds for professional

development are: al (3.9), large (3.1), medium (3.5), and small (5.6). Chi-square test was significant at the px .01
level (chi value was 12.92).

17 Standard error is 6.0.
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Table 3.6

Percentage of Districts Reporting on Types of Teachers Who Participated in CSR-Funded
Professional Development
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Regular classroom teachers in any other
grades

Special education teachers

Specific subject-matter or content specialist
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Teachers from nonpublic schools
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Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on professiona development. Percentages sum to more
than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors:  “Teachers placed in reduced-size classes’ (5.8); “Teachers placed in any other classes’ (5.7);
“Continuing teachers’ (4.4); “Newly hired teachers funded from other sources’ (6.3); “Newly hired CSR-funded
teachers (6.4); “Regular classroom teachersin K through 3" (4.8); “Regular classroom teachersin any other
grades’ (5.5); “Special education teachers’ (5.7); “ Specific subject-matter or content specialist teachers’ (6.2);
“Teachers from nonpublic schools” (3.4).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “What types of teachers participated in federal CSR-funded
professional development during the 2000-01 school year? (Check all that apply.)”

professiona development for CSR teachers, then opened the participation to other non-CSR teachers
in the same schools.
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Nonpublic School Teacher Participation

Elaborating upon the CSR statute, the CSR program guidance for fiscal year 2000 stated that districts
using CSR funds for professiona development during the 2000-01 school year must “ensure equitable
participation” of nonpublic school teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 28). Only 12
percent of districts reported that nonpublic school teachers participated in the professiona
development activities funded by CSR. Nonpublic school teachers were much more likely to
participate in the professional development opportunities offered by large and medium districts (27
percent and 21 percent of districts, respectively) than were nonpublic school teachersin small districts
(7 percent).”® The small proportion of districts reporting participation of nonpublic school teachers
may be an undercount. The district survey asked about neither the number of nearby nonpublic
schools nor the number of nonpublic schools that declined to participate.

Some case study district administrators indicated that nonpublic school teachers could participate in
their district’ s staff devel opment opportunities, but their districts did not widely advertise the
opportunities to nonpublic school teachers. One digtrict’s Office of Nonpublic Schools ensured that
nonpublic school teachers were given opportunities to participate in federal CSR-funded staff
development activities. Another district alocated approximately $100,000 in professional
development money for teachers in its nonpublic schools.

Content and Types of Professional Development Provided under the Auspices of the Federal
CSR Program

Districts and schools used a variety of methods to determine how CSR funds were expended for staff
development. Fewer than haf of district respondents reported that both districts and schools jointly
arranged for staff development. Twenty-three percent of district personnel reported that they
arranged for staff development, whereas 13 percent of districts allowed individua schools to arrange
their own staff development.

We saw an array of decision-making methods at our case study sites, both at the district level and at
school levels. One district alocated professional development money directly to schools with
federaly funded CSR teachers:. one school’s site-based management team made al the decisions
about professional development, whereas the principal in another school in the same digtrict decided
how the funds would be used. Another district sent surveys to teachersin its public and nonpublic
schools asking about the types of professiona development activities in which the teachers would
most like to participate. The district decided on activities and providers on the basis of the survey
results.

Content of Professional Development Activities

The CSR program guidance provided multiple sample topics for professiona development, only one
of which focused explicitly on reduced class size (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 23).
District personnel and principals both reported that teachers participated in a variety of staff
development activities. Teachers were most likely to get staff development related to reading
strategies and the use of educational technology. Some districts heeded the suggestions provided by
the program guidance to coordinate efforts with the Reading Excellence Act program; others
coordinated efforts with the reading program currently in place in their district or school (U.S.

' Standard errors: @l (3.4); large (3.9); medium (5.1); small (4.6). Chi-square test was significant
at thep < .01 level (chi value was 10.84).
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Department of Education, 2000, p. 23). Few teachers participated in activities related to working in
reduced-size classes.

Principals reported that their teachers professional development activities (not necessarily funded by
federal CSR) focused on reading strategies or instruction techniques and the use of educational
technology. Further, teachersin CSR classrooms were just as likely as teachersin non-CSR
classrooms to receive professiona development (Table 3.7), except that teachersin CSR classrooms
were more likely to receive professional development about instruction for reduced-size classrooms
than teachers in non-CSR classrooms (22 and 12 percent, respectively).

Like principals, few district administrators reported that teachers received training on instructional
techniques appropriate for reduced-size classrooms. Only 38 percent of district respondents reported
that teachers participated in activities related to pedagogical techniques for working with studentsin
small classes (Table 3.8). A magjority of districts reported that their federal- CSR-supported profes-
siona development activities were related to subject matter content in reading (80 percent), and 73
percent of districts reported that the focus of staff development was general teaching techniques.

Our case study data illustrate several examples of professional development activities paid for with
federa CSR funds that focused on reading and literacy. In one district, CSR-funded professional
development was coordinated with Reading Excellence Act training to hel p teachers work with
diverse student populations and their parents. Another district also focused its federal- CSR-funded
staff development on reading through workshops titled “ Improving Reading and Science Instruction”
and “Incorporating Reading and Science.”
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Table 3.7

Percentage of Principals Reporting on Teacher Participation in Various Professional
Development Topics, 2000-01 (Four most popular and least popular topics displayed)

Most Reported Topics:

Reading strategies/instruction techniques — gg
Use of educational technology —6
Tailoring instruction based on individual needs —6568
63

Assessment methods/reforms

Least Reported Topics:

Project-based instruction 5 25

23

Children's emotional/psychological needs 5 24
22

Team-teaching instructional methods 522;1
Instruction for reduced-size classrooms % 22

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent of Districts

O CSR Teachers Non-CSR Teachers

Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors: “Reading strategies/instruction techniques’ (CSR: 4.1; Non-CSR: 4.2); “Use of educational technol-
ogy” (CSR: 5.0; Non-CSR: 5.0); “Tailoring instruction based on individual needs’ (CSR: 6.5; Non-CSR: 6.4);
“ Assessment methods/reforms’ (CSR: 5.5; Non-CSR: 5.5); “Project-based instruction” (CSR: 3.5; Non-CSR:
3.7); “Children’s emotional/psychological needs’ (CSR: 3.8; Non-CSR: 4.0); “ Team-teaching instructional
methods’ (CSR: 3.7; Non-CSR: 3.8); “Instruction for reduced-size classrooms’ (CSR: 4.0; Non-CSR: 2.1).

Source:  Survey of School Principals. Question: “In the 2000-2001 school year, what professional development activities
were undertaken by teachers in reduced-size (CSR) classrooms and teachers not in reduced-size (Non-CSR)
classrooms? (Check all that apply.)”
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Table 3.8

Percentage of Districts Reporting on Topics of Staff Development under Federal CSR
Funding, 2000-01

General pedagogical techniques 73

Pedagogical techniques for working with

. 38
students in small classes

Subject-matter content in reading 80

Subject-matter content in math 57

Subject-matter content in other areas 45

Whole-school reform 29

Child development 27

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent of Districts

Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on professional development. Percentages sum to more
than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors: “General pedagogical techniques’ (5.7); “Pedagogical techniques for working with studentsin small
classes’ (6.2); Subject-matter content in reading (5.4); “ Subject-matter content in math” (6.3); “ Subject-matter
content in other areas’ (6.4); “Whole-school reform” (6.0); “ Child development” (5.9).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “What were the topics for staff development under the federal CSR
funding in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)”

Mentoring Programs

The CSR program guidance stated, “ Providing a mentoring program involving new and veteran
teachers that involves interaction with faculty at nearby institutions of higher education” was an
example of an alowable use of federa CSR funds (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 23).
Some case study sites used staff devel opment funds (coordinated with federal CSR funds) to create
programs, provide trainings, or even offer stipends for mentors to work with newly hired teachers.
Districts generally worked with loca college or university faculty or existing programs to coordinate
the program or mentor training activities. One district wanted to ensure that new teachers remained in
the district; it used federal CSR funds to support its Mentoring First Y ear Teachers Program for al
new teachersin the district—regardless of whether they were in reduced-size classrooms. Mentorsin
this district received training in how to coach and guide new teacher development. Similarly, another
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district provided each of its new teachers with a mentor and offered stipends for its mentors based on
the number of hours they spent with their mentees aswell astraining in cognitive coaching.

Challenges with Implementing Federal CSR-Funded Professional Development

District Lack of Resources

Local contexts affected each district’s ability to plan and implement professiona development for its
teachers. Difficulties with professional development arose when districts lacked resources—
personnel, funds, and time.

Our survey dataindicate that a shortage of substitute teachers impeded districts' abilities to allow
release time for teachers to attend professional development activities. Many districts found it easy to
design their own professional development (57 percent), provide funds for professional development
(43 percent), and identify appropriate providers (44 percent). A magjority of districts, however (77
percent), reported difficulty in providing substitute teachers to free staff for professional development
opportunities (Table 3.9). Similarly, 69 percent of districts reported difficultiesin finding time for
staff to attend staff development activities, and 49 percent reported difficulties in providing stipends
for their teachers to attend professional development activities outside of duty hours. Districts that
find it difficult to get substitute teachers to release their classroom teachers often have to provide
professional development opportunities during a teacher’s off-duty hours (e.g., after school or on
weekends). Digtricts then must provide incentives (e.g., stipends, reduced duties) to teachers to attend
professional development during their off-duty hours.

Limited I nfluence of Federal CSR Funds

The federal CSR program guidance “ encourages varying approaches’ to implementing CSR and
includes references to the types of professional development activities districts could engagein, as
well as the principles of high-quality professional development supported by ED at the time (U.S.
Department of Education, 2000, pp. 2, 24). Few districts, however, reported being influenced by the
federa CSR program funds, and fewer were able to comment on the quality of the professional
development activities delivered to teachers.

Because federal CSR funds represented a small fraction of most district budgets, the influence of such
funds on a district’s overall professional development activities was minimal. Indeed, when asked
about the influence of federal CSR funds on their professional development activities in 2000-01,
more than two-thirds of district respondents reported “no influence” on providing substitute teachers
or providing stipends for teachers to attend activities during off-duty hours, and 90 percent of districts
reported that federal CSR funds had no influence on involving nonpublic schools in planning staff
development.” As shown in Table 3.10, federal CSR funds influenced the design of professional
development and supported professional development in about half of the districts.

1 standard errors: “Providing substitute teachers’ (68 percent; 3.8 SE); “Providing stipends’ (71
percent; 3.7 SE); “Involving non-public schools” (90 percent; 2.2 SE).
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Table 3.9

Percentage of Districts Reporting Difficulty in Performing Professional Development
Activities, 2000-2001

Provide substitute teachers to free staff for PD

Find time for staff to attend PD activities

Provide stipends for teachers to attend PD
during off-duty hours

Provide funds to support PD

Identify appropriate people to provide PD

Design PD activities

Involve nonpublic schools in planning staff
development

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Districts

m Very difficult O Somewhat difficult |

Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on professional development.

Sandard errors:  (Somewhat difficult; very difficult). “Provide substitute teachers’ (3.9; 3.5); “Find time for staff to
attend” (4.0; 3.5); “Provide stipends’ (3.8; 2.9); “Provide funds’ (3.9; 2.1); “Identify appropriate
people” (4.0; 1.2); “Design activities” (3.8; 0.9); “Involve non-public schools’ (2.7; 2.3).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “To what extent have federal CSR funds influenced professional
development activities in 2000-20017" Scale: “Magjor influence,” “Some influence,” “No influence.”
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Table 3.10

Percentage of Districts Reporting Level of Influence of Federal CSR on District’s Professional
Development Activities, 2000-2001

Design PD activities

Provide funds to support PD

Find time for staff to attend PD activities

Identify appropriate people to provide PD

Provide substitute teachers to free staff for PD

Provide stipends for teachers to attend PD
during off-duty hours

Involve nonpublic schools in planning staff 9
development
T T T T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent of Districts
W Major influence O Some influence

Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds on professional devel opment.

Sandard errors: “Design PD activities” (major 3.3; some 3.7); “Provide funds to support PD” (major 3.6; some 3.2);
“Find time for staff to attend PD activities” (major 2.8; some 3.6); “Identify appropriate people to provide PD”
(major 2.5; some 3.6); “Provide substitute teachers to free staff for PD” (major 2.4; some 3.5); “Provide stipends
for teachers to attend PD during off-duty hours’ (major 2.6; some 3.1); “Involve non-public schoolsin planning
staff development” (major 0.9; some 2.0).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “In school year 2000-2001, how easy or difficult wasit to perform the
following professional development activitiesin your district?” Scale: “Not applicable,” “Easy,” “ Somewhat
difficult,” “Very Difficult,” “Unableto hire.”

Our case study data indicate that federal CSR funds had little influence in those districts that supple-
mented existing activities or implemented programs for all teachers, regardless of whether they taught
in areduced-size classroom. In one district with an existing districtwide literacy and mathematics
program, professional development funds supplemented training activities for the specialists who
were already working in schools as part of the program. Another district with along-standing
aternative certification program used CSR funds for professional materials and alibrary for teacher
candidates in the program. In these two digtricts, federal CSR funds smply supplemented extant
activities.
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Few, if any, districts evaluated the quality of CSR-funded professional development provided to
teachers. Our case study data suggest that evaluation efforts were typically informal, with teachers
sharing their impressions of the workshops with other teachers at their schools or with district
administrators. In some cases, the providers asked participants to submit evaluation forms, but rarely
did districts or schools see the results of such evaluations. In one district, participants completed an
evaluation after each professiona development session, and some district staff devel opers attended
the sessions. In another district, informal evauations of afederal CSR-funded professiona
development activity led to the conclusion that the activity was “good.”

Summary

Districts that used federal CSR funds for professional development often used the funds to
supplement reading initiatives or other local projects already underway, prior to federal CSR
implementation. CSR funds were rarely used to support professional development focused on
improving instruction in reduced-size classrooms. Overal, the federal CSR program had minimal
influence on districts professional development activities.

Resources
Facility Resource Issues

Reducing class size necessitated the availability or creation of additional classroom space; federa
CSR funds could not be used for facilities, however. Further, although CSR initially was conceived
to be accompanied by other legidation to provide federal support for school construction, its partner
legidlation was never approved by Congress. The implementation of CSR thus varies greatly across
districts, not only according to districts' ability to hire qualified teachers but also according to
districts' ability to find space for any additional classes created by reducing the number of studentsin
each class.

Overall, the mgjority of districts (70 percent) reported having no facilities-related problems due to the
CSRinitiative. Whereas less than one-quarter (22 percent) of small districts reported facilities
problems, over one-third (39 percent) of medium districts and more than haf (59 percent) of large
districts had problems.

As shown in Table 3.11, the two most frequently cited facility problems were insufficient classrooms
and insufficient funds to modify existing facilities. Almost 90 percent of large districts reported that
they lacked additiona rooms to convert to classroom use, and more than 60 percent reported
insufficient funds available to modify existing facilities.
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Table 3.11

Percentage of Districts Reporting Various Facilities Problems Due to Federal CSR Program
Implementation, by District Size

Not enough additional —ﬂ‘ o5

rooms |55

62

|

Insufficient funds to
. . 41
modify facilities | 64

Not enough planning ;|1519
time
9

No room on school 13
site for new 12

construction 9

-7

7

Extended construction
timelines 0

40 60 80 100

o
\S]
o

Percent Districts

= Small O Medium W lLarge

Figures reported only for districts who reported problems and who also spent federal CSR fundsto hire additional teachers.

Sandard errors: (Large Districts; Medium Districts, Small Districts). “Not enough additiona rooms’ (2.7; 2.9; 15.1);
“Insufficient funds’ (4.2; 6.4; 14.6); “Not enough planning time” (3.1; 5.1; 8.7); “No room on school site” (3.0;
4.2; 8.7); “Extended timelines’ (2.4; 3.3; *).

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Which, if any, of the following facilities problems arose in your
district in the 2000-2001 school year due to the CSR initiative? (Check al that apply.)”

Some of the states we visited had state class-size reduction programs or other reform initiatives that
created additiona demand for classroom space. One stat€’ s reform program needed more than 6,000
additional classrooms statewide. Classroom demands from CSR were above and beyond this
staggering number. Another state received both state and federal monies to reduce class size at the
same time it was pushing for universal pre-kindergarten programs. The combination of these
programs taxed school facilities to their limits.

Some states provided state funding for facilities expenses; others did not. Even where state funds for
facilities were available, administrators in districts and schools with insufficient classroom space
noted that resources were inadequate to address their facility needs. For example, athough one state
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governor signed a bill to provide $468 million for new public school construction, most district and
school administrators did not believe that these funds could adequately address their needs for space.

Strategies to Counter Facilities Problems

Didtricts used many strategies to provide space for the additional teachers hired with CSR funds
(Table 3.12). The most commonly used strategy, used by 18 percent™® of districts, was team teaching,
with two teachersin asingle classroom. Thirteen percent™ of districts reported converting non-
classroom instructional space (such as music rooms or gymnasiums) into classrooms, and 11 percent’
of districts converted noninstructional rooms (e.g., teachers' lounge, parents' room, storage facilities).

We also observed use of trailers and portable classrooms to meet schools space needs. Some schools
reconfigured space: a storage room became a specia education classroom, aformer specialist’s
office became a classroom so that her tutoring services were offered on alanding, and a kindergarten
room was divided in two. Some case study districts hired specialists to address students needs
because there was no additiona classroom space. In the most overcrowded schools, we observed
teachers with no permanent classrooms who roved from space to space, wheeling carts of

instructional supplies from classroom to classroom.

Issues of insufficient classroom space mirrored those of an insufficient teacher supply. Districts most
affected by facility shortages were often large urban districts experiencing many other difficult
conditions. Although CSR alowed for flexibility and creativity in cases of facilities shortages (e.g.,
through team teaching), districts were forced to compromise on the program’sideals. CSR was
intended to create small, more personalized instructional environments. Instead, children living in
urban areas found themsalves in single classrooms housing two classes of children and two teachers
conducting separate lessons. This Situation appears less desirable and less beneficial than creating
smaller classesin their own classroom spaces because of the greater likelihood of disruption among
the larger number of students.

2 Standard error: 3.2.

2 Standard error: 2.6.

2 gtandard error: 2.5.
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Table 3.12

Percentage of Districts Reporting Use of Various Strategies to Provide Space for Additional
Teachers, by District Size

— 58
Used team teaching 42
| 36
Converted other | .o
instructional rooms 42
into classrooms |29
Converted |
noninstructional 28
rooms |29
37
Added portables 17
21
Placed resource — 30
teachers in multiple 23
classrooms |29
Created additional 23
classrooms with 13
partitions 21
Added new 89
construction 7
2
Used off-site facilities 3
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Districts

@ Small O Medium Large

Figures reported only for districts that spent federal CSR funds to hire additional teachers. Percentages sum to more than
100 percent because respondents could check more than one item.

Sandard errors: (Large Districts; Medium Districts; Small Districts). “Used team teaching” (4.2; 6.4; 12.9);
“Converted other instructional rooms’ (4.2; 6.4; 12.2); “Converted noninstructional rooms” (4.1; 5.8; 12.2);
“Added portables’ (4.1; 4.8; 11.0); “Placed resource teachers’ (3.8; 5.5; 12.2); “ Created additional classrooms
with partitions” (3.5; 4.4; 11.0); “Added new construction” (2.4; 3.6; 6.9); “Used off-site facilities” (1.2; 2.3;

%),

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “To provide space for the additional teachers hired, what did your
district do in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)”
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Financial Resource Issues

CSR implementation was also affected by other administrative and resource-related issues. The CSR
statute allowed no funds to be used for state-level program administration. States were, however,
able to “use funds appropriated for Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act [that are]
reserved for State administration costs to help pay for administrative costs associated with this
program” (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 15). Even so, the lack of state administrative
funds resulted in minimal state involvement in the program and the common perception that the
federal CSR program was a burden on the state. 1n most states, CSR implementation was only one of
many tasks assigned to a single administrator. State administrators spent time completing the tasks
necessary to run the program, such as writing the federal grant application, reviewing district
applications, monitoring waivers, and distributing funds. They spent limited time on other tasks,
however, such as providing technical assistance to districts and collecting data on the uses or
effectiveness of the program.

District and school administrators expressed concern about the late notification of the availability of
CSR fundsin 1999-2000. One district was not notified of its CSR alocation until the beginning of
October 1999. Because of the late notification, this district and others either were unable to hire all
the teachers they had been alocated or, as one district respondent noted, had to choose from the
“lower-end teachers who require alot of energy and resources.” One district had a carryover of
approximately $1 million because the district’s area superintendents received confirmation of the
funding too late to hire teachers.

In spring 2001, most districts were not affected by the uncertain future of the CSR program.”®> Most
of the districts we visited believed that if the program were cancelled, they would be able to retain
CSR teachers and absorb them into the system through the regular attrition of teachers. Some
districts even offered CSR teachers aregular teaching contract. In afew districts, however, the
uncertainty of the program’s future had a negative impact on the program. Loca administrators were
careful about placing teachersin CSR positions—they were reluctant to place their veteran and highly
skilled teachersin provisiona positions. They aso were uncomfortable hiring new teachers when
they did not know the long-term funding prospects because they would not be able to continue paying
for the positions. One district administrator commented that although CSR teachers could be retained
because of normal teacher attrition, teachers who receive a pink dlip (and then are rehired when
funding is guaranteed) look for more job security in other districts.

In amgority of our case study states, small rura districts opted to forgo CSR funds because their
allocation was too small to hire ateacher or implement any program of substance. Further, because
of the prohibitive distances between rural districts, forming a consortium to share a teacher was
neither compelling nor feasible to district administrators. (A consortium was required in 1999-2000
only among districts receiving small alocations.)

These resource-related issues point to the importance of having implementation considerations taken
into account at the federal level. Because the announcement and the distribution of federal CSR
funds were not coordinated with districts’ hiring schedules, the intent of the program was

23

In January 2002, under the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) by the No Child Left Behind Act, class-size reduction became an alowable activity
under Title I, Part A, of ESEA, rather than a separately funded, mandated program.
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compromised when districts were unable to hire the most qualified teachers. The lack of funding for
state administration resulted in state administrators serving as compliance monitors rather than
technical assistance providers. The formulafor distributing CSR funds among districts resulted in
allocations for rura districts that were so meager that some rura districts turned down the money.
These federal decisions had aredl, influential impact on states and districts ability to implement the
program mogt effectively.

Classroom Practices

Visits were made to 24 schoolsin 12 large districts across six states. At least two CSR classrooms
were observed in each school, for atotal of 48 classrooms and 48 teachers. In nearly every interview,
teachers and principals emphasized that the primary benefit of CSR classes was the opportunity to
give students more time and attention. They argued that this allowed them to know their students
academic, socia, and emotional needs more accurately than they could in non-CSR classes. During
our classroom observations, some teachers reported that due to smaller classes, they now tailored
instruction and maximized one-on-onetime. It was not unusual to see teachers conducting a variety
of hands-on activities with small groups of students, whereas the rest of the class worked indeper+
dently. In these cases, nearly al students were “on task” al of the time, and teachers reported
satisfaction with their shift in instructional practices. Teachers aso reported that smaller classes
alowed them to better address students’ social and emotiona needs, along with their academic needs.

Despite the positive reports of principals and teachers, however, evidence from our classroom
observations also suggested that small classes did not guarantee more effective instruction. Among
our classroom observations, we aso found CSR classes functioning like non-CSR classes. We found
smaller classes that were arranged in atraditional manner with desks in rows with the teacher
lecturing from the front of the classroom. Although some teachers took advantage of smaller classes
to improve ingtructional effectiveness, others used smaller classes to reduce their own workload. In a
few cases, we found team teaching arrangements where teachers simply traded off responsibility for
instruction.

Our observations and salf-reported teacher and principal datareveal a mixed picture of instructional
practicesin CSR classes. Because we did not conduct an independent analysis of the impact of CSR
on teaching practice or on student outcomes, however, we cannot draw any conclusions about the
effects of CSR on teaching and learning.

Conclusion

The variation in program implementation across districts demonstrates the limited ability of small
amounts of federal funds to create more effective learning environments for students throughout the
nation. Where conditions were right—where there were ample supplies of well-qualified and
credentialed teachers, where classroom space was available, where professiona development plans
were coherent and relevant to teaching in smaller classes, and where districts were able to hire
teachers year-round and absorb them into the system should funds be eliminated—the program was
more likely to be implemented as intended by the legidation. Students could be placed in reduced
size classes with well-qualified teachers. Many districts across the country, however, did not have
these prerequisite conditions and were in areas experiencing acute teacher shortages. Facilities were
limited, and opening new classrooms was not an option. Late funding notification meant positions
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could not be filled—the few credentialed teachersin the labor market had long since been hired. CSR
funds certainly provided additional value to these districts and were enthusiastically welcomed by
districts and schools; however, their effect was not as strong as in districts with more manageable
contextua conditions. The federal CSR legidation assumed that both teachers and classroom space
were universally available; neither is.

Further, the limited amounts of funds available for this program constrained districts and schools
abilities to make substantial changes with the funds. CSR was a small program that resulted in the
hiring of very few teachersin any given school. Funds used for purposes other than hiring teachers
(e.g., recruitment and professional development) were even more limited. Thus, districts and schools
used CSR funds to supplement existing programs rather than to develop efforts specifically related to
reduced class sizes. CSR funds for professional development were used primarily to augment
preexisting professional development programs designed to support other reform efforts, often in
reading. Professional development programs were not geared toward improving teachers
effectiveness with smaller classes. Likewise, CSR funds for recruitment supplemented preexisting
recruitment activities, primarily travel. In other words, CSR enabled districts to augment, moderately
or dightly, what they were aready doing.
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Chapter 4
Changes in Class Size

Overview

The goal of the federa CSR program was to help school districts reduce class sizesin the early
elementary grades to no more than 18 students per teacher. Schools were encouraged to reach this
target class size by creating additional, independent classrooms, but alternative arrangements, such as
team teaching or subject matter speciaists were allowable. This chapter examines the extent to which
class size was reduced during the time frame of the federa program. Classsizein thisstudy is
defined as the number of students per classroom, in those grades and schools where classroom
teachers were added to reduce class size. Hence, the class size figures we computed are smaller than
would be found nationwide. The evaluation questions that frame this chapter are the following:

What reductionsin class sizes were found in grades K-3 in those schools that hired at
least one CSR teacher?

What methods were used to reduce class size?
In what grades were class sizes reduced? For what reasons?
Did reductionsin class sizes in grades K-3 have spillover effects in non-targeted grades?

Did enrollment increases wipe out reductions in class size?

The district and principal surveys provide data at the national level of the overall effects of the
program on class size, the most commonly used methods for reducing class size, and the problems
most frequently encountered. The case studiesin six states and 12 large districts illustrate why some
states and districts have targeted particular early elementary grades and also describe variationsin
approaches to reducing class size.

Major Findings

After implementation of the federa CSR program, the average class size in the targeted
grades decreased by one to two students, depending on grade level. 1n 2000-01, overall
average class sizes ranged from 18 students per classroom in kindergarten to 20 in grade
one, and 21 students per classroom in grades 2 and 3. There are tworeasons for the
modest reduction in average class size. Many schools (44 percent) did not assign the
CSR teacher to a separate classroom but rather assigned the teacher to special subjects or
team teaching. Even in schools where teachers were assigned to their own classrooms,
52 percent had simultaneous increases in enrollment that mitigated class size reduction.
Overall, 73 percent of schools either did not assign teachers to separate classes or had
enrollment increases that reduced CSR’simpact.

Before implementation of the federal CSR program, many districts were aready working
to reduce class sizes in the early elementary grades, either because of state mandates,
contractual bargaining agreements with teachers’ unions, or strong local commitment to
smaller learning communities.
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Schools used a variety of methods to reduce class size. More than half (57 percent) of
schools using federal CSR funds placed CSR teachers in separate classrooms. Onein
four schools (24 percent) hired teachers to assist students with priority subjects (e.g.,
reading or mathematics) in multiple classrooms, one in six schools (17 percent) created
additional class sections in priority subjects, and about 10 percent used team-teaching
arrangements. Case studies indicated that state restrictions on the use of state CSR funds
sometimes affected how federa funds were used to reduce class size. Severa districts
used their state CSR fundsto staff additional separate classrooms first, then used federa
CSR funds to place a supplementary teacher in alarge classroom or to hire a subject
specidist for multiple classrooms (arrangements not allowed under state restrictions).

Schools most often used federal CSR funds to reduce class sizes in grades 1-3. In 2000
2001, 49 percent of schools targeted first grade, 43 percent targeted second grade, and 45
percent targeted third grade. Fifteen percent of schools targeted kindergarten. According
to our case studies, some schools reduced class sizesin the first grade to advance early
literacy goals, whereas others targeted third grade to prepare students for state-mandated
fourth-grade assessment tests.

On balance, reducing class sizes in grades K-3 did not result in increased class sizesin
the fourth and fifth grades, with some exceptions.

In small and medium size digtricts, enrollment increases did not appear to mitigate the
effects of the class-size reduction program, but severe teacher shortages, especialy in
large urban digtricts, did hinder districts' ability to reduce class size.

Reduction in Class Size

To measure the changes in class size associated with the federa program, class size ratios were
computed from the school survey data using the total number of students divided by the total number

of classrooms (Student-Classroom Ratio).

Note that the survey of school principals provides data only from those schools and for those grade
levelsin which federal CSR teachers were hired. Hence, the class-size ratios reported here are lower
than national estimates of student-classroom ratios.

Table 4.1 displays the average class size in grades K-3 before and after implementation of federal
CSR. Note that kindergarten was not covered in the federal CSR program until 2000-01. Seventy-
eight percent of these schools began to reduce class size in the 1999-2000 school year. The
remaining 20 percent of schools began reduction of class size during the 2000-01 school year.
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Table 4.1

Average Class Size (Standard Error) in Grades K-3, Before and After Implementation of
Federal CSR

Before CSR After CSR
Unweighted n Average SE Average SE
Kindergarten 6 20 1.4 18 2.4
1st Grade 109 22 0.4 20 0.4
2nd Grade 87 22 0.5 21 0.4
3rd Grade 87 23 0.6 21 0.4

Averages are computed for all schools that began the reduction of class size sometime between the fall of 1999 and the
spring of 2001. For schools beginning class-size reduction in the 1999-2000 school year, “before” is 1998-1999 and
“after” is 1999-2000. For schools beginning class-size reduction in the 2000-01 school year, “ before” is 1999-2000 and
“after” is 2000-01.

The unweighted n is smaller than the total n for several reasons. Ten percent of schools did not reduce class size in grades

K-3. Another 8 percent of schools did not indicate what year they started implementing class size reduction, so are

excluded from the “before” and “after” calculations. The total n is further reduced because schools placed CSR teachersin

only one or two grades. Nonetheless, many principals did not complete the class size item. The nonresponse rate for the
class size item ranges by grade from 53 to 56 percent.

Sources:  Survey of Principals. For each grade in which class size was reduced, and for three academic years,
respondents were asked to provide (a) the total number of students; (b) the total number of primary classroom
instruction teachers; (c) the total number of classrooms; and (d) the total full-time equivalent number of other
teachers who come into classrooms for significant periods of time (in addition to the primary classroom
instruction teachers). Class-size ratios were computed from these numbers.

Overdll, class-size reductions resulted in a decrease of one or two students per classroom, but when
the analysis is limited to those schools that placed CSR teachers in self-contained classrooms, the

decrease in class size is larger, especialy when looking at schools where student enrollment in that
grade did not increase (Exhibit 4.2). Although the number of schoolsis small (and findings should

therefore be viewed as suggestive rather than definitive), average class size was reduced by seven or
eight students in grades where CSR teachers had their own classrooms and student enrollment in that

grade had not increased.
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Table 4.2

Average Class Size in Grades K-3 with CSR Teachers in Separate Classrooms, Before and
After Implementation of Federal CSR, and With or Without Student Enrollment Increases

Total Enrollment Increased Enrollment Did Not

Unweighted n Increase

for Separate Before After Before After

Classrooms CSR CSR CSR CSR
Kindergarten 4 19 16 18 11
1st Grade 32 21 18 25 18
2nd Grade 31 23 20 26 19
3rd Grade 23 24 21 29 21

Averages are computed for all schools that began the reduction of class size sometime between the fall of 1999 and the
spring of 2001. For schools beginning class-size reduction in the 1999-2000 school year, “before” is 1998-99 and “ after”
i51999-2000. For schools beginning class-size reduction in the 2000-01 school year, “before” is 1999-2000 and “after” is
2000-01. Dueto thelarge proportion (44 percent) of schools that did not put CSR teachers into separate classrooms, and
substantial item non-response (just over 50 percent of schools), the findings from this table should be seen as suggestive.

Sources:  Survey of Principds. For each grade in which class size was reduced, and for three academic years,
respondents were asked to provide (a) the total number of students; (b) the total number of primary classroom
instruction teachers; (c) the total number of classrooms; and (d) the total full-time equivalent number of other
teachers who come into classrooms for significant periods of time (in addition to the primary classroom
instruction teachers). Class-size ratios were computed from these numbers.

Looking across al schools, early elementary class sizesin 1998-1999 were, on average, fairly closeto
the federal CSR god of 18 students per teacher even before implementation of the federal initiative.
There are severa possible reasons for this. Since 1988, many Title | schoolwide projects have used
their federa funds to reduce class size. In addition, more than 20 states had state CSR initiativesin
2000-01. Our case studies suggest that, in many districts, these state initiatives had aready helped
reduce class size in the early elementary grades. For example, one state we visited has had a state-
mandated maximum class size of 22 for K-4 grades since 1988 (districts in this state, however, can
easily obtain awaiver from the state’ s class-size restriction). In other states, district officials reported
that for several years they have used a variety of resources to reduce class sizes, including state CSR
funds, Title | funds, Reading Excellence Act funds, or combinations of these funds. In fact, as noted
in Chapter 2, 68 percent of districts combined federal CSR funds with other funding sources.

Some districts have a so adopted class-size reduction efforts as part of contractual bargaining
agreements with teachers’ unions. Two districts we visited in the Northeast reported operating under
such contractual agreements. In one digtrict, the teachers agreement requires a maximum class size
of 23 in K-2 grades, beginning in the 2000-01 academic year, with further class-size reductionsin dl
grades in subsequent years.

Determining the Unique Role of Federal CSR Funds on Class Size

At most case study Sites, the mix of local, state, and federd initiatives made it difficult to determine
the unique role of federal CSR funds. Often, state-funded CSR initiatives existed aongside, or even
overshadowed, the federal CSR initiative. In addition, many states implemented their class-size
reduction initiatives in the same year that they received federal CSR funding. In two large urban
districts in the South, a statewide Early Intervention Program (EIP) largely supplanted the federal
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program in the minds of respondents; in 2000-01, for example, the state’'s EIP program funded about
10,000 teachers for class-size reduction, whereas federal CSR funds covered 740 teachers. One
digtrict in this state received five times as much in state-EIP funds as in federal CSR funds. In other
districts and states we visited, state CSR initiatives provided resources that nearly matched, or in
some cases exceeded, the amount of federal CSR dlocations.

In other states, however, federal CSR funding played a substantial role as a supplement to the money
districts received from the state, allowing them to expand an existing initiative or keep K-3 class-size
reduction from increasing class size in intermediate grades. A northeastern district we visited used
federa CSR funds in conjunction with other state and federal funds (e.g., Title | funds) to support a
program designed to assist the lowest-performing students in targeted grades.

Methods Used to Reduce Class Size

Schools used a variety of meansto reduce class size with federal funds, as presented in Table 4.3.

The most common method, used by 57 percent of the schools, was to assign an additional teacher to a
self-contained classroom, just as the federa law intended. The next most common strategy, used by
24 percent of schools, was to hire or place additional teachers in priority subjects (such as reading or
mathematics) who would split their teaching time among two or more classrooms, teaching ther
specified subject area. Less than one-fifth (17 percent) of schools created additiona sectionsin
specific subject areas, and few schools used a team+teaching model.

Table 4.3

Percentage (Standard Error) of Schools Using Various Methods to Reduce Class Size in
2000-01

Method Percent of Schools
Assigned an additional teacher to a selfcontained classroom 57% (4.8)
Hired or placed additional teachers in priority subjects (e.g., reading or 24 (4.9

mathematics) who split their time among two or more classrooms to teach in
their specified subject area(s)

Created additional sections in specific subject areas to reduce the number of 17 (3.2)
students per section

Part-time team teaching; placed two teachers into a single classroom for part 9 (3.2)
of the school day

Full-time team teaching; placed two teachers into a single classroom for all 3 (1.1)
of the school day

Other 9 (2.4)

These figures can total more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one response.

Source:  Survey of Principals. Question: “What methods did your school use to reduce class size in 2000-2001?
(Check ll that apply.)”
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Some districts we visited indicated that they had used state CSR funds first to create additional
independent classrooms and then used federal CSR money to fund options not alowed with the state
programs, such as team+teaching arrangements or specialists working in priority subjects with two or
more classrooms. Districts cited the greater flexibility of the federal program as one reason for using
their funding thisway. State CSR funds were also sometimes restricted only to teacher sdaries (i.e.,
the funding could not be used for professiona development or recruitment to support class-size
reduction), whereas the federal CSR funds were lessrestricted. Some states' CSR funding, however,
could be used for materials or capital expenses, whereas the federal funds could not.

Class-Size Reduction in Specific Subjects

Schools aso reported whether they used the federal CSR funds for specific subjects. Sixty-eight
percent of schools reported using the funds to reduce class size by grade level (i.e, for al subjects),
21 percent reduced class size by both grade and subject, and 11 percent targeted specific subjects®
When specific subjects were targeted, half the schools targeted only reading, and one-third targeted
both reading and math (Table 4.4).

Table 4.4

Percentage (Standard Error) of Schools Targeting Specific Subjects With Federal CSR Funds
in 2000-01

Subject Percent of Schools
Reading 51% (8.1)
Reading and math 35 (7.8)
Math 2 (1.3)
Reading, math, social studies, and science 9 (2.5)
Reading, social studies, and science 2 (1.2)
Reading, math, science 1 (0.4)
Reading and social studies <1 (0.3)
Social studies and science <1 (0.2)

Figures are reported only for those schools that indicated that they targeted specific subjects.

Source:  Survey of Principals. Question: “If your school is using federal CSR fundsin 2000-01 to target specific
subjects, which subjects? (Check all that apply.)”

Grades in Which Class Size Was Reduced

Asillustrated in Table 4.5, the vast mgjority of schools concentrated their use of fundsin grades 1
through 3. Just under half (49 percent) of schools reported reducing class size in first grade, with
third grade (45 percent) and second grade (43 percent) falling close behind.

#  Standard errors: grade level (5.2); grade and subject (2.9); specific subjects (4.8).
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Table 4.5

Percentage (Standard Error) of Schools Reporting Using Federal CSR Funds to Reduce Class
Size in Various Grade Levels in 2000-01

Grades Percent of Schools
Kindergarten 15% (3.5)
1st 49 (5.6)
2nd 43 (5.5)
3rd 45 (6.0)
4th 8 (3.2)
5th 6 (3.4)

Less than 3 percent of schools reported using federal CSR funds to reduce class size in each of grades 6 and higher. These
figures can total more than 100 percent because respondents could check more than one response.

Source:  Survey of Principals. Question: “In 2000-2001, in what grades did your school use federal CSR money to
reduce class size? (Check all that apply.)”

The majority of schools surveyed targeted one or more of the K-3 grades with federal CSR funds (92
percent with a standard error of 3.5), but schools differed with respect to which of these grades or
combinations of these grades (and other grades) they targeted. As shown in Table 4.6, targeting only
first grade was the most common use of federal CSR funds (22 percent), but a significant proportion
of schools targeted either only second or third grade (13 and 14 percent, respectively).

Very few schools reported targeting kindergarten alone. Only rarely did schools report targeting
more than one grade smultaneously for class-size reduction. The most frequent combination
reported was second and third grades (9 percent).

Schools That Did not Focus on K-3

Although 90 percent of al schools (with a standard error of 3.4) surveyed reported reducing class size
in one or more grades between kindergarten and third grade in 2000-01, the remaining 10 percent of
schools used funds in other grades. Seven percent of the schools either had already implemented
class-size reduction in grades K-3 or did not have grades K -32° The remaining 3 percent gave other
reasons.

25

School districts that did not serve grades K -3 were dligible to apply for funding under the federa
CSR Program (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, p. 17).
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Table 4.6

Percentage (Standard Error) of Schools Reporting Using Federal CSR Funds to Reduce Class
Size in Specific Combinations of Grades in 2000-01

Grades Percent of Schools
Kindergarten only 2% (1.0)
1st grade only 22 (3.8)
2nd grade only 13 (3.0
3rd grade only 14 3.2
1st and 2nd grades only 6 (1.4)
2nd and 3rd grades only 9 4.7)
1st, 2nd, and 3rd grades only 5 (1.5)

We examined all possible combinations of grades but show here only those combinations reported by at least 5 percent of
schools (and the percentage of schools targeting kindergarten only).

Eighty-four percent of schools reported targeting one or more of the K-3 grades and no other grades (standard error = 4.6).
Eight percent targeted one or more of the K-3 grades and at |east one other grade (standard error = 3.4). Another 8 percent
targeted one or more grades other than K-3 (standard error = 3.5).

Source:  Survey of Principals. Respondentsindicated all grades in which they used federal CSR funds to reduce class
size. Using these data, we computed the percentage of schools that targeted particular grades or grade clusters.

Some districts we visited reported that statewide standardized testing in prespecified grades drove
their decisions about the grades in which to place CSR teachers. Because mandated fourth-grade
testing is so common, districts sometimes required schools to place CSR teachers in the thirdgrade,
and schools often adopted this practice even in districts without this requirement. Some districts
targeted the lowest-performing students or English Language Learners in the third grade in order to
provide them more intensive instruction prior to test administration.

In contrast to this type of “last ditch” effort to intervene with some students before standardized
testing occurs, other districts we visited emphasized class-size reduction in kindergarten or the first
grade to give students the best chance for early success. Some principals and district officials
regarded this effort as akind of prophylactic, asif to inoculate students against potential adverse
effects of larger class sizesin later grades with higher enrollments.

Class Size in Non-Targeted Grades

District personnel were asked if, within individual school buildings, the decrease in class sizein
kindergarten through third grade created larger class sizesin other grades in the 2000-01 school year.
The overwhelming mgjority of districts (93 percent) reported that this was not the case

(Table 4.7).
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Table 4.7

Percentage (Standard Error) of Districts Reporting That Reducing Class Size in Grades K-3
Created Larger Classes in Other Grades in 2000-01

Medium Small
All Districts Large Districts Districts Districts
Smaller class size in K-3 7% (2.2) 9% 1.9 9% (2.3) 6% (3.5)

created larger classes in
other grades

Figures reported for districts that hired teachers with federal fundsin 2000-01.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Within individual school buildings, did the decrease in class sizein
kindergarten to grade 3 create larger class sizes in other grades in 2000-20017"

Although spillover effects were rare, there were some exceptions. In one large urban district in the
South, a severe teacher shortage forced the district to use teachers from the fourth and fifth grades to
reduce class sizesin grades K-3, thus increasing class size in the intermediate grades. Moreover, the
requirements of the state’s Early Intervention Program (EIP) exacerbated the problem. According to
the state's EIP regulations, any student in grades 1-3 performing below grade level was eligible for
placement in a classroom with a maximum size of either 14 (for classes with both EIP-eligible and
non-eligible students) or 11 (for classes with only EIP-dligible students). This district’s large number
of EIP-eligible students resulted in severa classrooms with 14 or fewer students, thus contributing to
even higher enrollments in fourth and fifth grades.

Effects of Enrollment Increases on Class-Size Reduction

In some didtricts, efforts to reduce class size by hiring additional teachers were affected by student
enrollment growth during the same period. Sixty-five percent of districts reported enrollment growth
in 2000-01, and when these district officials were asked whether growth in total student enrollment
made implementation of the federal class-size reduction program harder in the 2000-01 school yesr,
about one in six digtricts (17 percent) reported that this was the case (Table 4.8). Growth in enroll-
ment was three times more likely to be a prablem for large districts than for small districts; over one-
third of large districts reported experiencing this problem, compared with only 11 percent of small
districts.

Enrollment growth did not affect class size if there was enough space. Among the districts visited,
for example, one large, urban district with over 200,000 students and an annua enrollment growth
rate of 7 percent indicated that it was able to reduce class sizes, largely due to a boom in school
construction.

Five districts we visited reported declining enrollments in the early elementary grades. Such
declining enrollments often eased implementation of class-size reduction, making it possible to
establish independent classrooms with state- or federaly funded CSR teachers. Thus, contrary to the
overal pattern for large districts, two districts we visited reported that they placed amost all of their
CSR teachers in independent classrooms.
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Table 4.8

Percentage (Standard Error) of Districts Reporting Impact of Growth in Total Student
Enrollment on Implementation of Federal CSR Program in 2000-01

Large Medium Small
All Districts Districts Districts Districts
Total student enroliment 65% (4.4) 76% (2.8) 79% (3.3) 56% (7.1)

grew

Growth in enrollment made 17% (2.3) 37% (3.0) 21% (3.0) 11% (3.4)
implementation harder

Figures reported for districts where enrollment grew in 2000-01.

Source:  Survey of District Personnel. Question: “Within individual school buildings, did the decrease in class sizein
kindergarten to grade 3 create larger class sizes in other grades in 2000-20017"

Maintaining a specific class size throughout the school year was difficult in those districts we visited
with high student mobility, either from students leaving for long periods of time or from unexpected
increases in enrollment during the school year. Curioudly, one teacher at an urban school in the South
actualy reported having fewer students the year prior to becoming afedera CSR teacher, due to
particularly large fluctuations in enrollment in both years (a drop down to 12 students the year before
becoming a CSR teacher; an increase from 18 to 22 in 2000-01).

Conclusion

Federal class-size reduction funds did help bring about modest reductions, on average, in classsizein
grades K-3, and these reductions did not, for the most part, create larger classes in other grades.
About 60 percent of CSR schools were able to create additional, independent classrooms, whereas the
other 40 percent used the funds to hire teachers to serve as reading or math specialists to reduce class
size for part of the day, or to provide additional sections of priority subjects. The flexibility of the
federa funds allowed some schools to combine the CSR funds with other federal or state funds. The
federal CSR program had little influence on districts professiona development activities, however,
and these federal funds were rarely used to support professional development aimed at improving
teachers' instructional skillsin smaller classes.

This evaluation is descriptive in nature, and thus is not intended to provide data on the effects of CSR
on classroom practices or student achievement. Although the CSR program provided significant
funding to districts around the country to reduce class size, the average overal changein class size
was relatively small, and the average size of classes after CSR was not nearly as small as other
research, such as that from the STAR Project, suggests may make a difference in student
achievement. Only in those schools in which CSR teachers were placed in separate classrooms and
school enrollment did not increase after CSR, did average class size reduce by seven or eight
students.

As districts consider the tradeoffs between using their NCLB Title I1, Part A, funds for reducing class
size versus one of the other allowable teacher quality reform activities under that part of the law, they
may wish to take into account the factors that research suggests may be important in class size
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reduction efforts. For example, the supply of qualified teachers and available classroom space, the
availability of professiona development activities focused on teachers' instructiona practicesin
smaller classes, the relative amount of change in class size that funds may produce, and the extent to
which student enrollment is likely to change are all factors that districts may want to consider as they
determine whether to use their Title |1, Part A, funds for class-size reduction or other reform efforts.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY OF DISTRICT PERSONNEL
SURVEY OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS







OMB Number: 1875-0196 ID: 1-10/
Expiration Date:  September 2001 Batch: 11-12/

The National Evaluation of the Federal Class-Size Reduction Program
Survey of District Personnel

This survey is being conducted for the U.S. Department of Education as a part of its efforts to learn
about the implementation and early impact of the federal Class-Size Reduction (CSR) Program. The
Program represents a major federal commitment to help school districts hire additional highly
qualified teachers so children, especially in the early elementary grades, can learn in smaller classes.
It isonly through this survey that the federal government can find how many additional teachers have
been hired, how funds have been spent, and what kinds of issues have arisen in implementing the

program.

Only alimited number of school districts are being asked to complete this survey, so your response is
very important to us. Please respond if you received any federal CSR funds. We estimate that the
survey will take about 45 minutesto complete. If you have any questions, please call Joan Ruskus
toll free at Abt Associates Inc., 866-270-1519.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Please verify the contact information above, answer all
the questions, and return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed postage-paid envelope to:

Attn: Federa Class-Size Reduction Study
Abt Associates Inc.

55 Whedler Street

Cambridge, MA 02138

If your district is NOT participating in the federal Class-Size Reduction Program,

please check the box and return the survey in the enclosed envelope. It isvery 3.
important that you return the survey even though you are not participating in the

program. Thank you very much!

All information that would permit identification of the individual respondent will be held in strict
confidence, will be used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and will not
be disclosed or released to others for any purpose as required by law.

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information
unless such a collection displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information
collection is 1875-0196. The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per
response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete
and review the information collection. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or
suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651. If you
have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: Planning and
Evaluation Service, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC 20202-4651.
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Al

A.2.

A3

A4

A5

A.6.

OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

Background Information on Your District

Please provide the following locator information in case we need to contact you to clarify
your responses.

NAME 14-42
TITLE/POSITION: 4372l
TELEPHONE NUMBER: 73-82/ 83-86/
E-MAIL ADDRESS. 87-120/

Please indicate the total student enrollment in your district for the years listed below.

1999-2000 2000-2001
Student enrollment:

121-127/ 128-134/
Please indicate the percentage of students in each of the following categories for each school

year:
1999-2000 2000-2001

a  Minority students % %
135-137/ 138-140/
b.  Non-minority students % %
141-143/ 144-146/

What proportion of students were designated as limited English proficient (LEP) for each of

the following years? 147/BLANK
1999-00: % 148-150/
2000-01 % 151-153/

What proportion of students were eligible for afree or reduced-price school lunch for each of
the following years?

1999-00: % 154-156/
2000-01 % 157-159/

How many elementary schools are included in your district in 2000- 2001?

Number
Elementary schools 160-163/
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OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

A.7.  How many eementary schools are state-designated low perfarming schools as defined by
Title | in 2000-2001?

Number
Low performing schools 164-167/

A.8. Please provide an estimate of the average per-pupil-expenditure for the district for the 1999-
2000 schoal year.

$ 168-172/

A.9.  What wasyour digtrict’s total alocation for the federal Class-Sze Reduction (CSR)
initiative? (Write in the amount for each year; write O for yearswith no federal CR
funding.)

1999-2000 2000-2001

Tota federal CSR dlocation $ $

173-180/ 181-188/

A.10. Doesyour district participate in other class-size reduction initiatives in addition to the federal
CSR in 2000-2001? (Check only one.)

U Yes, astate class-size reduction effort (Go to question A.11.) 1o

U Yes alocd class-size reduction effort (Go to question A.11.)

U Yes, aclass-size reduction effort supported through other funds (e.g.,
foundation funding) (Go to question A.11.)

U No (Go to question B.1.)

A.11. What was your district’s alocation for the state and/or loca class-size reduction efforts?
(Writein the amount for each year; write O for yearswith no state and/or local funding.)

1999-2000 2000-2001

a State class-size alocation $ $

190-197/ 198-205/
b. Local class-size allocation $ $

206-213/ 214-221/
c. Other funding for class-size reduction $ $

222-229/ 230-237/
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OMB Number: 1875-0196

Expiration Date:  September 2001

A.12. What types of expenditures are allowable under non-federal state and local class-size

reduction efforts? (Check all that apply.)

1999-2000
a.  State-funded personnel expenses (e.g., a,
recruitment, professiona development,
saaries)
b. State-funded facilities or capita d,
improvements
c. Localy funded personnel expenses Y
(e.g., recruitment, professiond
development, salaries)
d. Locally funded facilities or capital d;

improvements

B. Using Federal CSR Funds

2000-2001
238/ a, 239/
2400 a, 241/
242/ a, 243
284/ a, 245/

B.1.  How did your district spend its federal CSR funds for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 school
years? (Please enter the dollar figures below. If your district has spent no funds for a

particular category, enter 0.)

1999-2000 2000-2001
school year school year
actual actual/projected
expenditures expenditures
a  Teacher sdaries $ $
246-253/ 254-261/
b.  Recruiting costs $ $
262-269/ 270-277/
c. New teacher training and testing $ $
278-285/ 286-293/
d.  Professional development $ $
294-301/ 302-309/
e. Administrative expenditures $ $
310-317/ 318-325/
TOTAL: $ $
326-333/ 334-341
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OMB Number: 1875-0196

Expiration Date:  September 2001

B.2.  Pleaseindicate whether any of the following groups of people have influenced decisions on
how to implement the federal CSR initiative in your district. (Check one on each line.)
Major Some No
influence influence influence
a.  Principas a, d, S 42
b. District superintendent or CEO d, d, s S
c. Centrd office staff . a, Q, el
d. School board members Y a, P 34
e. Teachersand other professional staff d, d, s 346/
f.  Ste-based management committee Y a, P sl
g. School classified staff Y a, P S48l
h. Parents or parents association d, d, s 349/
C. Recruiting and Hiring Teachers with Federal CSR Funds
C.1.  Inschool year 2000-2001, how easy or difficult was it to recruit and hire the staff needed in
your district? (Please check one answer for each question.)
How easy or difficult wasit to:
Not Somewhat Very Unable
applicable* Easy difficult  difficult to hire
a Hirecredentialed teachersfor 0, . s a, s
reduced size classes?
b. Hire credentialed teachers for regular a, ., O, d, s sy
classes?
c. Hireteachers with special education , ., A ., s 352
credential s?
d. Hireteacherswith credentialsto , a, s, A s sy
serve limited English proficient
(LEP) students?
e Satisfy teachers' requeststo teach , ., , , s s
particular grades?
f. Hire substitute teachers? d, ., A a, s 35/
g. Hireinstructional aides? , d, s, A ds 356/
h. Hire reading specialists? , ., d, , s 37
i. Hireother specialists (Please specify: a, a, O, d, ds 358
) 359-360/
* Mark this box if you did not need to hire new staff of the type specified.
A-6 Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of School Principals
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C.2. Didyour digtrict have difficulty recruiting and hiring additional teachers for the federal CSR
program?

. Yes 361
J, No(GotoquestionC.3.)

C.2a. If yes, what kind of difficulty? (Check all that apply.)

(J;  Our teacher salaries are not competitive with surrounding districts s
(J, Lack of credentialed applicants 363
(J3;  Received natification of funds too late to hire teachers for the fall ~ sew
(J, Received natification of funds only in time to hire teachers for the

(2]

2/

spring 365/
(Js5  Unionissues 366/
(O  Could not offer multiple-year contracts due to uncertainty of

continued funding 367/

(J,  Other (Please specify:
) 38/
369-370/

C.3.  Inschool year 2000-2001, did your district use federal CSR funds to recruit teachers?

O, Yes 37w
J, No(GotoquestionD.1.)

C.3a.  In2000-2001, for what purposes did your district use federal CSR resources for
recruitment and hiring? (Check one per line.)

2000-2001
Don’t
Yes No Know
Travel to interview prospective teachers o, a, A 372
Hiring bonuses J, ., g srd
Hiring packages (paying for college tuition, o, a, I sral
moving expenses, etc.)
Other (Please specify: ) d, a, I 37!

D. Teachers Hired with Federal CSR Funds

D.1.  Inthe 2000-2001 school year, were additiona teachers hired with federal Class-Size
Reduction (CSR) funds?

O, Yes 378/
J, No(Gotoquestion E.1.)
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439/

450/

D.2.  For the 2000-2001 school year, across your district as awhole, how many teachers were hired
with federal CSR funds? (Please complete the table below. For teachershired on a part-
time basis, please report the full-time equivalent (FTE) number of teachers[e.g., one teacher
hired half-time with federal CSR funds represents .5 of an FTE].)

Number Number FTE
Fully funded by CSR Partially funded by CSR

a  Regular classroom teachers

379-382/ 383-388/
b.  Specia education teachers

389-392/ 393-398/
Cc.  Reading specidists

399-402/ 403-408/
d. Math specidists

409-412/ 413-418/
e.  Other

419-422/ 423-428/

TOTAL.:

429-432/ 433-438/

D.3.  In2000-2001, were you able to hire dl the teachers that you intended to hire with your
district’s federal CSR alocation?

O 1 Yes
O, No

D.4.  Of teachers hired for the 2000-2001 school year with federal CSR funds, what was the
average starting salary and what was the average vaue of fringe benefits (e.g., health
insurance and pension benefits)?

Average starting salary in 2000-2001:  $ 440-424)
Average value of fringe benefits: $ 445449/
D.5.  When did the reductions in class size begin under the federal CSR program? (Check only
one.)
J, Fal 1999
(J,  Spring 2000
5 Fdl 2000
O,  Spring 2001
(Js5  Other (Please specify: )
451-452/
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D.6. Inthe 2000-2001 school year, please indicate the approximate proportion of teachers hired
with federal CSR funds who are: (Please estimate the proportion of teachersin each
category; check O if you did not hire teachersin a particular category.)

Approximate proportion of teacherswho are:

0% 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% Over 50%
Certified to teach o, . s ., (I 453

Lacking proper initial certification (e.g., o, ., [ N d, s 454
teachers with sufficient teacher

preparation who must complete a regular

certification program in order to

continue teaching)

D.7.  Inthe 2000-2001 school year, please indicate the approximate proportion of teachers hired
with federal CSR funds who are: (Please estimate the proportion of teachersin each
category; check O if you did not hire teachersin a particular category.)

Approximate proportion of teacherswho are:
0%  1-10% 11-25%  26-50% Over 50%

Novice teachers (e.g., first or second (Y 4, s A s 455/
year teachers)

Have some teaching experience (3 or d, [ 3 y s 456/
more years)

D.8.  Inthe2000-2001 school year, have you hired personnel other than teachers with federal CSR
funds? (Check one.)

(J, Yes(Gotoquestion D.8a.) w57/
(J, No (Goto question D.9.)

D.8a. What types of personnel have you hired with federal CSR fundsin 2000-20017?
(Check all that apply.)

O, Interns 4581
O 2 Aides 459/
(J ; Other (Please specify: ) 4601

461-462/

D.9. Inthe 2000-2001 school year, how were schools selected to receive additional teachers with
federal CSR funding? (Check only one.)

(J, Thedigrict made the initial selection of schools 463
(J, Schools submitted competitive proposals to receive additional teachers
(J 3 Another method (Please specify: )

464-465/
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D.10. Which types of schools were selected to receive additional teachers through federal CSR
funding in the 2000- 2001 school year? (Check all that apply.)

(J,  Schoolsthat were low-performing (as defined by Title 1) 466/
(J,  Schoolswith largest class sizes as71
(J;  Schoolswith highest proportions of poverty 4681
(J,  Schoolswith other reform efforts underway 469
(OJ5  Schools selected on other criteria (Please specify: Yaro

471-472/

D.11. Pleaseindicate which of the following groups of people have influenced decisions on which
schools would participate in the federal CSR initiative? (Check one on each line.)

Major Some No
influence influence influence
a Principds , d, s 473/
b.  Didtrict superintendent or CEO . a, . ar
C. Central office staff (Y . s 47
d.  School board members a, a, (P 476l
e.  Teachersand other professiona staff . a, N ar
f. Site-based management committee (Y . s 478/
g School classified staff a, a, (S 479l
h.  Parentsor parents association d, a, I 80

D.12. Which, if any, of the following facilities problems arose in your district in the 2000-2001
school year dueto the CSR initiative? (Check all that apply.)

(J, No facilities problems a8
(J, Not enough additional rooms available to convert to classroom use 42
(J ; Extended construction timelines due to high demand for portables 483
(J 4 Not enough square footage on school site to alow for construction of

new classrooms a8
(J 5 Not enough time to plan for conversion or construction of classrooms s
6 Insufficient funds to modify facilities 486/
(J, Other (Please specify: ) ag71

488-489/

490-491/BLANK
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D.13. To provide space for the additiona teachers hired, what did your district do in 2000-20017?

(Check all that apply.)

O, Sufficient number of classrooms were available (Go to D.14.) 492-493

(J, Added portable classroom units

(J ; Added to the existing structure with new construction

O, Used off-dte facilities

494-495/

496-497/

498-499/

(J 5 Used team teaching 500-500
(J ¢ Placed resource teachers in multiple classrooms 502508/
(J,; Converted ingtructional rooms other than classrooms (e.g., music room,
gymnasium, science lab) 504-505/
(J g Created additional classrooms in existing classrooms with partitions 506-507/
(O Converted non-instructional rooms (e.g., teachers' lounge, parents' room,
storage facilities) 508-509/
(3 1o Other (Please specify: ) 510511/

512-513/

D.14. In2000-2001, in what grades did your district use federal CSR money to reduce class size?

(Check all that apply.)

O PreK
D 02
O os
3 o4
O os
D 06
D 07
D 08

oA WN PR X

514-515/

516-517/

518-519/

520-521/

522-523/

524-525/

526-527/

528-529/

O,
O 10
Dl].
DlZ
O
D14
D15

:
8

9

10

11

12
Ungraded

530-531/

532-533/

534-535/

536-537/

538-539/

540-541/

542-543/

D.15. In2000-2001, did your district have a policy in place to use its federal CSR resourcesto

reduce class size in kindergarten to grade 3?

(J, Yes (Gotoquestion D.17.)
O, No

D.16. Why were the federal CSR resources NOT used to reduce class size in kindergarten to grade

3in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)

(J, Already met state or federal class size target
(J, District does not have schools with kindergarten to grade 3
(J ; Did not think we needed to reduce class size in kindergarten to grade 3 5471

(J , Did not have sufficient space
5 Did not have sufficient funding

(J ¢ Did not have sufficient planning time
(J,; Could not recruit qualified teachers

(J g Other (Please specify:

553-554/

545/

546/

549/

550/

551/

552/

Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of District Personnel
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D.17.

D.18.

D.19

D.20.

D.21.

OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

In 2000-2001, how were federal CSR resources used in your district? (Check all that apply.)

(J; Reduced class size in kindergarten to grade 3
(J, Reduced class sizein grades other than kindergarten, 1, 2 and 3
(J 5 Increased funding of teacher training for new teachers without credentials

(J, Tested new teachers for academic knowledge and state certification requirements
(J 5 Increased professiona development hours for teachers of kindergarten to grade 3

(O Increased professional development hours for classroom teachers in grades
other than kindergarten to grade 3

(J, Increased professional development for special education teachers
(J g Increased professional development for reading/mathematics specialists
(J 4 Other (Please specify: )

564-565/

With the addition of federal CSR funds, did your district reduce class sizein every dligible
class in kindergarten to grade 3 in 2000-20017?

O, Yes

O > No

Did your district experience pressure to reduce class size in grades other than kindergarten to
grade 3 in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)

(J, Experienced no such pressure

Experienced pressure from:
(J, Within district
5 Thedate
(3, The school board/school committee
O Parents
(J Teachers
(J, Schools
(g Other (Please specify: )

553-554/

Did growth in total student enrollment in your district make implementation of the federal
CSR program harder in 2000-2001? (Check one.)

O 1 Yes

O, No

(J 3 Tota student enrollment did not grow

Within individua school buildings, did the decrease in class Size in kindergarten to grade 3
create larger class sizes in other grades in 2000-20017?

O 1 Yes

O, No

A-12
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560/

561/

562/

563/
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567/
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E. Federal Class Size Reduction Funds and Professional

Development

OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

E.l.  Inschool year 2000-2001, how easy or difficult wasit to perform the following professional

development activitiesin your district? (Please check one answer for each activity.)

Not
applicable*

a.  Design professional development )
activities?

b. Providefundsto support professional )
development?

c. Findtimefor staff to attend o
professional development
activities/sessions?

d. Provide substitute teachersto free staff for o
professional development?

e. ldentify appropriate peopleto provide o
professional development?

f.  Provide stipends for teachers to attend o
professional development during non-duty
hours?

g. Involve non-public schoolsin planning staff N
development?

*Mark this box if you did not engage in the activity specified.

Easy

Qq

a,

Q.

Q.

a,

Qq

u P

0,

. P

. P

0,

u P

Somewhat
difficult

How easy or difficult wasit to:

Very
difficult

Q3

s

.

.

s

Q3

Unable
to hire

0y

.

.

.

.

0y

E.2.  Towhat extent have federal CSR funds influenced professional development activitiesin
2000-2001? (Please check one answer for each activity.)

Influence of federal CSR:

M ajor Some No
influence influence influence

a  Design professional development activities? Qa, a, Qs
Provide funds to support professional a, a, Qs
development?

c.  Findtimefor staff to attend professional Qa, a, Qs
development activities/sessions?

d.  Provide substitute teachersto free staff for Qa, a, Qs
professional development?

e. ldentify appropriate peopleto provide professional Qa, a, Qs
development?

f.  Provide stipends for teachers to attend professional Qa, a, Qs
development during non-duty hours?

g. Involvenon-public schoolsin planning staff a, a, Qs
development?

Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of District Personnel A-13
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E.3.  Werefederal CSR funds used to provide professional development in 2000-20017?
. Yes 503/
J, No(Gotoquestion F.1.)
E4.  Werefederal CSR funds for professona development retained at the district level or
allocated to schoolsin 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)
(J,; Retained at the district s04/
(J, Allocated to schools 508/
E.5.  Who arranged for staff development under the federal CSR funding in 2000-2001? (Check
all that apply.)
(J, District 596/
(J,  Individud schools 507/
(J5;  Digtrict and individual schools jointly 508/
(3,  Other (Please specify: 500/
600-601/
E6. What types of teachers participated in federal CSR-funded professional development during
the 2000-2001 school year? (Check all that apply for each part of the question below.)
Part 1 (Check all that apply in this section.)
(J,  Newly hired CSR-funded teachers 602
(J,  Newly hired teachers funded from other sources 603/
(J5;  Continuing teachers 604
Part 2 (Check all that apply in this section.)
(J;,  Noviceteachers (e.g., first- or second-year teachers) 605/
(J,  Experienced teachers (e.g., teachers with three or more years of
experience) 606/
Part 3 (Check all that apply in this section.)
(J,  Teachersplaced in reduced-size classes 607/
(J,  Teachersplaced in any other classes 608/
Part 4 (Check all that apply in this section.)
(0,  Special education teachers 600
(J,  Specific subject matter or content specialist teachers 610/
(J;  Regular classroom teachers in kindergarten through grade 3 61/
(J,4  Regular classroom teachersin any other grades 612/
s  Teachersfrom nonpublic schools 613
A-14 Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of School Principals
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E.7.  Who provided the staff development under the federal CSR funding in 2000-2001? (Check

all that apply.)
(J, School district personnel 614/
J, Intermediate or regional educational personnel 615/
(J,; State personnel 616/
(J, Other teachers 617/
(5 Outside vendor (including universities) 618
(O Other (Please specify: ) 619

620-621/

E.8.  What were the topics for staff development under the federal CSR funding in 2000-20017?
(Check all that apply.)

(J,;  General pedagogical techniques 622/
(J, Pedagogical techniques for working with studentsin small classes e
(J;  Subject matter content in reading 624
(J,  Subject matter content in math 625/
(O  Subject matter content in other subjects 626/
O  Whole school reform 627/
(J,  Child development 628/
(Jg  Other topics (Please specify: ) 620

630-631/

E.9. Wasthe staff development under federal CSR funding integrated with staff devel opment
funded through Title 11 or other funds in 2000-2001?

O 1 Yes 632
O 2 No
E.10. Did nonpublic school teachers participate in federal CSR professional development activities
in 2000-20017?
O 1 Yes 633/
O, No
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F. Pre-Service Training

Pre-service training is typically provided by colleges of education to individuals who want to become
certified teachers but are not yet the classroom teacher of record.

F.1.  Hasyour district used federal CSR resources for pre-service training in 2000-2001? (Check one.)

. Yes(Gotoquestion F.2)) 634
d, No (Go to question G.1.) 635-636/BLANK

F.2.  Who received pre-service training in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)

(J,  Digtrict interns who were working at the school 637/
(J, Locd university/college interns who were working at the school 638/
(J3;  Student teachersin alocal teacher education program 639/
(J,  Other (Please specify: ) 6401

641-642/

F.3.  What topics were addressed by the pre-service training supported by federal CSR resources
in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)

O,  Pedagogy o
(J,  Subject area content (Specify subject: Yea
649-650/ 651-652/
(J;  Classroom management 645/
O,  Student body diversity 616/
Os ESL/bilingua 647/
¢  Other (Please specify: ) o4
653-654/

F.4. During the 2000-2001 school year, approximately how many hours did people spend in pre-
service training associated with federal CSR resources and how many people were involved
in using those funds? (Write“ NA” if the school did not receive funds for the 2000-2001

school year.)
Approximate number Number of people Total person hours
of pre-servicetraining participating in pre- (#hoursx #
hours servicetraining teachers)
EXAMPLE: 4 4 16
2000-2001

655-657/ 658-662/ 663-670/
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G. Coordinating Federal Class Size Reduction (CSR) Funds with Other Funds

Dl Yes
(J, No (Gotoquestion H.1.)

671/

G.2.  With what other funds were the federal CSR funds coordinated in 2000-2001? (Check all

that apply.)
(J, Federd Titlel funds

(O, Federd Reading Excellence Program funds
(J ;3 Federal Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program funds

(J, Federd Title !l funds

(J 5 Federd Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funds

(J Other federa funds (Please specify:

(J, State classsize reduction funds
(J g Other state funds

(O Loca class size reduction funds
(3 10 Other loca funds (Please specify:

682-683/

722-723/

G.3.  Why werethe federal CSR funds coordinated? (Check all that apply.)

(J, To hireadditiona teachers

(J, To complement school reform efforts
(J ;3 Tointegrate federal CSR funds with other funds for professional development s

(J 4, Tocombine hiring of teachers with capital improvements or modifications

(5 Other (Please specify:

)

H. Waivers for Using Federal CSR Funds

689-690/

672/

673/

674/

675/

676/

677/

678/

679/

681-BLANK

684/

685/

687/

688/

H.1. Didyour district request/receive waivers for any of the following program provisions? (Check all
that apply. If your district applied for no waivers either year, check thisbox (d; andgotol.1.)

1999-2000
Requested Received
a  Consortium requirement g, < 0, ¥
b. Limitonprofessiona development [, ¢ [, &7
c. Targetdasssizenumber conformstoa [, ™ [, ¥
state class-size reduction initiative
d. Toinclude kindergarten in “early g, ™ 0O, ™
elementary” grades
e.  Toreduce class size grades other than , g,
kindergarten, grades 1, 2, or 3
f.  Tohire non-certified teachers g, ™= Qa, W
g.  Other (Please specify: ) a, ™ 00, ™
720-721/

2000-2001
Requested Received
[:I 1 694/ D 2 695/
D 1 698/ D 2 699/
D 1 702/ D 2 703/
D 1 706/ D 2 707/
|:I 1 710/ |:I 2 711
[:I 1 714/ D 2 715/
D 1 718/ D 2 719/

Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of District Personnel

A-17

691/



OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

l. Expending Federal CSR Funds

I.1. Did your district carry over any unexpended funds from the 1999-2000 school year federal
CSR dlocation?

. Yes 724/
O 2 No

Please write in the amount of carryover funds below. If there were no carryover funds, write
in$0.)

$ . *[725-732/

1.2, Which, if any, of the following factors affected your district’s ability to expend the 1999-
2000 school year federal CSR alocation in full? (Check all that apply.)

(0,  Weexperienced no difficulty 733
O, Wemadeasrategic decision to carry funds over to 2000-2001. 730
(J3;  Wecould not find qualified teachers 735/
(J, Fundsweretoo late to hire teachers for the full academic year 736/

(5  Theuncertainty of future federa funding delayed expenditures 7371
(O Decisonswere delayed until the school year began in order to

involve schools in the decision-making process 738/
(J,;  Wecould not commit funds until classroom space had been created 7z«
(g  Other (Please specify: ) 740/

741-742/

Thank you very much for completing the survey. If you have comments you would like to write about
your district’ s experiences with the federal Class-Size Reduction Program, please write them in below,
or on the back of this page. Then, please return your survey in the postage-paid envelopeto: Abt

Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street, Cambridge, MA 02138, Attn: Federal Class-Size Reduction Study.
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The National Evaluation of the Federal Class-Size Reduction Program
Survey of School Principals

This survey is being conducted for the U.S. Department of Education as a part of its effortsto learn
about the implementation and early impact of the federal Class-Size Reduction (CSR) Program. The
Program represents a major federal commitment to help school districts hire additional highly
qualified teachers so children, especialy in the early elementary grades, can learn in smaller classes.
It isonly through this survey that the federal government can find how many additional teachers have
been hired, how funds have been spent, and what kinds of issues have arisen in implementing the

program.

Only alimited number of school principals are being asked to complete this survey, so your response
is very important to us. We estimate that the survey will take about 45 minutes to complete. If you
have any questions, please call Joan Ruskus toll-free at Abt Associates Inc., 866-270-1519.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Please verify the contact information above, answer dl
the questions, and return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed postage-paid envelope to:

Attn: Federa Class-Size Reduction Study
Abt Associates Inc.

55 Whedler Street

Cambridge, MA 02138

If your school did not receive any resources to implement the federal Class-Size

Reduction Program for either 1999-2000 or 2000-2001, please check the box and return .
the survey in the enclosed envelope. It is very important that you return the survey even

though you are not participating in the program. Thank you very much!

All information that would permit identification of the individual respondent will be held in strict
confidence, will be used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and will not
be disclosed or released to others for any purpose as required by law.

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such a
collection displaysavalid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1875-0196. The
time required to complete thisinformation collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per response, including the timeto review
instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection. If you have
any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving thisform, please writeto: U.S. Department
of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651. |f you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of
this form, write directly to: Planning and Evaluation Service, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20202-4651.
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If you have been a principal at this school for lessthan one year, please fed free to have other
administrators or staff help you fill out this survey for as many of the items as you deem necessary.
These questions do not require detailed funding information.

A. Implementation of Federal Class-Size Reduction (CSR)
A.l.  Thefederal CSR program began in 1999-2000. When did teachersin your school first start
teaching in the reduced size classes? (Check one.)
12/
O, Fdl 1999 1314/
3, Spring 2000
O, Fal 2000
O, Spring 2001
s Other (Please specify: )
A2. Did your school use federal CSR resources, alone or in combination with other resourcesin
2000-2001, to reduce class size? (Check one.)
., Yes (Gotoquestion A3) 15/
3, Yes, in combination with other resources (Go to question A.3.)
s No (Go to question A.6.)
A3.  What methods did your school use to reduce class size in 2000-2001? (Check all that apply.)
. Assigned an additional teacher to a self-contained classroom 16/
O, Created additional sections in specific subject areas to reduce the number
of students per section 17/
O Part-time team-teaching: placed 2 teachers into a single classroom for part
of the school day 18/
3, Full-time team-teaching: placed 2 teachersinto a single classroom for all
of the school day 19/
s Hired or placed additional teachersin priority subjects (e.g., reading or
mathematics) and split their time among 2 or more classroomsto teach in
their specified subject area 20/
O Other (Please specify:
) 21
22-23/
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A.4.  In2000-2001, in what grades did your school use federal CSR money to reduce class size?

(Check all that apply.)

O PreK
O o2
O os
) 04
O os
D 06
D 07
D 08

oA WNPR X

24-25/

26-27/

28-29/

30-31/

32-33/

34-35/

36-37/

38-39/

O
O 10
Oun
01
O 13
O 14
O1s

:
8

9

10

11

12
Ungraded

A.5.  Did your school reduce class size in one or more grades for kindergarten to grade 3 in 2000-

20017?

O, Yes(GotoquestionB.1.)
O, No (Goto question A.6.)

A.6. If your school did not use federal CSR resources to reduce class size in kindergarten to grade
3in 2000-2001, why nat? (Check all that apply.)

(3, Our school does not have kindergarten to grade 3
O, Our state dready implemented class size reduction in kindergarten to grade 3
(3 Our local education agency aready implemented class size reduction in

kindergarten to grade 3

O, Did not need to reduce class size in kindergarten to grade 3
s Did not have sufficient space
¢ Did not have sufficient funding

(-, Did not have sufficient planning time
(g Could not recruit quaified teachers

Oy Other (Please specify:

40-41/

42-43/

46-47/

48-49/

50-51/

52-53/

55/

56/

s7/
58/
59/
60/
61/
62/

63/

64-65/
66-67/

If your school did NOT use federal CSR resour ces alone or in combination to reduce classsizeat
any grade level please skip ahead to Section E. If your school reduced classsizein any way (by

gradelevel or subject area), please continue with Section B.
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68/

B. Characteristics of Reduced-size Classrooms
B.1.  Did your school reduce class size by specific grade levels or by subject matter in 2000-2001?
(Check one.)
O, Gradeleve
O, Gradelevel and subject matter
s Subject matter only
B.2.  For thisquestion, additional teachers are those teachers your school or district placed in
reduced-size classes who were not aready teaching at that particular grade level prior to
federal CSR implementation.
In Column A, please indicate the grade levels for which class size was reduced at your
school in 2000-2001. (Check all that apply.)
In Column B, please indicate the number of additional teachers placed at each grade level
for which class size was reduced. Thisisahead count of al additional teachers, whether
they are working full-time or part-timein agrade. (For each grade level checked in
Column A, please provide a number in Column B.)
In Column C, please indicate the total number of additional full-time equivalent (FTE)
teacher positions for that grade in the grade levels for which class size was reduced. For
example, if the school funded one additional full-time teacher in grade 1, please write 1.0
in Column C beside grade 1. If the school funded an additional reading specialist to work
half time with regular classroom teachersin grade 1 and half time with regular classroom
teachersin grade 2, please write .5 in Column C beside grade 1 and .5 in Column C
beside grade 2. (For each grade level checked in Column A, please provide a number in
Column C))
Column A Column B Column C
Grade levels with reduced Number of additional Total additional full-time
classsize teachers placed equivalent teachers placed
) . PrekK 69/ 70/ 71-73
D 2 K 74 751 76-78/
O, 1 79 80/ 81-83/
a 4 2 84/ 85/ 86-88/
D 5 3 89/ 90/ 91-93/
O 4 o4 95/ 96-98/
O, 5 9/ 100/ 101-103/
D 8 6 104/ 105/ 106-108/
D 9 7 109/ 110/ 111-113/
D 0 8 114/ 115/ 116-118/
D 1 9 119 120/ 121-123/
D 2 10 124/ 125/ 126-128/
D 3 11 129 130/ 131-133/
D 4 12 134/ 135/ 136-138/
Os Ungradedm/ 140/ 141-143/
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B.3.

For each grade level in which class size was reduced, indicate the following:

OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

In Column A, enter the total number of students for the appropriate grade level(s) for each year. (Include only those students in self-contained

classes.)

In Column B, enter the total number of teachers who teach at the appropriate grade level(s) for each year. (Include only those teachers
responsible for a child’s primary classroominstruction.)
In Column C, enter the total number of classrooms in that grade.
In Column D, enter the total full-time equivaent (FTE) number of other teachers at the appropriate grade level(s) for each year who come into
the classrooms for significant periods of time specifically to reduce class size. (These teachers are in addition to the teachersin Column B.

Do not include the teachers who are already counted in Column B.)

Please use the date of October 1* for the given year as a guideline for reporting the appropriate number of teachers and students. Check hereif you
areusing another date: [d; and specify the date:

144/ 145-146/ 147-148/ 149-152/
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Column Column Column Column Column Column Column Column Column Column Column Column
A B C D A B C D A B C D
Total Tota Total Total FTE Total Total Total Totd FTE Total Total Total Total FTE
Grade level(s) for which number of number of | number of of other number of | number of | number of | of other | number of number of number of of other
classes were reduced students teachers classrooms | teachers students teachers | classrooms| teachers students teachers classrooms | teachers
Kindergarten
153-155/ 156-157/ 158-159/ 160-163/ 164-166/ 167-168/ 169-170/ 171-174/ 175177/ 178-179/ 180-181/ 182-185/
1% Grade
186-188/ 189-190/ 191-192/ 193-196/ 197-199/ 200-201/ 202-203/ 204-207/ 208-210/ 211-212/ 213-214/ 215-218/
2" Grade
219-221/ 222-223/ 224-225/ 226-2291 230-232/ 233-234/ 235-236/ 237-240/ 241243/ 244-245/ 246-247/ 248-251/
39 Grade
252-254/ 255-256/ 257-258/ 250-262/ 263-265/ 266-267/ 268-269/ 270-273/ 274-276/ 277-278/ 279-280/ 281-284/
Other grade:
285286/ 287-289/ 290-201/ 202-203/ 294-207/ 298-300/ 301-302/ 303-304/ 305-308/ 309-311/ 312-313/ 314-315/ 316-319/
Other grade:
320-321/ 322-324/ 325-326/ 327-328/ 329-332/ 333-335/ 336-337/ 338-339/ 340-343/ 344-346/ 347-348/ 349-350/ 351-354/
Other grade:
355-356/ 357-359/ 360-361/ 362-363/ 364-367/ 368-370/ 371-372/ 373-374/ 375-378/ 379-381/ 382-383/ 384-385/ 386-389/
390-411/BLANK




OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

B.4. If your school isusing federal CSR fundsin 2000-2001 to target specific subjects, which
subjects? (Check all that apply.)

. Reading or English a1
O, Mathematics 413/
5 Socia Studies/History a1
3, Science 415/
s Not targeting specific subjects a16/

B.5.  Toreduce class size, did your school have enough classroom space without converting any
other space in either 1999-2000 or 2000-200017?

0. Yes(GotoquestionC.1) a7
O, No (Go to question B.6.)

B.6.  Did your school convert any of the following facilitiesin order to reduce class size? (Check
all that apply for each school year.)

Facilities Converted

1999-2000 2000-2001
a.  Specid education room/facilities d, A8/ . a9
b.  Child care room/facilities a, 4200 a, a2y
c. Music/arts room/facilities a, a2 a, 423
d.  Computer lab d, a2 . a2
e. Library 0, 426 a, 4211
f.  Teacher preparation room . a8 d, Azl
g.  Gymnasium a, 430/ a, 431/
h.  Adminigtrative offices Y 432 P 433
I.  Resource room a, a8 a, 43/
J- Pre-K room/facilities (9 436/ . a3t
k.  Storage room Y a3/ d, a3/
|.  Other (Please specify: ) a, w2 a, sl
240-a41/
m.  Did not convert any of the above J, al a, el
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B.7. Did your school do any of the following to reduce class size in either 1999-2000 or 2000-017?
(Check all that apply.)

Other Strategies
1999-2000 2000-2001
a.  Added portable classroom units a, e a, el
b.  Added onto the existing structure with a, a8l a, a9l
new construction
c. Used off-gte facilities a, 50/ ., U
d.  Used teamteaching a, 452/ a, a5/
e.  Placed resource teachersin multiple d, a4 d, 455
classrooms
f.  Created additiona classrooms in existing a, 4561 a, astl
classrooms with partitions
0. Not applicable; did not have to do Y a8/ a, 459/
anything other than convert existing space
h.  Other (Please specify: . a2/ a, 463

) a60-46v

B.8.  What facilities problems, if any, did your school face for either of the following school years
in order to implement the federal CSR program? (Check all that apply for each school year.)

1999-2000  2000-2001

a.  Nofacilities problems d; a64/ d, 65/

b. Not enough additional rooms availableto convertto [, 466! a, Aot
classroom use

c. Extended congtruction timelinesdueto highdemand a68/ d, a69f
for portables

d.  Not enough sguare footage on schoal site to alow d, 4ol d, an
for construction of new classrooms

e. Not enough time to plan for conversion or . a7 a, ar
congtruction of classrooms

f. Insufficient funds to modify facilities d, an . a7l

g. Other (Please specify: ) arearn g 478l a, ardl
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C. Characteristics of Teachers in Reduced-Size Classrooms

The following questionsrefer to all teachers currently placed in reduced-size classrooms.
Please report number of teachersin head counts, not in FTE positions.

C.1l. Peaseindicate the total number of teachersin reduced-size classesin your school for each of
the following school years who: (Please report the exact number of teachers for each
category. Write NA if the school did not reduce class size for a particular year.)

Number
1999-2000 2000-2001
a. Havethe appropriate state teaching certificate in their

main teaching assignment field 480-482/ 483-485/
b. Do not have the appropriate state teaching certificate in
their main teaching assignment field 486-488/ 489-491/
TOTAL =
492-494/ 495-497/

C.2. Pleaseindicate the total number of teachers in reduced-size classrooms in your school who
had the following types of teaching certificates. (Please report an exact number of teachers
or write* NA" if no one placed in a reduced-size classroom has that particular certificate.)

Number
1999-2000 2000-2001
a  Advanced professional certificate

498-500/ 501-503/
b. Regular or standard state certificate
504-506/ 507-509/
c. Thecertificate offered in your state to persons who
have completed what the state calls an “aternative — —
certification program”
d. Provisional, probationary, or emergency certificate or
Wal Ver. 516-518/ 519-521/
e. Other certification (Please specify: )
522-523/ 524-526/ 527-529/
TOTAL =
530-532/ 533-535/
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C.3. Peaseindicate the total number of teachers currently in reduced-size classesin your school
who have the following as their highest degree. Also note whether the degreeisin the
subject areathey currently teach. (Please report the total number in each category.)

1999-2000 2000-2001
In subject Not in In subject Not in
area subject area area subject area
a. Bachelor'sdegree
536-538/ 539-451/ 542-544/ 545-547/
b. Master's degree or higher
548-550/ 551-553/ 554-556/ 557-559/
TOTAL=
560-562/ 563-565/ 566-568/ 569-571/

C.4. Pleasereport the total number of teachers in reduced-size classes in your school for each of

the following school years who are:

1999-2000 2000-2001

a.  Veterans (10+ years)

b. Considerably experienced (6-10 years)

c. Moderately experienced (3-5 years)

d.  Novices (1-2 years)

TOTAL =

572-574/ 575-577/
578-580/ 581-583/
584-586/ 587-589/
590-592/ 593-595/
596-598/ 599-601/

C5. Wereany of theteachers currently in reduced-size classrooms in your school employed in the
following positions prior to the implementation of federal CSR? (Check all that apply.)

., Gradeleve other than their current assignment 602-603/
(J, Subject area other than their current assignment 604-605/
(s Specia education 606-607/
3, ESL/bilingual education 608-609/
O Kindergarten to grade 3 in classes larger than the CSR average 610611/
O Reading/mathematics content area specialist 612-613/
0, Staff development specialist 614-615/
O Didtrict or administrative role 616-617/
O, Titlel resource specidist 618-619/
10 Other (Please specify: ) 620-621/
622-623/
624-625/
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D. Professional Development

D.1.  During the 2000-2001 school year, approximately how many hours have CSR teachers and
non-CSR teachers spent in professiona development and how many teachers were involved
in using those funds? (CSR teachers are those teachers in reduced-size classrooms.)

Approximate number Number of teachers
of professional participatingin Total person hours
development hours professional development  (# hours x # teachers)
EXAMPLE: 16 4 64
CSR teachers 626628/ 629-631/ 632637/
Non-CSR teachers 638 640/ 641-643/ 644649/
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OMB Number: 1875-0196
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In the 2000-2001 school year, what professional development activities were undertaken by
teachers in reduced-size (CSR) classrooms and teachers not in reduced-size (non-CSR)

classrooms? (Please check all that apply for each group.)

Teachers Teachersin
in CSR non-CSR
classrooms classrooms

Pedagogical techniques:
a Use of educational technology O, eo Q, ev
b.  Cooperative learning techniques I U es
c.  Tailoring instruction based on individua needs QO e QO e
d.  Teaching problem solving/reasoning I QO en
e Hands-on learning I P U eso
f. Project-based instruction P I
o] Team-teaching instructional methods I I
h.  Classroom management techniques I I
I. Instruction for reduced-size classrooms U eew O eon
J- Working with specia needs children I U eoor
Content:
k. Subject matter content (Please specify:

) 670-671/ a 1 672 Q 1 673
l. New curriculum adoption Q, e Q4 em
m.  Reading strategies/instruction techniques U, ew U, e
n. Interdisciplinary projects Q; e Q; e
Reform:
0.  Whole school reforms U eso P
p. Standards-based reforms O, e O, sy
o] Curriculum reforms , esw O, ess
r. Assessment methods/reforms U eso e
Child development:
S. Children’ s emotional/psychological needs O esw O esw
t. Developing children’s socia/interpersona skills U eo P
u.  Other (Please specify:

) 692-693/ | 1 694/ | 1 695/
v.  Other (Please specify:

) 696-697/ a 1 698/ Q 1 699/
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E.l

Impact and Effects of Federal CSR

OMB Number: 1875-0196
Expiration Date:  September 2001

Over the past two years, how easy or difficult was it to recruit and hire the staff needed at your school? How much influence did federal CSR
have on these activities? (Please check one answer for each of the two questions per line. Check “ Not applicable” if you did not need to hire

new staff of the type specified.)

a  Credentialed teachers for reduced classes?

b.  Credentiaed teachersfor regular classes?

c.  Teacherswith Specia Education credentials?

d.  Teacherswith credentialsto serve LEP/ESL/ELL students?
e Satisfying teachers' requeststo teach particular grades?

f. Substituteteachers?

g  Content-specific credentialed teachers? (Specify area or
subject: ) 712-713/

h. Instructional aides?

*Mark this box if you did not need to hire new staff of the type specified

Not

applicable*

Somewhat

difficult

How easy or difficult was
recruitment and hiring for:

Very
difficult

Unableto

hire

700/

702/

704/

706/

708/

710/

714/

716/

Influence of federal CSR?

Major
influence

Some
influence

No
influence

ou/

703/

705/

707/

709/

71y

715/

7171



E.2.  In2000-2001, does your school have its full complement of qualified teachers? (Theterm
“qualified” refersto teacherswith credentialsin the subject areas for which they are hired or
assigned. Check all that apply.)

O, Yes 718/

O, No, wewereunableto hireal thefully quaified regular classroom 79
teachers we need

s No, wewere unableto hire fully qualified teachers for specific 7200

subject areas or specia assignments (e.g., bilingual, special education,
science teachers, etc.)

E.3.  What types of difficulties, if any, did your school face in recruiting and hiring additional
teachers prior to and after federal CSR implementation? (Check all that apply.)

Prior to federal After federal

CSR CSR
a. Nodifficulties recruiting and hiring additional teachers O, 7w O, 72
b. Our teacher salaries are not competitive with d; 7 d, 74
surrounding districts
c. Lack of credentialed applicants O, 7 O, 72
d. Received natification of CSR funds too late in the N/A 72z d, 7
summer to hire teachers for the fall.
e. Hiring provisions in the union contract d; 7 d, 7o
f. Could not offer multiple-year contracts due to Ay 7w A, 732
uncertainty of continued funding
g. Overdl lack of funds d, 7 d, 7w
h. Other difficulties (Please specify: 735736/ d; 7w O, 7sw

) 73074008
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741/

742/

743/

744/

745/

746/

747/

748/

751

752/

753/

754/

755/

756/

757/

758/

759/

762/

E.4.  For teachers and studentsin reduced-size classes, to what extent have you perceived a change
in the following since the implementation of federal CSR: (Check one answer per line.)
Signifi - Signifi -
cant Some No Some cant Don't
decrease decrease change increase increase know
&  Teacher attendance , a, s, d, s s
b. " Teacher motivation d, ., s a, s g
€. Teacher collaboration o, a, d; d, s g
d. Teacher effectiveness a, a, Qs a, Qs Qg
€ Paenta involvement in o, . s a, s g
teacher conferences (e.g.,
frequency or duration)
f. Parental involvement in (9 d, 3 A s s
other school activities
9  Student motivation , a, d; d, s g
h. student attendance , d, s A s g
. Other (specify: ) d, ., s a, s g
749-750/

E.5.  For teachers and students NOT in reduced-size classes, to what extent have you percelved a
change in the following since the implementation of federal CSR: (Check one answer per
line.)

Signifi - Signifi -
cant Some No Some cant Don't
decrease decrease change increase increase know
&  Teacher attendance , a, s, a, s g
b. " Teacher motivation o, a, d; d, s g
C. Teacher collaboration , a, d; d, s s
d. Teacher effectiveness a, a, Qs a, Qs Qg
€ Parenta involvement in o, ., d; d, s g
teacher conferences (e.g.,
frequency or duration)
f. Parental involvement in , d, s A s g
other school activities
9  Student motivation o, i, s, a, s s
h. student attendance , d, s ., s g
. Other (specify: ) o, d, s ., s g
760-761/
A-32 Evaluation of the Federal CSR Program: Survey of School Principals



E.6. Onaverage, how frequently have you conducted the following activities during the 2000~
2001 school year? (Check one answer per line.)

Frequency
Semi -
Weekly Monthly annually Annually Not at all
a  Observeyour teachers teaching for a, ., s, a, s
reasons other than formal evaluation
b. Attend grade-level meetings , a, d, d, s
c. Attend department meetings O, a, O, d, s
d. Provide feedback to your teachers o, a, s, d, s
about their teaching
e. Attend parent/teacher conferences o, ., s, d, s
f.  Formally evaluate your teachers , d, s, A s
g Other (Please specify: d, d, s d, s
) 7607700

E.7.  In2000-2001, have you observed changes in the following instructional practices of teachers
placed in reduced-size classes? (Check one answer per line.)

Signifi - Signifi -
cant Some No Some cant Don’t
decrease decrease change increase increase know

a Team-teaching a, . P [ g4 ds dg
b. One-on-one time with students . a, Qs (. ds dg
¢. Grouping students according to task Qg a, s gy s dg
d. Project-based instruction a, Qs a3 gy ds dg
e. Lecture-styleinstruction a, Y s gy s dg
f.  Tailored instruction based on Qg a, P [ s dg
individual needs
g Authentic assessment a, Y s gy s dg
h.  Covering curriculum content Qg Y [ Y ay s g
i. Classroom management a, a, a3 gy ds dg
j.  Other (Please specify: a, a, Osj . Qs Qg
)781-782/
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E.8.  In2000-2001, which of the following best describes the uses of the federal CSR resourcesin
your school? (Check one.)

(. Complements other initiatives 780/

3, Isindependent of other initiatives
(J; Disrupts other initiatives

F. Background and Context Questions

Some information in the following section may require retrieval from school records. Please
delegate the tasks to your staff as necessary and use exact numbers whenever possible.

F.1.  What grade levels does your school currently cover? (Check all that apply.)

O, PreK 7 Oe 7 7w

O,K s O 8 7919

Os1 Oun 9 wemn

0,2 12 10 7e700

053 7 15 11 soosov

O64 790 O 12 sosow

3,5 v 015 Ungraded sos-sos
Og6 7o

F.2.  For each of the following school years, please indicate the total number of full-time
classroom teachers on your staff who: (Pleasefill in the exact number of teachersfor each

category.)
1999-2000 2000-2001

a.  Havethe appropriate state’ s teaching certificate in their

main teaching assgnment field 506-808/ 800-811
b. Do not have the appropriate state' s teaching certificate
in their main teaching assignment field 812-814/ 815-817/
TOTAL =

818-820/ 821-823/
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F.3.  Pleaseindicate the number of teachersin your school who have the following as their highest
degree. Also note whether the degreeisin the subject areathey currently teach. (Please

report the total number in each category.)

1999-2000 2000-2001
In subject Not in In subject Not in
area subject area area subject area

a. Bachelor'sdegree

824-826/ 827-829/ 830-832/ 833-835/
b. Master's degree or higher

836-838/ 839-841/ 842-844/ 845-847/

TOTAL=
848-850/ 851-853/ 854-856/ 857-859/

F.4.  How many teachers on your staff during each of the following school years have the
following types of teaching certificates? (Please report an exact number of teachersor write

“NA” if no onein your school hasthat particular certificate.)

1999-2000 2000-2001
a.  Advanced professional certificate
860-862/ 863-865/
b. Regular or standard state certificate
866-868/ 869-871
c. Thecertificate offered in your state to persons who
have completed what the state calls an “dternative 8r2-874 srs-8771
certification program”
d. Provisional, probationary, or emergency certificate or
W al Ver. 878-880/ 881-883/
e. Other certification (Please specify: )
884-885/ 886-888/ 889-891/
TOTAL =
892-894/ 895-897/
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F.5.  Pleasereport the number of your instructional staff who have the foll owing levels of teaching
experience for each of the following years:
1999-2000 2000-2001

a Vetaans (1O+ yearS) 898-900/ 901-903/
b. Considerably experienced (6-10 years)
904-906/ 907-909/
Cc. Moderately experienced (3-5 years)
910-912/ 913-915/
NOVI ce (1-2 yearS) 916-918/ 919-921/
TOTAL =
922-924/ 925-927/

F.6.  What was your school’s total student enrollment for each of the following years?

1999-2000 2000-2001
Total enrollment

928-931/ 932-935/

F.7.  Pleaseindicate the percentage of your school’s students in the following categories for each

school year:
1999-2000 2000-2001
a  AfricanrAmerican % %
936-938/ 939-941/
b. Latino/Hispanic % %
942-944/ 945-947/
c. Asan/Pacific Idander % %
948-950/ 951-953/
d. Native American % %
954-956/ 957-959/
e. White/Caucasian % %
960-962/ 963-965/
f.  Other (Please specify: % %
968-970/ 971-973/

) oss067

F.8.  What proportion of students in your school were designated as limited-English-proficient
(LEP) for each of the following years?

1999-2000 % 974-976/
2000-2001 % o77-979/
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F.9.  What proportion of studentsin your school were digible for afree or reduced-price school
lunch for each of the following years?

1999-2000 % 980-982/

2000-2001 % 983-985/
F.10. Pleaseindicate school’s attendance rate for each of the following years.

1999-2000 % 986-988/

2000-2001 % 989-991/
F.11.  If your school was implementing other educational reforms, which of the following types of

reforms were being implemented prior to federal CSR? (Check all that apply.)

3 ; Whole schoal reforms (e.g., Roots and Wings, Accelerated Schools, Annenberg 992/

Schooals, etc.)
O, Standards-based reforms 003/
3 5 Curriculum reforms (e.g., primary literacy, Reading Recovery, Foss Science,

comprehensive art education, etc.) 904/
O , Assessment reforms (e.g., portfolios, state mandates, etc.) 995/
3 5 Other reform efforts (Please specify: soroos ) 996/
3 ¢ Other reform efforts (Please specify: 1000-1000 ) 999/
- None, our schoal is not participating in other reforms at this time. 1002/

Thank you very much for completing the survey. If you have comments you would like to write about
your school’ s experiences with the federal Class-Size Reduction Program, please write them below or on
the back of this page. Then, please return your survey in the enclosed, ssamped envelope to: Attn:
Federal Class-Size Reduction Study, Abt Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street, Cambridge, MA 02138.
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