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 Section IV: Needs Assessment 
 
Directions: Conduct a comprehensive review of your school’s educational program informed by the 
most current quantitative and qualitative data available regarding student performance trends and 
other indicators of progress. Include in your needs assessment an analysis of information available 
from New York State Education Department and New York City Department of Education 
accountability and assessment resources, i.e., School Report Cards, Progress Reports, Quality 
Review and Quality Review Self-Assessment documents, periodic assessments, ARIS, as well as 
results of Inquiry Team action research, surveys, and school-based assessments. (Refer to your 
school’s Demographics and Accountability Snapshot in Part B of Section III.) It may also be useful to 
review the schools use of resources: last year’s school budget, schedule, facility use, class size, etc.   
 
After conducting your review, summarize in this section the major findings and highlights of your 
school’s strengths, accomplishments, and challenges. Consider the following questions: 
        - What student performance trends can you identify? 
        - What have been the greatest accomplishments over the last couple of years? 
        - What are the most significant aids or barriers to the school’s continuous improvement? 
 
Over the last few years PS 191 has achieved great success. According to the NY State School Report 
Card we are a school in good standing and we have easily made our AYP each year. Even though we 
have a diversified population, a small budget, approximately 20% ESL students and over 22 languages 
spoken here at out school we remain atop NYC in ELA and math scores each year. This is due to a 
strong staff, involved administration, connected parents and hard-working wonderful children. Our 
attendance rate (97%) is high each year and most of our 100% of our teachers have their Masters 
Degree and all are fully licensed. Overall our percentage of students who scored at or above level 3 in 
ELA in 2006-2007 was 92% up to 98% in 2007/2008 and in Math the percentage of students scoring at 
or above level 3 was 98.6 in 2006-2007 and 100% in 2007-2008. This is a major accomplishment and 
worthy of praise.  
 
We received an overall grade of “A” in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 on our Progress Report. On the 
Student Performance part of the Progress Report Category we received an “A” and as compared to our 
Peer Horizon and the City Horizon we were over 100%. In looking more closely at the data from this 
year’s Progress Report our Student Individual Progress Category in ELA fell to a “B”. Only 51.3% of 
our students made progress. Although they still scored high on the exams they went down a few 
percentage points. They are very bright children who might have missed a question or two. About 82% 
of the lowest 1/3 went up while the average change in student Proficiency for level 3 and 4 students 
was low as compared to our Peer and City Horizon. As the Inquiry Team reviewed last year’s ELA 
data it also showed us that we had less level 4’s throughout the school and some of our top students fell 
down from levels 4 to high 3’s.  In looking at the Acuity Data from the Predictive Assessments given 
in June and just recently last month this still remains an issue for us to work on. We have to improve 
our services to our high end learners and increase our Enrichment Activities while maintaining our AIS 
services to the lower 1/3 population. These are our “High Priority Goals” this year.  
 
We had 2 level 2’s last year.  One child is in Special Ed and the other recently tested out of the ESL 
program. Not only do we need to raise the scores of our higher performing children who went down 
last year we must still maintain AIS services for those children who scored low level 3’s. We have to 
continue to work more closely with our ESL children who test out of the program and take the state 
exams. This year we have eleven children taking the ELA exam for the first time. This is also a major 
concern or goal for us this year.  
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Using this year’s budget we are able to provide an after-school AIS and ESL program and using our 
extended day time should help our struggling students. We also have hired a part/time pull-out and 
push-in “F” status teacher to work tutoring children in grades 3-5. We added a STARS after-school 
reading program for our higher performing students who went down last year as well as providing 
additional services and materials for everyone during the day. We also subsidize more days for our 
SETSS teacher and Guidance Counselor to work with our lower performing children. Even as a high 
performing school with a very small budget we spent over 100,000 a year almost 10% of our budget on 
all of these supplementary services.  
 
In Math we did very well scoring 100% in levels 3 and 4 with over 72% making 1 year of progress. 
Even our lowest 1/3 students made 82.5% progress. Our average change in student proficiency for 
levels 3 and 4 was only 54 %and 67% as compared to our Peer and City Horizons. A major problem is 
that all ESL children take the math exam as soon as they enter our country. This is a big concern in that 
most of the math exam is reading and the students in my school (unlike Korean/Spanish/Chinese/Hindi 
children who have translated versions in their languages) don’t have translated exams in Punjabi or 
other dialects they speak and understand. As mentioned before this ESL issue is an area we need to 
focus on. 
 
Our school environment survey was very good. We scored a13.9 out of 15 and received an overall 
score of “A”. From the Environmental surveys sent out we scored 9.0 out of 10 in Academic 
Expectations up .4% from last year and 103.8% as compared to the other Elementary Schools. On 
Communication we scored 8.3 and 100% as compared to other Elementary Schools up .6%. On 
Engagement we scored 8.4 which was also 100% as compared to other Elementary Schools and went 
up 1 point from last year but our Parent Engagement score was 7.8 up 1.1. On Safety and Respect we 
scored 9.3 and 103.4% as compared to other City Schools up .5%. Overall this is a very good score we 
received from the staff and our community. One focus this year will be to raise the Parent Engagement 
score. We will work on this with our parent coordinator and our Leadership Team to see if we can still 
improve these numbers. 
 
Our Quality Review from October 2007 was rated “Well Developed”. We seem to do a lot of things 
well. They mentioned that the principal provides very effective, visionary and passionate leadership 
and that the members of our staff have an in-dept knowledge of instruction, their students needs and 
they plan effectively for all of our students. They also stated that we rigorously and regularly monitor 
progress, are hard-working, have very high expectations for everyone, are receptive and reflective and 
value parent involvement. They suggested we continue to analyze the performance data of sub-groups 
(ESL) and enhance our school’s data collection by including information on how students’ social and 
cultural backgrounds impact on their learning. They also mentioned that we should continue with the 
good work begun by the teachers and principal in analyzing and using data to further develop 
instruction and student learning. This we have been able to improve on with our Inquiry Team and AIS 
teams. With the help of improved ARIS and Acuity systems analyzing data will be an area we need to 
continue our hard work on in order to differentiate instruction to our low-middle-high performing 
students.  
 
In summary our school is doing well in almost all areas. Our parent community is involved and the 
PTA provides numerous extension of learning activities. Our staff continues to attend PD to further our 
learning and become master teachers. The barriers are numerous, the paperwork and administrative 
duties are overwhelming, the e-mails are copious and the demands are getting stronger. With the 
budget crisis looming the things we need to do to improve instruction we will be unable to do because 
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of budget constraints. It is unfair that schools like ours that are high performing get a lot less money. 
Yet, we will try to continue to offer an excellent education to all of our children.   
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SECTION V: ANNUAL SCHOOL GOALS  
 
Directions: Based on the findings and implications from the comprehensive needs assessment 
(Section IV), determine your school’s instructional goals for 2008-09 and list them in this section along 
with a few phrases of description. The resulting list should include a limited number of goals (5 is a 
good guideline), and the list as a whole should be a clear reflection of your priorities for the year.  
Good goals should be SMART – Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound.  
Notes: (1) In Section VI of this template, you will need to complete an “action plan” for each annual 
goal listed in this section. (2) Schools designated for improvement (SINI/SRAP/SURR or received a D 
or F on the Progress Report) must identify a goal and complete an action plan related to improving 
student outcomes in the area(s) of improvement identification. (3) When developed, Principal’s 
Performance Review (PPR) goals should presumably be aligned to the school’s annual goals 
described in this section. 
 
 
GOAL #1:  To improve literacy instruction to all students through assessment and 
differentiation as evidenced by a 5% increase in the number of students making one 
year of progress on the NYS ELA Assessment. 
 
GOAL #2: To raise the level of learning for our highest performing students and 
improve instructional practices as measured by a 5% increase in the number of children 
reaching level 4 on the State ELA exam and by measuring the student’s involvement in 
enrichment activities during the 2008-2009 school year. 
 
GOAL #3: To improve the level of teaching and learning of all students by increasing 
the communication and engagement level between home and school as measured by an 
increase in the Parent Engagement Survey Score 7.8 (taken from the Learning 
Environment Survey) to 8.0 or better. 
 
GOAL #4: By the end of the school year all ESL students in grades 2-5 will improve 
their reading comprehension skills as measured by a 5% increase in the students scoring 
at Proficient Level on the NYSESLAT as well as 75% of ESL students taking the NY 
State ELA Exam for the first time will achieve performance level 3. 



 

 

SECTION VI: ACTION PLAN 
 
Directions: The action plan should be used as a tool to support effective implementation and to evaluate progress toward meeting goals. Use 
the action plan template provided below to indicate key strategies and activities to be implemented for the 2008-09 school year to support 
accomplishment of each annual goal identified in Section V. The action plan template should be duplicated as necessary.  Reminder: Schools 
designated for improvement (SINI/SRAP/SURR or received a D or F on the Progress Report) must identify a goal and complete an action plan 
related to improving student outcomes in the area(s) of improvement identification. 
 

Subject/Area (where relevant) 
Literacy 
 

 
Annual Goal 
Goals should be SMART – Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and 
Time-bound. 

To improve literacy instruction to all students through assessment and differentiation as 
evidenced by a 5% increase in the number of students making one year of progress on the NYS 
ELA Assessment. 
 

Action Plan 
Include: actions/strategies/activities the 
school will implement to accomplish the 
goal; target population(s); responsible staff 
members; and implementation timelines. 

• Students not meeting proficiency level 3, students who scored low level 3 (650-675), and 
students who did not make 1 year of progress will receive additional AIS (Academic 
Intervention Strategies) services each day. These will include;  

o extended day instruction a.m.  ( 371/2 minutes) 
o after-school instruction one day a week(Wednesdays) for 2 hours from October to 

April  
o AIS teachers on each grade will pull-out push-in to work in a small group with 

them, and provide Tutoring services for the lowest neediest students. 
o Differentiated instruction in the classroom using small group lessons according to 

skills needed, individual conferencing and guided reading lessons 
o SETSS teacher at- risk services for struggling students (Wilson, Foundations, 

Voyager, Skill based programs) 
o Parent testing workshops throughout the year 

• Lead Teachers will attend monthly PD with network literacy specialist-study 
comprehension and other skills and learn to improve on differentiated methods of 
instruction. These teachers will share out their learning at Staff conferences and grade 
conferences throughout the year. 

• Acuity (Predictive/ITA) assessments will be given along with Rally Skill tests to access 
and isolate specific skills and learning targets students need to achieve and exceed 
proficiency standards. The AIS, classroom teachers and after-school teachers will go over 



 

 

the results with the Inquiry Team, data specialist and Principal to determine a plan of 
action.  

• There are monthly and weekly congruence meetings and common preps that AIS and 
classroom teachers can meet to identify targets and monitor success  

• The staff will attend various workshops for Professional Development at ICI and outside 
vendors.  

  
Aligning Resources: Implications for 
Budget, Staffing/Training, and Schedule 
Include reference to the use of Contracts 
for Excellence (C4E) allocations, where 
applicable. 

Funding Sources: 
IEP –SETSS    $50,000 
C4E  24,000 2days F status (tutoring)  C4E  $23,182 
C4E  3 days F status (tutoring)  $44,000  ESL/CAP- 25,000 
TL Children First: Additional Guidance days (to provide AIS grades K-3)  $25,000 
TL General Hold Harmless/TL Fair Student Funding After-school program-$ 15,000 
TL Fair Student Funding Supplies and materials $10,000 Extended day materials $ 5,000 
TL Fair Student Funding coverage-Wed-(grades 3,4,5) for additional congruence $ 8,000  
TL Children First Inquiry Team               
 
Approximately 10% of our budget!     
 

Indicators of Interim Progress and/or 
Accomplishment 
Include: interval of periodic review; 
instrument(s) of measure; projected gains 

Using the following instruments to monitor and assess progress: 
• ELA results in June - 5%  increase in students making 1 year progress 
• Predictive June -  5% increase in students making 1 year progress 
• ITA (ELA and Math ) throughout the year –measures instructional effectiveness 

periodically  
• Classroom assessments- throughout the year-measures student learning in class 
• Rally skills test -measures after school instruction and skill progress 
• Fountas and Pinnell Reading levels- collect 4 times a year-measures comprehension  



 

 

 
SECTION VI: ACTION PLAN 

 
 

Subject/Area (where relevant) 
Enrichment  
 

 
Annual Goal 
Goals should be SMART – Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and 
Time-bound. 

To raise the level of learning for our highest performing students and improve instructional 
practices as measured by a 5% increase in the number of children reaching level 4 on the State 
ELA exam and by measuring the student’s involvement in enrichment activities during the 
2008-2009 school year. 
 

Action Plan 
Include: actions/strategies/activities the 
school will implement to accomplish the 
goal; target population(s); responsible staff 
members; and implementation timelines. 

• Students from grades 4 and 5 who scored high level 3 and 4, and students who went down 
from 4 to 3 (students who did not make1 year of progress) will receive additional 
Enrichment Strategies and Activities. These will include;  

o Reading STARS After-School Program one day a week(Wednesdays) for 2 hours 
from October to April (high end skill based learning and high level test prep) 

o TAG After-school and before school Program- Structures and designs and 
Robotics Grades 3-5  

o Follow SEM –School Enrichment Model and Renzulli Enrichment Activities- to 
improve overall instruction to students. Connect to Renzulli Learning Site 
(computer enrichment site dedicated to high end learning and differentiated 
learning according to the students learning levels and interests).  

o Use more Type I, Type II, Type III activities along with Enrichment Clusters and 
monitor Student Learning profiles. 

o Create a TAG pull-out group to work on thematic units and compacted learning 
techniques 2 times a week. 

o Math Olympics and stock market game for high end math learners.(Math Coach) 
o Study Island –individual computer testing and learning program that measures 

according to ability rather than grade. 
o Use differentiated instruction , tiered assignments and homework in the classroom  

along with small group enrichment lessons and thematic units 
o Parent Enrichment activity night 

• Enrichment clusters will be conducted in grades 3-5 once a year that promote students’ 
self-selected interests and engages them in challenging, real world learning where they 



 

 

acquire knowledge used within the discipline, develop new learning skills and pursue an 
authentic problem or service.  

• Teachers and Administration will attend enrichment PD with ICI network specialists to 
study high end learners and how we can better instruct them using differentiated methods. 
The teachers and administration will share out their learning at Staff conferences and 
grade conferences throughout the year. 

• Teachers and administration attend Renzulli’s Confratute each year to learn about SEM.  
• Acuity (Predictive/ITA) assessments will be given along with Rally Skill tests to access 

and isolate specific skills and learning targets students these high end students need to 
maintain and exceed proficiency standards. The Enrichment Team, classroom teachers 
and after-school teachers will go over the results with the Inquiry Team, data specialist 
and Principal to determine a plan of action.  

• At monthly and weekly congruence meetings and common preps discuss the students in 
these enrichment groups’ progress and identify targets and monitor success.  

 
Aligning Resources: Implications for 
Budget, Staffing/Training, and Schedule 
Include reference to the use of Contracts 
for Excellence (C4E) allocations, where 
applicable. 

Funding Sources: 
TL Children First: 2days F status TAG Teacher $24,000 
TL General Hold Harmless/TL Fair Student Funding After-school programs-$ 15,000 
TL Fair Student Funding :Supplies and materials $5,000 
TL Fair Student Funding : Renzulli Activities $5,000 
LEG  Grant: TAG after school program $2148 
 
 

Indicators of Interim Progress and/or 
Accomplishment 
Include: interval of periodic review; 
instrument(s) of measure; projected gains 

Using the following instruments to monitor and assess progress: 
• ELA results in June - 5%  increase in students making 1 year progress  
• Predictive June -  5% increase in students making 1 year progress 
• ITA (ELA and Math ) throughout the year –measures instructional effectiveness 

periodically  
• Classroom assessments- throughout the year-measures student learning in class 
• Rally Enrichment Skills test -measures after school instruction and skill progress 
• Measure and observe students type I, II and Type III activities and end of unit projects.   



 

  

SECTION VI: ACTION PLAN 
 
 

Subject/Area (where relevant) 
Parent 
Communication/Engagement 

 
Annual Goal 
Goals should be SMART – Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and 
Time-bound. 

To improve the level of teaching and learning of all students by increasing the communication 
and engagement level between home and school as measured by an increase in the Parent 
Communication and Engagement Survey Score (taken from the Learning Environment Survey- 
parents section)to 8.0 or better. 
 

Action Plan 
Include: actions/strategies/activities the 
school will implement to accomplish the 
goal; target population(s); responsible staff 
members; and implementation timelines. 

• We have a Parent Orientation week in September where the parents meet with the 
teachers and discuss the coming year’s curriculum and what is expected of them. There is 
Open school week where the parents also visit in November.  

• We have an open door policy to any parent who would like to see the Principal or a staff 
member. Teachers can be freed up if necessary to meet any parent’s busy schedule. We 
must continue to service our parents because they are our customers. 

• Give the parents an opportunity to learn along side their child through special programs 
such as parent curriculum and testing workshops, Math and Science Fun nights, 
Enrichment nights and ESL parent nights. 

• Principal’s monthly calendar and monthly PTA Newsletter goes out each month 
explaining what is going on at school and this year teachers will add additional 
information about what the children are learning each month. There are samples of 
numerous children’s’ work in the Mayflower paper each month.  

• Teachers will send our progress reports before the report cards specifying the skills the 
children are having trouble mastering as well as what additional material the parents can 
use at home to help their children succeed. 

• Every class has to have a parent activity that the parents takes part in ( read alouds, 
writing celebrations, book talk breakfasts, performances, lunch with mom or dad, and 
other classroom activity celebrations)each year. 

• Our PTA provides numerous activities for all of the community to get involved with their 
child’s school. 

• We get a Multicultural Dance Grant each year to get parents to come up to school with 
their children to learn about different cultural dances. 

• International night where each family cooks a dish and shares it with the community. We 



 

  

then make a cookbook for everyone taking part in this activity. We have a show during 
the day celebrating numerous cultures in our school. 

• A major problem is with getting our ESL parents involved. We offer translation services 
at Parent Teacher Conferences, PTA meeting and some school events. We translate some 
important notices sent home through the Translation Department and when we can’t we 
stamp it to let the parent know that this is important notice and they should contact the 
school.    

• Get the parents more involved in their child’s work by creating more home assignments 
that involve the parents.  

• We have 3 Principal’s breakfast discussions where we invite the entire community to take 
part. 

• We have a great community and we did well on the total survey score of 8.2% but we can 
do better. 

•  We are working on giving out a survey at Parent Teacher’s Conferences to see how we 
can improve communication and engagement for our parents. 

  
Aligning Resources: Implications for 
Budget, Staffing/Training, and Schedule 
Include reference to the use of Contracts 
for Excellence (C4E) allocations, where 
applicable. 

 
TL Parent Coordinator – PC salary and 500 in expenses 
TL Fair Student Funding/General Hold Harmless- pay per-session for teacher/parent workshops. 
Project arts: performances for families 
Translation Funding: $2172 

Indicators of Interim Progress and/or 
Accomplishment 
Include: interval of periodic review; 
instrument(s) of measure; projected gains 

Using the following instruments to monitor and assess progress: 
• Increased parent attendance measured by an attendance sign in sheet at workshops, 

family nights, school activities and Parent Teacher’s conferences. 
• Use the Communication survey given our at the Parent Teacher’s Conferences to see how 

the parents think we can better communicate with them.   
• Measured by an increase in the Parent Communication and Engagement Survey Score 

(taken from the Parent Section of the Learning Environment Survey) to 8.0 or better. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

  

 
 
 
 

SECTION VI: ACTION PLAN 
 

Subject/Area (where relevant) 
ESL 
 

 
Annual Goal 
Goals should be SMART – Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and 
Time-bound. 

By the end of the school year all ESL students in grades 2-5  will improve their reading 
comprehension skills as measured by a 5% increase in the students scoring at Proficient Level 
on the NYSESLAT as well as 75% of ESL students taking the NY State ELA Exam for the first 
time achieving performance level 3.  

Action Plan 
Include: actions/strategies/activities the 
school will implement to accomplish the 
goal; target population(s); responsible staff 
members; and implementation timelines. 

To ensure that these first and second year Ell’s taking the ELA for the first time become 
test savvy and to improve overall comprehension strategies the below strategies will be 
covered in the ESL room, regular classroom and during the Title III after school. 
o Instruction on skills tested in 3rd grade will filter down into the second and first grade. 
o Simple reading comprehension strategy work will be emphasized as additional 

instruction to our ESL children  
o Skill books will be used as practice dealing with the following topics:  main idea, 

cause/effect, sequence, details, purpose, predictions, following directions, inference, 
critical thinking, etc.  

o  Reading strategies will cover these topics:  words in context, process of elimination, 
sentence structure, the 5 W’s, grammar and punctuation.   

o Title III after school program (Tuesdays from November to June): “Let the Games 
Begin.”  Will have the ELL’s immersed in educational games to help them prepare for 
state exams (ELA, Math) etc. in a fun relaxed atmosphere. This after school program 
will help them meet the standards by giving them some background knowledge, 
educational strategies and information.  Students will work in flexible groups and may 
possibly also create their own games dealing with testing strategies and skills. 

• Since the math exam is mostly being able to read and understand the problem math 
vocabulary will be stressed in the ESL room and by the AIS math teacher. 

• The Balanced Literacy Program will still provide in depth instruction in reading using 
ESL techniques and methodologies in order to improve the child’s individual growth on 
the NYSESLAT as well as all other state assessments and exams.  Focused thinking and 



 

  

organizational skills will also help ELL students prepare for the challenges ahead in 
school and in life. 

• Acuity (NYSESLAT/Predictive/ITA/ESL Predictive) assessments will be given along 
with Rally Skill tests to access and isolate specific skills and learning targets students of 
our ESL population need to achieve and exceed proficiency standards.  

• The ESL teacher, the AIS Teacher, the classroom teachers and after-school ESL teachers 
will go over the results of this population as well as our at-risk population with the 
Inquiry Team, data specialist and Principal to determine a plan of action.  

• There are monthly and weekly congruence meetings and common preps that AIS /ESL 
and classroom teachers can meet to identify targets and monitor success  

• DynEd Computer software is used as a supplemental instructional tool to that uses 
differentiated strategies for all our ESL learners as well as a Study Island Computer 
learning and testing program.  

• The staff will attend various workshops for ESL Professional Development at ICI and 
outside vendors. 

• Parent curriculum and testing workshops are presented monthly by our teachers in 
addition to ESL parent workshops every other month funded by Title III. Materials are 
given out to parents to work on testing strategies. We also provide interpreters to work 
with non-English speaking parents.   

  
Aligning Resources: Implications for 
Budget, Staffing/Training, and Schedule 
Include reference to the use of Contracts 
for Excellence (C4E) allocations, where 
applicable. 

Funding Sources: 
C4E  3 days F status (tutoring) ESL/CAP- $24,000 
Title III LEP- After-school program / materials-$15,000 
Title III Translation: $2172  
TL Fair Student Funding- $74,192               
 

Indicators of Interim Progress and/or 
Accomplishment 
Include: interval of periodic review; 
instrument(s) of measure; projected gains 

Using the following instruments to monitor and assess progress: 
• NYSESLAT 5% increase in the students scoring proficient  
• ELA results in June - 75%  of students taking the ELA for the first time(former/present 

ESL) scoring level 3 
• ESL Predictive and ESL ITA throughout the year –measures instructional effectiveness 

periodically  
• Classroom assessments- throughout the year-measures student learning in class 
• Rally skills test -measures after school instruction and skill progress 
 



 

 

 
REQUIRED APPENDICES TO THE CEP FOR 2008-2009 

 
 
Directions: All schools must complete Appendices 1, 2, 3, 7 & 8. All Title I schools must complete Appendix 4.  All schools identified under 
NCLB or SED for School Improvement, including Title I Schools in Need of Improvement (SINI) – Year 1 and Year 2, Title I Corrective Action 
(CA) Schools, NCLB Planning for Restructuring Schools, NCLB Restructured Schools, and Schools Requiring Academic Progress (SRAP), 
must complete Appendix 5. All Schools Under Registration Review (SURR) must complete Appendix 6. Note: Please refer to the 
accompanying CEP Guide for specific CEP submission instructions and timelines. 

 
APPENDIX 1: ACADEMIC INTERVENTION SERVICES (AIS) SUMMARY FORM – SED REQUIREMENT FOR ALL SCHOOLS 
 
APPENDIX 2: PROGRAM DELIVERY FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS – NCLB/SED REQUIREMENT FOR ALL SCHOOLS 
 
APPENDIX 3: LANGUAGE TRANSLATION AND INTERPRETATION – CHANCELLOR’S REGULATIONS FOR ALL SCHOOLS 
 
APPENDIX 4: NCLB REQUIREMENT FOR ALL TITLE I SCHOOLS 
 
APPENDIX 5: NCLB/SED REQUIREMENTS FOR SINI AND SRAP SCHOOLS  
 
APPENDIX 6: SED REQUIREMENTS FOR SCHOOLS UNDER REGISTRATION REVIEW (SURR) 
 
APPENDIX 7: SCHOOL-LEVEL REFLECTION AND RESPONSE TO SYSTEMWIDE CURRICULUM AUDIT FINDINGS – REQUIREMENT  

FOR ALL SCHOOLS 
 
APPENDIX 8: CONTRACT FOR EXCELLENCE (CFE) SCHOOL-BASED EXPENDITURES FOR 2008-09 – SED REQUIREMENT FOR ALL  

SCHOOLS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 1: ACADEMIC INTERVENTION SERVICES (AIS) SUMMARY FORM 
 

New York State Education Department (SED) requirement for all schools 
 
Part A. Directions: On the chart below, indicate the total number of students receiving Academic Intervention Services (AIS) in each area listed, for each 
applicable grade. AIS grade and subject requirements are as follows: K-3: reading and math; 4-12: reading, math, science, and social studies. Academic 
Intervention Services include 2 components: additional instruction that supplements the general curriculum (regular classroom instruction); and/or student 
support services needed to address barriers to improved academic performance such as services provided by a guidance counselor or social worker.  Note: 
Refer to the District Comprehensive Educational Plan (DCEP) for a description of district procedures for providing AIS. 
 

ELA Mathematics Science Social Studies 
At-risk Services: 

Guidance 
Counselor 

At-risk Services: 
School 

Psychologist 
At-risk Services: 

Social Worker 
At-risk 

Health-related 
Services 

Gr
ad

e 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

# of Students 
Receiving AIS 

K 14 14 N/A N/A 2 0 1 0 
1 11 5 N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 
2 19 6 N/A N/A 2 0 1 0 
3 19 17 N/A N/A 1 0 0 0 
4 33 12 5 5 1 0 0 0 
5 19 3 5 5 3 0 0 0 
6         
7         
8         
9         
10         
11         
12         

  
Identified groups of students who have been targeted for AIS, and the established criteria for identification: 

o Students in Grades K – 3 who are considered at-risk for not meeting State standards as determined by their performance on ECLAS 2 or other 
identified assessments, or who have been identified as potential holdovers. 

o Students in Grades 4 – 8 who are performing at Level 1 or Level 2 on New York State English language arts (ELA), mathematics, science, and social 
studies assessments. 

o Students in Grade 9 who performed at Level 1 or Level 2 on NYS Grade 8 ELA, mathematics, science, and social studies assessments. 
o Students in Grades 10 – 12 who scored below the approved passing grade on any Regents examination required for graduation in English language 

arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. 
 



 

 

Part B. Description of Academic Intervention Services 
 

Name of Academic Intervention 
Services (AIS) 

Description: Provide a brief description of each of the Academic Intervention Services (AIS) 
indicated in column one, including the type of program or strategy (e.g., Wilson, Great Leaps, etc.), 
method for delivery of service (e.g., small group, one-to-one, tutoring, etc.), and when the service is 
provided (i.e., during the school day, before or after school, Saturday, etc.). 

ELA: 
After School Program Literacy 
AIS teachers  
Guidance Counselor 
SETSS 
Extended Day 

 
Provided on Wednesdays from 3:00 TO 5:00 Grades 2-5 (small groups 10 students) 
pull-out /push in tutoring programs grades 2-5 small groups - grade 4 students  C4E  
Push-in Pull-out Great leaps grades k-2  
Push-in Pull-out at- risk(Wilson, Voyager)  
Teachers-Kaplan grades 3-5  Phonics/writing without tears K-2 

Mathematics: 
After School Program Math 
Math Coach 
AIS teachers 
SETSS 

 
Provided on Wednesdays from 3:00 TO 5:00 Grades 2-5 (small groups 10 students) 
Provides AIS push-in pull-out program grades 3, 4&5 
Push-in Pull-out tutoring services grade 4 
At-risk grade 3 

Science: n/a 

Social Studies: n/a 

At-risk Services Provided by the 
Guidance Counselor: 

This year we had additional money to hire a 3 day a week counselor. She services 4 mandated 
and 12-25 non-mandated students.  
Next year due to budget cuts we might only have her 2 days a week. Our at-risk population 
will not be serviced.  

At-risk Services Provided by the 
School Psychologist: 

n/a 

At-risk Services Provided by the 
Social Worker: 

She provides Counseling/student observations and in classroom assistance /parent  education 



 

 

APPENDIX 2: PROGRAM DELIVERY FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS (ELLS) 
 

NCLB/SED requirement for all schools 
 
Part A: Language Allocation Policy (LAP) – Attach a copy of your school’s current year (2007-2008) LAP to this CEP. 
 
 
Part B: CR Part 154 (A-6) Bilingual/ESL Program Description 
 
Type of Program:   ___Bilingual   X  ESL   ___ Both           Number of LEP (ELL) Students Served in 2008-09:  56 

  
2008-2009 Language Allocation Policy 

 
The LAP team for P.S. 191Q includes the Principal (Michael Ranieri), ESL teacher (Judy Blumstein), Parent Coordinator (Maryann Geniti), Math 
Coach (Meredith Broxmeyer), Resource Room Teacher (Jennifer Ridgwell) and PTA Member (Flora Insalaco). 
 
The instructional model for P.S. 191Q is a freestanding pull-out ESL model servicing 56 students. The majority of the children come from an Asian 
background (approximately 1/6 of the total school’s population). There are 35 children in grades K-2 and 20 in grades 3-5. There are 2 SIFE children 
and 2 Special Education/ESL students.  As previously mentioned the majority of our ESL children are from India and they speak Punjabi, 
Malayalam, Urdu and Hindi. We have a few Chinese children and 3 Spanish speaking children. The 20 beginning and intermediate students receive 
360 minutes of ESL instruction each week.  The 36 advanced pupils receive 180 minutes of ESL instruction.  We have one certified ESL teacher 
(license on file) that services all of our children. 
 
Parent survey forms have consistently requested the ESL program in this outstanding neighborhood school and it is the only program this district 
offers (We do not offer Bi-Lingual). Parents are given the choice for other programs outside of our school but they choose PS 191 because it has a 
highly successful program.   
 
LAB R and NYSESLAT results indicate certain patterns of proficiency levels. We provide additional instruction according the skills needed. 
Beginners and intermediates in grades K-5 were weak in all four modalities of listening, speaking, reading and writing. Advanced students scored 
well in the speaking and listening sections and showed some weakness in the reading and writing portions of the exam. So our ESL and classroom 
teachers work on improving these skills. Our AIS program provides additional support to our ESL learners in these areas. In addition all of the 
students that test out of our ESL program belong to our AIS targeted groups where they are given additional instructional support according to the 
skills they are weak in. Each year our AIS and Inquiry Teams keep track of all of the ESL student’s data and learning patterns using the ITA’s, Rally 
assessments, previous years ELA and current classroom data. The ESL teacher, the AIS Teacher, the classroom teachers and after-school ESL 
teachers go over the results from ITA’s and other assessments and plan instruction according to the skills needed. This year we had a large group of 
children tested in ELA for the 1st time. We provided additional instruction (push-in small group skill learning, AIS after-school programs, individual 
tutoring) for them. 



 

 

 
There are many implications for our LAP at P.S. 191.  Within the weekly framework for beginning, intermediate and advanced ELL’s, higher levels 
of rigor and support in reading, writing, listening and speaking will be needed in order to result in higher achievement. Leveled libraries and 
computer literacy will be an integral part of the program.  Specifically for 2008-2009 the LAP will focus and emphasize vocabulary, oral reading and 
read alouds for more fluency especially for our beginners and intermediates. Within our Balanced Literacy Program, there is a push for a consistent 
and standardized language program that we provide rigorous academic subject area instruction in English using ESL methodology and instructional 
strategies. We continue to make sure each teacher uses flexible and cooperative groups, graphic organizers, big books and teacher modeling to enrich 
self-esteem and pride as well as strengthening skills. We provide numerous skill books for additional practice in the following skills: main idea, 
cause/effect, sequence, details, purpose, predictions, following directions, inference, critical thinking, etc. Some examples of instructional materials 
we use in the ESL program include big books, trade books, language work books, a leveled library, word and phonics games, videos, books on tape 
and a variety of other resource materials (picture dictionaries, idiom dictionaries, thesaurus, and encyclopedia).We have a new computer English 
learning program (DynEd) that reinforces language acquisition through a series of interactive activities and it provides us with a record of their 
progress. Other computer language acquisition programs are installed in most classrooms for additional help. These programs are monitored and 
assessed by the classroom teacher and the information is shared with the ESL teacher. We can basically tailor these programs to meet each child’s 
individual growth. Advanced students receive intensive language instruction that emphasizes content area comprehension skills.  Dictionary and 
thesaurus work will enhance vocabulary and rigorous responsive writing will ensure meeting the standards on the ELA exams. New hands-on content 
area materials also help to emphasize comprehension skills. The teacher uses small group skill lessons and individual conferencing to help students 
become better independent readers. Math instruction must place a strong emphasis on vocabulary development. Since the children take the Math 
exam as soon as they arrive they need to be given extra assistance in understanding what the question is asking them to do. This is a daunting task 
since the children speak no English and they do not have translated versions in the languages that our students speak. School performances, dance 
and music classes are also included in the ELL’s regular class day. They provide a plethora of experiences for the students. In addition we have 
“Enrichment Clusters” each Friday afternoon where each child’s interests is matched with the teacher’s interest and they learn about different careers 
and activities (cooking, dance, football, yoga, structural design, mask making, inventions, Chess, Animation ). This ESL strategic instruction will 
help each child meet or exceed NYS or City standards (for NYSESLAT and ELA) so these pupils will ultimately achieve the state designated level of 
English proficiency for their grade and reach level 3 on the state ELA and Math.  
 
 
Naturally, the ESL teacher is appropriately certified and will engage her and the P.S. 191 staff in professional development throughout the year. The 
staff will attend outside PD offered by ICI and other NYC providers. Collaborative planning (congruence) with classroom teachers and subject area 
teachers occurs once a month or sooner if needed in order to ensure appropriate thematic connections in reading, writing and math vocabulary/word 
problem skills. We observe teachers using reading comprehension differentiation strategies each day to reach out to our ELL learners. The LAP 191 
team along with the Inquiry Team monitors success.  
  
 
 



 

 

In addition, short and long term ELL’s (28) participate in the ESL after- School Program.  Many of these same students also participate in the AIS 
after- School program which deals with reading and math enrichment and remediation.  During the school day, long term ELL’s, as well as SIFE 
children, receive remedial reading instruction and vocabulary enrichment in addition to ESL instruction during the extended day. The students who 
fail to improve in reading, math, speaking or listening skills (after being in the ESL program long term) may require special services that we can 
provide after the proper testing is completed with the consent of the parent. 
 
Parents of newly identified ELL’s will receive information regarding the ESL program-whenever possible in the native language.  A parent 
orientation (September 2008)) will give an overview of the program at P.S. 191 as well as information about other options. This meeting will 
emphasize how parents can help their children at home with a question and answer period.  Increasing English skills relative to State Standards, 
assessments, school expectations and general program requirements will be discussed.  Throughout the year ongoing mini parent workshops will be 
made available dealing with these topics:  Increasing English skills at home (10/08); using educational television to increase English (12/08), 
figurative language and the ESL child (2/09), etc.  Cultural activities representing the school’s diversity will be planned by the parent coordinator:  
talent show (5/09) and family cultural food festival day 11/8. Other parent curriculum and testing workshops are presented monthly by our teachers in 
addition to ESL parent workshops every other month funded by Title III. Materials are given out to parents to work on comprehension and other reading strategies. 
 
One of the P.S. 191’s staff development goals is to improve ESL instruction in all grades.  Our first meeting (September 2008) will deal with  
ELL integration into the regular classroom.  Future topics this year will include:  ESL reading/math materials and manipulative (11/08);  
appropriate software for the ESL child (1/09); Reading strategies for the ELL child (3/09); summer reading/activities for the ELL  
child (5/09). 
 
In conclusion, intensive language instruction, guided by the LAP, will provide excellence and equity for all ESL children at P.S. 191. 
 

TITLE III PROGRAM 2008-2009 (Update) 
 

There will be an emphasis this year (2008-2009) on ESL test preparation to prepare these students for state exams in reading, math, social  
studies, and science. To ensure that this first and second year Ell’s become test savvy, instruction will also filter down into the second grade. 
Simple reading comprehension strategy workbooks will be used as practice, dealing with the following topics:  main idea, cause/effect,  
sequence, details, purpose, predictions, following directions, inference, critical thinking, etc.  Reading strategies will cover these topics:  
words in context, process of elimination, sentence structure, the 5 W’s, grammar and punctuation.  The above topics will be covered in 
the ESL room, regular classroom and during the Title III after school. 
 
We will continue our “Let the Games Begin” ESL Title III workshops, given for two hours once a week, grades 2 – 5.  With the use of  
educationally sound games, reading, math, social studies and science concepts will be taught covering most or all of the above topics.  
Therefore, ESL instruction and techniques will continue, as in the past but the real concern of test mastery is a new reality and must be 
addressed.  Interspersed with these educational games will be lots of writing practice. 
 



 

 

The Balanced Literacy Program will still provide in depth instruction in reading using ESL techniques and methodologies in order to  
improve the child’s individual growth on the NYSESLAT as well as all other state assessments and exams.  Focused thinking and  
organizational skills will also help ELL students prepare for the challenges ahead in school and in life. 
 
As mentioned previously a new specialized ELL computer program is available in many classrooms.  This will aid in language acquisition for 
beginning/intermediate pupils.  As in the past, cross grade instruction for new ELL’s will continue to bolster reading skills.   In addition, “Study 
Island”, a reading, math and science computer program for all children in grades 2 – 5, will be implemented.  The program can be individualized by 
grade level and skill mastery to better fit the student needs.  A beginning Grade 5 ELL student can learn reading and math skills on the 2nd grade level 
to build a solid foundation before moving up to more challenging material. The program monitors student growth by assessing them weekly.  
 

 
PROJECT JUMP START 

 
 The extended day for newcomers will remain intact.  Oral skills will continue to be stressed. 
 
Parent workshops include: 
 

1. Sept. 2008 – orientation for newcomers. 
2. Oct 2008 – homework help/strategies – update on continuing students. 
3. Nov 2008– Educational media 
4. Jan. 2009–  State exams – helping at home. 
5. Feb. 2009– Vocabulary enrichment 
6. April 2009 – summer learning 
7. May 2009– food festival, talent show 

 
Staff Development 2008 – 2009 

 
1. Oct, Nov 2008 – introduction to new computer ESL program – individualized work for newcomers, beginners, intermediates. 
2. Dec. 2008, Jan. 2009 – ESL strategies for State exams. 
3. Feb. 2009 – reading/math materials. 
4. Apr 2009 – What is and is not working in the classroom?  Thinking about next year. 

 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Number of LEP Students Identified and Served in Each School Building by Type of Program in 2007-08        A-2 
 
School District: 26                              Type of Program:  ESL X    Bilingual ____   Both ____ 
                        (Check one only) 

School Building PS 191    

(Complete this form for each school building with LEP students in grades K-6 during 2007-08) 

K 
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 

Language  
Identi
fied Bil ESL 

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL 

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL 

Arabic (ARB)                      
Bengali  (BEN) 2  2                   
Bosnian (BOS)                      
Chinese (CMN) 1  1                   
French (FRA)                      
H. Creole (HAT)                      
Hindi (HIN) 1  1 1  1 3  3 1  1    1  1    
Japanese (JPN)                      
Korean (KOR)                      
Polish (POL)                      
Portuguese (POR)                      
Russian (RUS)                      
Spanish (SPA) 1  1    1  1    1  1       
Vietnamese (VIE) 1  1 1  1 1  1             
Punjabi 4  4 6  6 7  7 1  1 1  1       
Malayalam 2  2 2  2    2  2 2  2 2  2    
Gujarati       1  1 1  1          
SUB 
TOTALS 

                     

Attach additional sheets if necessary. 
 
Total Number of LEP students in grades K-6   Total Number of LEP students in grades K-6 Served  
Identified in the Building in 2007-08                                  in the Building in 2007-08    
(Do not include long-term LEPs)                                       (Do not include long-term LEPs)                 Bilingual             ESL    

53 0 53



 

 

 Number of LEP Students Identified and Served in Each School Building by Type of Program in 2007-08        A-2 
 
 
School District: 26                           Type of Program:  ESL  X    Bilingual ____   Both ____ 
                        (Check one only) 

School Building PS 191      SSO (NYC Only): ICI 

(Complete this form for each school building with LEP students in grades K-6 during 2007-08) 

K 
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 
Served 

 

Language  
Identi
fied Bil ESL 

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL 

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi
fied Bil ESL

 
Identi 
fied Bil ESL 

URDU 1  1    1  1    1  1       
DARI 1  1       1  1          
TAMIL    1  1                
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
                      
SUB 
TOTALS 

14  14 11  11 14  14 6  6 5  5 3  3    

 
 

This page has been provided to add additional languages, if necessary. Copy as needed. 



 

 

 
 
Part C: Title III, Part A: Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students – School Year 
2008-2009 
 
Part C: For schools that will receive Title III ELL Supplemental Services for 2008-09: 
 
Form TIII – A (1)(a) 
 
Grade Level(s)  2-5 Number of Students to be served: approximately 31 LEP        Non-LEP 
Number of Teachers  2   Other Staff (Specify)       
 
School Building Instructional Program/Professional Development Overview 
 
Title III, Part A LEP Program 
 
Language Instruction Program – Language instruction education programs funded under Title III, Part A, of NCLB, must 
help LEP students attain English proficiency while meeting State academic achievement standards.  They may use both English 
and the student's native language and may include the participation of English proficient students (i.e., Two Way Bilingual 
Education/Dual Language program.)  Programs implemented under Title III, Part A, may not supplant programs required under 
CR Part 154.  In the space provided below, describe the school’s language instruction program for limited English proficient 
(LEP) students. The description must include: type of program/activities; number of students to be served; grade level(s); 
language(s) of instruction; rationale for the selection of program/activities; times per day/week; program duration; and service 
provider and qualifications. 
 
For the 2008-2009 year, there will be an emphasis on test preparation for ESL children. Since ELL’s will now be tested just  
after one year or less, there is a great need for test taking strategies in Reading, Math, Science and Social Studies.  P.S. 191  
will, therefore, continue our after school program:  “Let the Games Begin.”  Ell’s will be immersed in educational games to 
 help them prepare for state exams (ELA, Math) etc. in a fun relaxed atmosphere.  This after school program will help them 
meet the standards by giving them some background knowledge, educational strategies and information.  Students will work 
 in flexible groups and may possibly also create their own games.  The ESL program is as follows: 



 

 

• two certified teachers 
• English instruction 
• Approximately 31 ESL students gr. 2 –5 (Grade 2, 3 group; Grade 4, 5 group) 
• Oct. 2008 – June 2009 
• 3 – 5 p.m. once a week on Tuesdays 
 
Topics covered: 
• Reading games – main idea, cause/effect, sequence, details, following directions, inference, vocabulary, phonics,  
• Math games – basic facts, word problems, time, measurement, money, etc. 
• Social Studies – map skills, famous time periods, historical people – presidents. 
• Science – animals, machines, weather, planets, etc. 

 
Professional Development (Staff) 2008-09 
 

• Oct./Nov. 2008 – introduction, instruction for new computer ESL program for newcomers, beginners, intermediates 
• Dec 2008, Jan 2009 – ESL strategies for state exams (ELA, Math) 
• Feb 2009 – appropriate ESL reading – math materials 
• April 2009 fair – materials, lessons that work for ESL children in/out of classroom 

 
 

PARENT/COMMUNITY/JUMP START INVOLVEMENT 
 
Sept. 2008 Newcomer orientation 
Oct. 2008 Homework help/strategies – update on continuing students 
Nov 2008 Educational Media, (food festival, talent show – parent coordinator) 
Jan 2009  State exams – helping at home 
Feb 2009  Vocabulary enrichment 
Apr 2009  Summer learning activities 
 
 
 



 

 

Form TIII – A (1)(b) 
 
Title III LEP Program 
School Building Budget Summary 
 
Allocation: 
Budget Category Budgeted 

Amount 
Explanation of Proposed Expenditure 

Professional staff, per session, 
per diem (Note: schools must 
account for fringe benefits) 

$11,165.64 2 teachers @ 49.73 for 144 hours 
1 Supervisor @ 51.34 for 78 hours 

Purchased services such as 
curriculum and staff 
development contracts 

$400 Outside Professional Development 

Supplies and materials $3,234.36 Student  materials and parent materials 
Travel   
Other $200 Refreshments for parent workshops 
TOTAL $15,000  
 



 

 

APPENDIX 3: LANGUAGE TRANSLATION AND INTERPRETATION 
 

Requirement under Chancellor’s Regulations – for all schools 
 
Goal: To communicate whenever feasible with non-English speaking parents in their home language in order 
to support shared parent-school accountability, parent access to information about their children’s 
educational options, and parents’ capacity to improve their children’s achievement. 
 
Goal: To communicate whenever feasible with non-English speaking parents in their home language in order to support 
shared parent-school accountability, parent access to information about their children’s educational options, and parents’ 
capacity to improve their children’s achievement. 
 
Part A: Needs Assessment Findings 
 
1. Describe the data and methodologies used to assess your school’s written translation and oral interpretation needs to 

ensure that all parents are provided with appropriate and timely information in a language they can understand. 
 

 I met with my ESL teacher and my Parent Coordinator. We reviewed Language Information Surveys, requests from 

teachers and some Parent coordinator referrals. Our Parent coordinator surveyed some ESL parents before and after 

school and spoke to them about having written / oral translation services available.  

 

 
2. Summarize the major findings of your school’s written translation and oral interpretation needs.  Describe how the 

findings were reported to the school community. 
    

    Most parents said they have family and friends who could translate for them but it would be easier to receive notices 

in their own language. We discussed the needs of the school’s ELL parents at length and at that point we realized that 



 

 

a number of the parents were non-English speaking and that we should translate written materials sent home. At our 

Title III parent workshops and our general PTA meetings we shared our findings with our ESL parents and they 

seemed interested in having some documents translated in their languages. Some of them even offered to help. Since 

there are over twenty languages spoken here at school we will translate mainly in Malayalam and have the 2 most 

widely used languages here (Punjabi and Malayalam) translated by volunteers and an outside vendors at PTA 

functions and Parent Teachers Conferences. Our school nurse speaks Malayalam, Urdu, Hindi and some Punjabi so 

she will continue to assist us in translating those languages. In the front of the building there are signs (in 8 different 

languages) provided by Central explaining what parents should do if they speak a different language.    

Part B: Strategies and Activities 
 
1. Describe the written translation services the school will provide, and how they will meet identified needs indicated in 

Part A.  Include procedures to ensure timely provision of translated documents to parents determined to be in need of 
language assistance services.  Indicate whether written translation services will be provided by an outside vendor, or 
in-house by school staff or parent volunteers. 

 
While we can’t translate into every language spoken at our school (approximately 20) we can translate into our most 

frequently used ones. We plan to provide written translations using the DOE Translation Unit and parent volunteers. 

We will translate PTA meeting notices, open school invitations, special event/ activity announcements and important 

Central notices not already available in translated versions into Urdu. On the notices we cannot translate we will 

stamp a line stating that this is an important document and it needs to be translated.  

 
 



 

 

2. Describe the oral interpretation services the school will provide, and how they will meet identified needs indicated in 
Part A.  Indicate whether oral interpretation services will be provided by an outside contractor, or in-house by school 
staff or parent volunteers. 

 
While we can’t translate into every language spoken at our school (approximately 20) we can translate into our         
most frequently used ones. We plan to provide oral translations during the regular school day using our School Nurse 
or a parent volunteer. At some PTA meetings, open school, special events/ activities, parent workshops, group or 
individual parent meetings, counseling, telephone communications, and Parent Teacher Conferences we will hire a 
translation company to provide oral translations in Hindi, Punjabi, Urdu and Malayalam.  

 
3.Describe how the school will fulfill Section VII of Chancellor’s Regulations A-663 regarding parental notification 
requirements for translation and interpretation services.  Note: The full text of Chancellor’s Regulations A-663 
(Translations) is available via the following link: http://docs.nycenet.edu/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-151/A-
663%20Translation%203-27-06%20.pdf. 
 

While we can’t translate into every language spoken at our school (approximately 20) we can use the only language 
available (Urdu). A small number of our parents speak Urdu. Where we can’t translate we stamp a notice on the 
paper to have it translated and offer the parent free translation if they wish. Some notices we have parent volunteers 
or our nurse translate in Malayalam for us or we use the translation unit. We do provide oral translations during the 
regular school day using our School Nurse who speaks Urdu, Punjabi and Malayalam. Where we can’t translate we 
request that the family bring a family member to school to help translate, or we can hire or use volunteers to translate 
in Punjabi and some of the other dialects. At our Parent Teacher Conferences and some PTA functions we hire an 
outside vendor to translate in Punjabi, Hindi and Malayalam.  

 
 
 
 



 

UPDATED – SEPTEMBER 2008 

APPENDIX 7: SCHOOL-LEVEL REFLECTION AND RESPONSE TO SYSTEM-WIDE IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS FROM 
AUDITS OF THE WRITTEN, TESTED, AND TAUGHT CURRICULUM IN ELA AND MATHEMATICS 

 
All schools must complete this appendix. 

 
Background 
From 2006 to 2008, the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) and the New York State Education Department (NYSED) 
commissioned an “audit of the written, tested, and taught curriculum” to fulfill an accountability requirement of the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) Act for districts identified for “corrective action.” The focus of the audit was on the English language arts (ELA) and mathematics 
curricula for all students, including students with disabilities (SWDs) and English language learners (ELLs). The audit examined the alignment 
of curriculum, instruction, and assessment as well as other key areas—such as professional development and school and district supports—
through multiple lenses of data collection and analysis. The utilized process was a collaborative one, intended not to find fault but to generate 
findings in concert with school and district constituency representatives to identify and overcome barriers to student success. As such, the 
audit findings are not an end in themselves but will facilitate important conversations at (and between) the central, SSO, and school levels in 
order to identify and address potential gaps in ELA and math curriculum and instructional programs and ensure alignment with the state 
standards and assessments. 
 
Directions: Schools are expected to reflect on the seven (7) key findings of the “audit of the written, tested, and taught curriculum” outlined 
below, and respond to the applicable questions that follow each section. 
 
 
CURRICULUM AUDIT FINDINGS 
 
KEY FINDING 1: CURRICULUM 
Overall: There was limited evidence found to indicate that the ELA and mathematics curricula in use are fully aligned to state standards. 
Although New York City is a standards-based system, teachers do not have the tools they need to provide standards-based instruction to all 
students at all levels, particularly ELLs. There is a lack of understanding across teachers, schools, and audited districts regarding what 
students should understand and be able to do at each level in ELA and mathematics. 
 
1A. English Language Arts 
 
Background 
A curriculum that is in alignment will present the content to be taught (as outlined by the state standards), with links to the following: an array 
of resources from which teachers may choose in teaching this content; a pacing calendar and/or suggested timeframe for covering the 
curriculum material; a description of expectations for both the teacher’s role and the student level of cognitive demand to be exhibited; and a 
defined set of student outcomes—that is, what the student should know and be able to do as a result of having mastered this curriculum. The 
New York State ELA Standards identify seven different areas of reading (decoding, word recognition, print awareness, fluency, background 
knowledge and vocabulary, comprehension, and motivation to read) and five different areas of writing (spelling, handwriting, text production, 
composition, motivation to write) that are addressed to different degrees across grade levels. Although listening and speaking are addressed 
within the New York State ELA Standards, they are not further subdivided into topic areas. A written curriculum missing literacy competencies 



 

 

or performance indicators at any grade level will impact the alignment of the curriculum to state standards. A written curriculum that does not 
address the areas in reading identified by the state standards will also impact vertical and horizontal alignment within and between schools by 
creating gaps in the Grades K–12 curriculum. Vertical alignment is defined as the literacy knowledge addressed at a grade level that builds 
upon and extends learning from the previous grade level, whereas horizontal alignment refers to agreement between what is taught by 
teachers addressing a common subject across a single grade level. 
 
ELA Alignment Issues: 
 
- Gaps in the Written Curriculum. Data show that the written curriculum in use by many schools is not aligned with the state standards in 

terms of the range of topics covered and the depth of understanding required. All reviewed curricula had gaps relative to the New York 
State ELA standards. The fewest gaps were found at Grade 2, but the gaps increased as the grade levels increased. Interviewed staff in a 
number of the schools that were audited reported less consistent and effective curriculum and instruction at the secondary level. These 
data further indicated that curricula were not adequately articulated—less articulated in secondary than elementary schools. 

 
- Curriculum Maps. The curriculum alignment analyses noted that although a number of curriculum maps had been developed, the 

mapping has been done at a topical level only and does not drill down to an expected level of cognitive demand that will indicate to 
teachers what students should know and be able to do at each grade level. These curriculum maps addressed only content topics—not 
skills to be mastered, strategies to be utilized, or student outcomes to be attained. 

 
- Taught Curriculum. The Surveys of Enacted Curriculum (SEC)1 data also show that the taught curriculum is not aligned to the state 

standards. For example, in the reviewed high school-level ELA classes, auditors observed a great disparity between what is taught and 
the depth to which it should be taught. A similar lack of depth can be seen in elementary and middle grades as well (specifically Grades 2, 
4, 5, and 6) and Grade 8. As one might look at it, the taught ELA curriculum is quite broad but lacks depth in any one area. Although 
standards indicate that instruction should be focused on having students create written products and spoken presentations, SEC data 
show quite the opposite. There is very little emphasis on speaking and listening and only a moderately higher level of emphasis on writing. 
Critical reading also is supposed to have a much greater depth than is currently occurring in high school English classes.  

 
- ELA Materials. In a number of the audited schools, teachers interviewed indicate that they have sufficient amounts of curriculum materials 

available to them; however, the materials they have are not adequate to meet the needs of all learners, particularly English language 
learners, students with disabilities, and struggling readers. Further, the materials in use are reportedly often not relevant to the students’ 
background knowledge, suggesting a need for more age appropriate and culturally relevant books and articles for student use. 

 
- English Language Learners 

                                                 
1 To examine whether instruction was aligned to the New York state standards and assessments, teachers in the district completed the Surveys of Enacted Curriculum 
(SEC). Based on two decades of research funded by the National Science Foundation, the SEC are designed to facilitate the comparison of enacted (taught) curriculum to 
standards (intended) and assessed curriculum (state tests), using teachers’ self-assessments. The data for each teacher consist of more than 500 responses. The 
disciplinary topic by cognitive-level matrix is presented in graphic form, which creates a common language for comparison and a common metric to maintain comparison 
objectivity. 
 



 

 

Multiple data sources indicate that there is a great deal of variation in the curriculum and instruction that ELL students receive, by grade 
level, by type of ELL program or general education program, and by district. For example, some of the best instruction observed by site 
visitors was found in ELL program classrooms at the elementary level, which contrasted sharply with the generally lower quality of ELL 
program instruction at the secondary level. The auditors found that planning for ELL education at the city and even district levels did not 
percolate down to the school and teacher levels. Consequently, planning for ELL education in the audited schools generally occurred at 
the level of individual teachers or ELL program staff, contributing to the variations in curriculum and instruction observed across ELL and 
general education programs. Further, there is a general lack of awareness of the New York State Learning Standards for ESL. 

 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 1A: 
 
1A.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 

• We survey the faculty asking for their responses and review pacing calendars and lesson plans to see if the range of topics are 
covered and meet the NY State Standards. 

• Reading Pacing Calendars identifying monthly grade specific benchmarks are used throughout all grades and we review them to 
see what students should know and be able to do at each grade level and how it impacts our ESL population. 

• The principal and ESL teacher along with the staff assess the differences between what is taught and the dept of instruction to all 
the students as well as our ESL learners.  

• The English Language Arts instruction is rigorous and differentiated to meet the varying needs of all of our students.  
• The principal and teachers will continue to assess if the teachers have sufficient amounts of curriculum materials to meet the 

needs of ELL learners, students with disabilities and students who struggle in achieving proficiency in ELA. These materials will 
be assessed to determine their relevancy to the students’ background knowledge, age and culture. 

• Our Curriculum Committee along with our Math coach will meet to review and reflect on the findings with the staff. 
 
1A.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable    X Not Applicable 
 
1A.3: Based on your response to Question 1A.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• Based upon the faculty’s response most teachers found that this finding was not applicable to our school.   
• Our school’s curriculum is aligned with the New York State English Language Arts Standards and the ESL state standards.   
• Each grade utilizes a Reading Pacing Calendar with clear student expectations and the curriculum has a designed set of student 

outcomes-what the students should know or be able to do. 
• The various needs of the students are met through differentiation of instruction and resources are aligned accordingly. 
• Resources are provided in order to meet the wide range of student ability including our ESL learners and it is monitored by our 

Inquiry Team when we look at overall school data.  
• Resources are grade specific and relevant to the students’ academic and cultural backgrounds 

 
 



 

 

1A.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
1B. Mathematics 
 
Background 
New York State assessments measure conceptual understanding, procedural fluency, and problem solving. In the New York State Learning 
Standard for Mathematics, these are represented as process strands and content strands. These strands help to define what students should 
know and be able to do as a result of their engagement in the study of mathematics. The critical nature of the process strands in the teaching 
and learning of mathematics has been identified in the New York State Learning Standard for Mathematics, revised by NYS Board of Regents 
on March 15, 2005: The process strands (Problem Solving, Reasoning and Proof, Communication, Connections, and Representation) 
highlight ways of acquiring and using content knowledge. These process strands help to give meaning to mathematics and help students to 
see mathematics as a discipline rather than a set of isolated skills. Student engagement in mathematical content is accomplished through 
these process strands. Students will gain a better understanding of mathematics and have longer retention of mathematical knowledge as 
they solve problems, reason mathematically, prove mathematical relationships, participate in mathematical discourse, make mathematical 
connections, and model and represent mathematical ideas in a variety of ways. (University of the State of New York & New York State 
Education Department, 2005, p. 2) When curriculum guides lack precise reference to the indicators for the process strands, then explicit 
alignment of the curriculum to the process strands is left to the interpretation of the individual classroom teacher. 
 
Specific Math Alignment Issues: 
 
- A review of key district documents for mathematics shows substantial evidence that the primary mathematics instructional materials for 

Grades K–8 (Everyday Mathematics [K–5] and Impact Mathematics [6–8]) are aligned with the New York state content strands except for 
some gaps that appear at the middle school level in the areas of measurement and geometry and number sense and operations. The 
instructional materials that were available at the high school level during the time of the audits (New York City Math A and B [8–12]) were 
aligned with the 1999 standards but not with the newer 2005 standards. Furthermore, these documents show that there is a very weak 
alignment to the New York state process strands for mathematics at all grade levels. 

 
- The SEC data for mathematics curriculum alignment (similar to Key Finding 1A for ELA), shows that there is a lack of depth in what is 

being taught in the mathematics classroom as compared to what is required by the state standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 1B: 



 

 

 
1B.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Survey the faculty asking for their response. 
• We reviewed MacMillan/McGraw-Hill Mathematics Program with their math staff developer and our staff to determine how it aligns with 

the New York State Mathematics Standards. 
• Classroom instruction has been observed in order to assess if the focus on real-life problem-solving skills is being implemented. 
• Math coach attends monthly meetings and professional development sessions and checks the State website to see if there are any 

disparities between what is taught and what is required by the state curriculum.   
• Assessments, including teacher created assessments, MacMillan/McGraw-Hill Mathematics Program assessments, NYC periodic 

assessments, and NYS assessments, are studied on an on-going basis to determine the effectiveness of the instruction in order to 
differentiate our instruction to meet the learner’s needs and to stay aligned with the NY State Mathematics curriculum. 

• Our Curriculum Committee along with our Math coach will meet to review and reflect on the findings with the staff. 
 
 
1B.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
1B.3: Based on your response to Question 1B.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• This finding was not applicable to our school.   
• The Mathematics instruction used (MacMillan/McGraw-Hill Mathematics Program) is aligned closely with the New York State 

Mathematics Standards and is mapped out accordingly with differentiated materials and lessons included. We have a math staff 
developer that comes each year to help us align our instruction. .   

• The core of the Mathematics instruction is based upon teaching the children problem-solving strategies as applied to real-life 
situations.   

• The Mathematics Coach checks the State website a few times a year to make sure everyone is following state standards. She also 
provides enrichment instruction in mathematics to all of the students, Pre-kindergarten through Grade 5 (math Olympics -stock market 
games ECT) and PD to the staff. 

• Lessons are taught in the Workshop Structure which includes both direct instruction of one teaching point, time for children to try-out 
the strategy within a small group using manipulatives, and work independently on their own. 

• During the students’ independent work the teacher is able to differentiate instruction by conferencing with individual students, small 
groups in order to identify their needs and even address that need within the conference.   

 
 
 

 



 

 

1B.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
KEY FINDING 2: INSTRUCTION 
Overall: Multiple data sources indicate that direct instruction and individual seatwork are the predominant instructional strategies used by 
teachers in audited districts; there is indication of limited use of best practices and research-based practices, including differentiated 
instruction. A number of schools in audited districts further evidenced a lack of student engagement in classrooms, particularly at the 
secondary level. These data also show that there is an intention to use research-based and best practices; yet according to the interviews, 
SEC, and classroom observations, there is limited evidence of implementation and monitoring of such practices. Interview data indicate that in 
audited districts, teachers indicate a need for more support focused on differentiation of instruction for all learners.  
 
2A – ELA Instruction 
Classroom observations in audited schools show that direct instruction was the dominant instructional orientation for ELA instruction in almost 
62 percent of K–8 classrooms. (In direct instruction, the teacher may use lecture- or questioning-type format. It includes instances when the 
teacher explains a concept, reads to students, or guides students in practicing a concept.) Direct instruction also was observed either 
frequently or extensively in approximately 54 percent of the high school ELA classrooms visited. On a positive note, high academically 
focused class time (an estimate of the time spent engaged in educationally relevant activities) was observed frequently or extensively in more 
than 85 percent of K–8 classrooms visited, though this number fell slightly to just over 75 percent of classrooms at the high school level. 
Student engagement in ELA classes also was observed to be high (observed frequently or extensively) 71 percent of the time in Grades K–8, 
but this percentage shrank to 49 percent at the high school level. Finally, independent seatwork (students working on self-paced worksheets 
or individual assignments) was observed frequently or extensively in approximately 32 percent of the K–8 ELA classrooms visited and just 
over 34 percent of classrooms in high school. 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 2A: 
 
2A.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 

• Observation of classroom instruction and level of student engagement. 
• Teacher lesson plans to examine format for differentiation of instruction. 
• Look for evidence of differentiated work. 
• Our Curriculum Committee along with our staff will meet to review and reflect on the findings. 

 
 

 
2A.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 



 

 

2A.3: Based on your response to Question 2A.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 
 

• Reading and writing program incorporates a workshop where the teacher uses a variety of instructional practices to ensure 
student learning 

• Large percentage of students are involved in individual seatwork assignments as well as small group and partnerships 
• Teachers use assessments to provide students with individual learning goals 
• During the Active Engagement portion of the Mini Lesson, students are encouraged to engage in conversations (accountable 

talk) in order to work together to implement new strategies.   
•  During the students’ Independent work teachers’ conference with the children individually, identifying each child’s unique needs 

and teaching the necessary skills directly to the student.  The Workshop Model lends itself to differentiation in instruction.   
 

          Support for Teachers:   
• Concerning the need to provide support to teachers focused on differentiation of instruction for all learners, our ICI partner works 

with the professional development of our two Lead Literacy Teachers (a K-2 Lead Teacher and a 3-5 Lead Teacher) each month.  
• These teachers are given the opportunity to turn-key this important information to the other teachers at monthly Grade 

Conferences, staff conversations and teacher study groups. 
• Teachers also go to outside PD and share out at grade conferences and staff conferences. 
 

2A.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
2B – Mathematics Instruction 
Auditors noted that although high academically focused class time was observed either frequently or extensively in 80 percent of K–8 
mathematics classes, it was observed at this level only in 45 percent of the high school mathematics classes. Further, a high level of student 
engagement was observed either frequently or extensively in 52 percent of Grades K–8 and 35 percent of Grades 9–12 mathematics 
classrooms. School Observation Protocol (SOM2) and SEC results also shed light on some of the instructional practices in the mathematics 
classroom. The SOM noted that direct instruction in K-8 mathematics classes was frequently or extensively seen 75 percent of the time in 
Grades K–8 (and 65 percent of the time in Grades 9–12). Student activities other than independent seatwork and hands-on learning in the 
elementary grades were rarely if ever observed. Technology use in mathematics classes also was very low. 
 

                                                 
2 To examine instruction in the classrooms, the School Observation Measure (SOM) was used to capture classroom observation data for the district audit. The SOM was 
developed by the Center for Research in Educational Policy at the University of Memphis. The SOM groups 24 research based classroom strategies into six categories: (1) 
instructional orientation, (2) classroom organization, (3) instructional strategies, (4) student activities, (5) technology use, and (6) assessment. Two to seven key classroom 
strategies are identified within each category for a total of 24 strategies that observers look for in the classroom. These 24 strategies were selected to address national 
teaching standards 
 



 

 

Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 2B: 
 
2B.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Observe students learning and teacher lesson plans. 
• Observe mathematical instruction and environment. 
• Our Curriculum Committee along with our Math coach will meet to review and reflect on the findings with the staff to see if we can  

improve on integrating more technology into our instruction. 
 

 
2B.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
2B.3: Based on your response to Question 2B.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• The use of Smart board technology and Study Island multimedia instruction integrates technology and interactive activities and is 
being used in some classrooms. Additional computer math supplemental instructional programs are being used in the computer 
lab as well as in each classroom. 

• Math Olympics and stock market game provide real world math instruction and practice.  
• Give opportunity for students to work collaboratively or in partnerships to solve real world math problems and support in-dept 

conversations about mathematics.  
• Mathematics is taught in all grades using the Workshop Model where Student Engagement: is a portion of the Mini Lesson, and 

students are encouraged to participate in conversations using manipulatives in order to work together to implement new 
strategies. 

• After a pre-test is given the students are grouped according to their skill ability. During the students’ Independent investigations   
teachers conference with the children individually and in groups to identify each child’s/groups unique needs and teaching the 
necessary skills directly to the student or the small group. Then instruction using alternate strategies is used in order to meet the 
needs of the varying learning styles of the children. The Workshop Model lends itself to differentiation of instruction. 

• In addition, our school has instituted a Mathematics cluster teacher and after-school programs to provide Mathematics 
Enrichment to all of the children in grades 1– 5. 

 
2B.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

KEY FINDING 3: TEACHER EXPERIENCE AND STABILITY 
In a number of audited schools, respondents stated that teacher turnover was high, with schools accommodating a relatively high percentage 
of new and transfer teachers each year. 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 3: 
 
3.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Look at the turnover rate and transfer rates over the last few years 
 
3.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
3.3: Based on your response to Question 3.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• Based on the review of the data the principal found a very low rate of teacher turnover. 
• Within the last year we have zero percent of teachers who have transferred out of our school.   
• Within the last year zero percent of teachers have retired from our school.   
• This year we hired 2 new teachers.   

 
3.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
KEY FINDING 4: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 
Interview data (from classroom teachers and principals) indicate that professional development opportunities regarding curriculum, instruction, 
and monitoring progress for ELLs are being offered by the districts, however, they are not reaching a large audience. Many teachers 
interviewed did not believe such professional development was available to them. A number of district administrators interviewed mentioned 
the presence of QTEL (Quality Teaching for English Learners) training, but few classroom teachers seemed aware of this program. Although 
city, district and some school-based policies (e.g., Language Allocation Policy) and plans for ELL instruction do exist, rarely were they 
effectively communicated to teachers through professional development and other avenues. 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 4: 
 
4.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 

• Survey teachers and observe classroom instruction for evidence of QTEL strategies  
• Set up a committee to review these findings more closely. 



 

 

 
4.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
4.3: Based on your response to Question 4.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• Professional Development logs of teachers attending ELL workshops, agendas from our ESL teacher’s workshops provided at 
school 

• QTEL strategies in the classroom 
 
4.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
KEY FINDING 5: DATA USE AND MONITORING—ELL INSTRUCTION 
Data from district and teacher interviews indicate that there is very little specific monitoring of ELLs’ academic progress or English language 
development. Testing data, where they do exist (for example, the NYSESLAT yearly scores) either are not reported to all teachers involved in 
instructing ELLs or are not provided in a timely manner useful for informing instruction. If and when testing data are provided, the data are not 
disaggregated by proficiency level of ELL student, students’ time in the United States, or type of program in which the ELL is enrolled (i.e., 
ESL, TBE, Dual Language, or general education). 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 5: 
 
5.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Review the classroom data, classroom and ESL teachers’ conference notes, NYSESLAT scores, ITA ESL tests, Predictive 
assessments and monitors the findings (using the Inquiry and AIS Teams) and share them with the teaching staff in a timely 
manner.  

• Make sure the classroom teachers have a copy of the NYSESLAT and predictive/ITA scores and understand how to use this 
data to help differentiate their instruction.  

• Set up a separate sub-committee on the Inquiry Team to look into this finding.  
5.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
5.3: Based on your response to Question 5.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 



 

 

 
During the 2007-2008 academic year the School Inquiry Team and the AIS team also studied the ELA data .The teams gathered 
and studied the following data pertaining to each targeted ELL and former ELL student and all other AIS students and shared this 
information with the classroom teachers :   
• ECLAS scores   
• NYSESLAT scores  
• NYS ELA scores  
• NYS Math scores   
• AQUITY  Data :ITA(Instructional Targeted Assessments, Predictive Assessments, ESL Predictive Assessments 
 
Our teams also studied the academic services each child was receiving including:   
• ESL/AIS In-school intervention  
• Instruction given by the IEP teacher /Speech Teacher/SETSS Teacher 
• Extended Day instruction  
• AIS After-School instruction  
• ELL Title III After-School instruction  
• Time in the NYC school system and Home Language surveys were looked at and the information shared to the staff 
• Congruence monthly with teachers of English Language Learners:   
 

5.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
KEY FINDING 6: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—SPECIAL EDUCATION 
While the DOE and individual schools have made a substantial investment in professional development for special and general education 
teachers, classroom observations, IEP reviews, and interviews indicate that many general education teachers, special education teachers, 
and school administrators do not yet have sufficient understanding of or capacity to fully implement the range and types of instructional 
approaches that will help to increase access to the general education curriculum and improve student performance. Further, many general 
education teachers remain unfamiliar with the content of the Imps of their students with disabilities, have a lack of familiarity with 
accommodations and modifications that would help support the students with disabilities in their classrooms, and are not knowledgeable 
regarding behavioral support plans for these students. 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 6: 
 
6.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Conference with all teachers working with special education students including classroom teachers, cluster teachers, and service 
providers to determine their access to and understanding of IEPs. 



 

 

• Align teachers’ schedules to make more time for general education and special education teachers time to articulate. 
• Observe and witness teaching strategies and student engagement.  
• Have the SBST Team look into this finding and reflect on it and share findings with the staff. 

 
6.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 

6.3: Based on your response to Question 6.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 
 

• Access to IEPs:  All teachers working with special education students (classroom, cluster, etc.) have received copies of students’ IEPs.   
• Understanding of IEPs: School Psychologist and/or school Social Worker consult with teachers on a regular basis to assist in their 

understanding of individual IEPs. 
• Differentiation of Instruction:  Conference with teachers on a regular basis focusing on the implementation of appropriate instructional 

methodology to address the varying needs of the special education students. 
• Behavioral Strategies:  Behavior plans are developed and implemented in consultation with the School Psychologist and aligned with 

individual IEPs in order to help children improve academically and achieve grade level standards. 
• Teacher receives professional development from our Special Ed Liaison who attends Regional ISC and ICI meetings. 

 
6.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 
 
 
 
KEY FINDING 7: INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (IEPS FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES) 
Although IEPs clearly specify testing accommodations and/or modifications for students with disabilities, they do not consistently specify 
accommodations and/or modifications for the classroom environment (including instruction). Further, there appears to be lack of alignment 
between the goals, objectives, and modified promotion criteria that are included in student IEPs and the content on which these students are 
assessed on grade-level state tests. Finally, IEPs do not regularly include behavioral plans—including behavioral goals and objectives—even 
for students with documented behavioral issues and concerns. 
 
Please respond to the following questions for Key Finding 7: 
 
7.1: Describe the process your school has or will engage in to assess whether this finding is relevant to your school’s educational program. 
 

• Review existing IEPs 



 

 

• Conference with all teachers working with special education students including classroom teachers, cluster teachers, and service 
providers to check that there is alignment between the goals and objectives of the lessons being taught and the modified 
promotional criteria listed on the individual IEPs. 

• Check IEPs for the inclusion, behavioral plans, testing accommodations and/or modifications. 
• Check IEPs for modifications to be made in the classroom. 
• Have the SBST Team look into this finding and reflect on it and share findings with the staff. 
 
 

7.2: Indicate your determination of whether this finding is, or is not, applicable to your school. 
 

  Applicable   X Not Applicable 
 
7.3: Based on your response to Question 7.2, what evidence supports (or dispels) the relevance of this finding to your school’s educational 
program? 

• All classroom teachers have copies of their students’ IEPs and copies of their students’ test accommodations and the SETSS 
teacher meets monthly with them to go over the IEPs to make sure goals and accommodations are being met. 

• Students are exposed to grade appropriate curriculum and modified promotional criteria reflect grade level material. 
• We have a very small special education population but where needed behavior intervention plans are included in the IEPs of 

students and shared with the teachers. 
 
7.4: If the finding is applicable, how will your school address the relevant issue(s)? Indicate whether your school will need additional support 
from central to address this issue. 




