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Oversight: Meeting the State’s Contract for Excellence Requirement

On July 24, 2007, the Committee on Education, chaired by Council Member Robert Jackson, will hold an oversight hearing on the Department of Education’s (“DOE”) plan for meeting the State’s newly adopted “Contract for Excellence” requirement.  Those invited to testify include representatives from the DOE, union representatives, advocates and parents.
Background


In April of this year, the State legislature enacted budget legislation for the 2007-2008 Fiscal Year that allocated $1.76 billion in additional funding for education-aid to local school districts throughout the State, with a commitment to increase total State-wide funding by $7 billion over four years.
  New York City will receive $710 million in additional State aid this year, of which $469 million is what is known as “Foundation Aid” (a new operating aid category that replaces over thirty categories of school aid), with a commitment to provide the City with $3.2 billion in additional aid over four years.
  Under this State budget, New York City is also required to increase its local contribution by $2.2 billion over four years, for a combined total increase of $5.4 billion in funding for City schools by 2010-11.
  This historic increase in State funding of public schools represents, in part, the culmination of 14 years of litigation over the adequacy of State funding of New York City public schools in the Campaign for Fiscal Equity (“CFE”) lawsuit.
  

To ensure that additional State funds are spent on strategies that are proven to improve academic outcomes for students, and that are targeted to students with the greatest needs, the State budget legislation created a new accountability mechanism, the “Contract for Excellence.”  Pursuant to section 211-d of the State Education Law (“SEL”), school districts that meet certain criteria
 are required to submit a contract for excellence laying out a district-wide plan for how additional foundation aid will be spent on programs and activities specified in the law (the specific requirements are discussed in detail below).  New York City is required to submit a district-wide contract for excellence as well as a plan for each community school district (“CSD”) that is aligned with the district-wide contract for excellence.
 

Given the short time frame for developing contracts for excellence this year, school districts are only required to solicit public comment on their contracts for the 2007-08 school year.
  Starting next year, however, contracts must be developed through a public process in consultation with parents, teachers and administrators, and school districts must hold at least one public hearing on their proposed contracts.
  With regard to CSD plans, the DOE is required to submit such plans to the appropriate community district educational council for review and comment at a public meeting.
  

New York City’s district-wide contract for excellence was submitted to the State Education Department (“SED”) for its approval on July 16th.  The SED is expected to decide whether to approve the plan by mid-August.  The purpose of this hearing is to review the DOE’s contract for excellence, and in particular to compare it to State requirements contained in the budget legislation and its implementing regulations.  The Committee also plans to solicit testimony from the public concerning the DOE’s plan.

State Law and Regulations on the Contracts for Excellence


In April of this year, the Board of Regents (“Regents”) adopted emergency amendments to the regulations of the Commissioner of the State Education Department (“Commissioner”) to implement the provisions of section 211-d of the State Education Law.  The Regents are expected to vote on whether to make these regulations permanent this summer.  The following is a summary of the requirements of the emergency amendments, which will be referred to as the “Proposed Commissioner’s Regulations.”  


As stated above, a school district’s contract for excellence must describe how new foundation aid subject to the contract for excellence requirement
 (“contract money”) will be targeted towards one or more of the five program areas identified in the law, and towards schools and students with the greatest needs (including, but not limited to, limited English proficient students and students who are English language learners, students in poverty and students with disabilities).
  These are: class size reduction,
 teacher and principal quality, full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten, more time on task for students and middle school and high school restructuring (described further below).
  

There are a few exceptions to the general requirement that a school district must spend its contract money on one of the five program areas listed above.  Namely, school districts may choose to spend up to 15% of their contract money on experimental programs designed to demonstrate the efficacy of the other program areas, but to do so, the district must first submit a plan to the Commissioner (for his/her approval) describing the need for the experimental program, as well as a description of how the program will improve student performance.
  In addition, in the 2007-2008 school year, school districts may use up to $30 million or 25% of their contract money, whichever is less, to maintain investments in existing programs that fit into one of the five program areas described above.
  However, going forward, the law requires that new State funds are used to supplement and not supplant funds that are expended by the district for existing programs.

Class Size Reduction


As part of its contract for excellence, New York City is required to submit a five-year class size reduction plan (“CSR plan”) to reduce average class sizes within the following grade ranges: (i) pre-kindergarten-grade 3; (ii) grades 4-8; and (iii) grades 9-12.
  Note that, for New York City, class size reduction is a mandatory program area.

New York City’s CSR plan must be aligned with the five-year capital plan for school construction and must include “methods to be used to achieve proposed class sizes.”
  Allowable programs and activities for class size reduction in New York City include (1) the creation or construction of more classrooms and/or school buildings; (2) assignment of more than one teacher to a classroom; and (3) other methods to reduce the student to teacher ratio, subject to the approval of the Commissioner.
  Priority must be given to schools in need of improvement, schools in corrective action, schools in restructuring status and overcrowded schools.

Class size reduction must begin in the 2007-2008 school year, starting in low performing and overcrowded schools.
  For the 2007-08 school year, the DOE is required to establish its own class size reduction goals for each grade level targeted.
  Thereafter, the CSR plan must provide for reductions in class size so that, by the 2011-2012 school year, class sizes will not exceed pre-kindergarten through grade 12 targets prescribed by the Commissioner based on the recommendations of an expert panel appointed by the Commissioner to conduct a review of class size research.
  

Teacher and Principal Quality Initiatives


Teacher and principal quality initiatives must ensure that teachers and principals are appropriately certified and that all teachers of core academic subjects are “highly qualified” according to standards set forth by the Commissioner.
  Teacher and principal quality initiatives may include one or more of the following:

(1) Programs designed to recruit and retain appropriately certified and highly qualified teachers through recruitment strategies and retention incentives;

(2) Professional mentoring programs for new teachers and principals (those who are in their first or second year of a new assignment only);

(3) Incentive programs to draw highly qualified teachers to low performing schools, though such programs may not use contract funds for school-wide or district-wide salary enhancements or raises;

(4) Instructional coaches for teachers; and

(5) School leadership coaches for principals.

Full-Day Pre-Kindergarten or Kindergarten Programs


Allowable programs for full-day pre-kindergarten programs include the following:

(1) a minimum full school day program; or

(2) a minimum full school day program that includes additional hours to meet the needs of children and their families; or

(3) a minimum full school day program of the type described in (2) above that is operated in collaboration with eligible community based agencies; and/or

(4) programs designed to integrate students with disabilities into full-day pre-kindergarten programs.

Allowable programs for full-day kindergarten include:

(1) a minimum full school day program; or

(2) a minimum full school day program that includes additional hours to meet the needs of children and their families.

Student Time on Task


According to the Proposed Commissioner’s Regulations, the purpose of increased student time on task is to provide students with additional instructional time in content areas that relate to State learning standards.
  The regulation enumerates four methods for providing increased time on task:

(1) Lengthening the school day:  when additional instructional time is provided for middle and high school students, such instruction must emphasize subjects required for graduation; in addition, student support services (including, but not limited to, guidance counseling, attendance, parent outreach, behavioral support or instruction in study skills needed to improve academic performance) must be offered.

(2) Lengthening the school year: additional time must be used to provide additional instruction; and students support services (similar to those mentioned above) must be provided.

(3) Dedicating instructional time: time should be devoted to instructional areas addressed by State learning standards; a research-based core instructional program must be used for such instructional time; and a response-to-intervention program and/or individualized intensive intervention must be provided.

(4) Individualized tutoring: tutoring must be targeted at students who are at risk of not meeting State learning standards and shall supplement the general education curriculum; tutoring may be provided by a certified teacher, paraprofessional, person with a major or minor in the subject matter to be tutored or anyone deemed qualified by the superintendent of the school district (or by the Chancellor in New York City); and, any tutoring provided must emphasize subjects covered by State learning standards, and, for middle and high school students, subjects required for graduation.

Middle School and High School Restructuring


Middle and high school restructuring efforts must either: (1) involve instructional program changes that are designed to improve student attainment of State learning standards by, among other things, providing rigorous academic content and learning opportunities, and/or implementing intensive research and evidenced based academic intervention programs for students who are at risk of not meeting such standards; or (2) make structural changes to middle or high school organization including, but not limited to, changing grade levels served by a building, creating grade nine academies, schools within schools, and/or different teams of teachers to deal with different needs of students.

Department of Education Contract for Excellence Plans 

As stated above, New York City will receive approximately $700 million in new State funding this year, of which $469 million is Foundation Aid.
  Of that amount, $228 million is subject to Contract for Excellence restrictions.
  State law provides that only the amount in excess of 103% of the base year Foundation Aid should be counted toward the Contract and also allows an adjustment to exclude charter school basic tuition.
  As stated earlier, for the 2007-2008 school year only, the City may also use $30 million of their Contract money for existing programs that fit into the five program areas.
  The following chart outlines the calculation for determining how much of the new Foundation Aid is subject to the Contract for Excellence:
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Foundation Aid Increase $469,752.980
Less: 3% Increase Over 2006-07 Foundation Aid (5151900 443)
Less: Charter School Base Tution (560,000 000)

Less: Ongoing Programs (530,000 000)

Contract Amount $227,852,531





On July 5, 2007, the DOE placed on its website proposed plans for spending the $228 million in Contract for Excellence funds.  Before providing a breakdown of spending in the five areas required by the State, DOE described how the funds would be used in keeping with the priorities of its Children’s First Reforms:

· Equity for neediest schools. The City proposed driving $133 million
 in new State funds directly to previously under-funded schools and students through the City’s new Fair Student Funding (FSF) formula.  [FSF provides per-capita funding to all schools of approximately $4,000 per student, with supplementary funding provided on a per-student basis for specific needs, such as special education, English Language Learners, low academic achievement or poverty.]
 

· Equity for neediest students. The City proposed spending $40 million of its Contracts for Excellence funds to increase the number of Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT) classes citywide, providing less restrictive environments for students with disabilities in DOE schools and lowering teacher-pupil ratios.

· Accountability from top to bottom. The DOE proposed spending $42 million for accountability efforts on Periodic Assessments to help schools identify what struggling students need to learn. It also seeks to create the Children First Intensive, a program to train teachers, principals, and others at the school level how to use student data to improve academic achievement.

· New options for high-needs students. The DOE proposed spending $13 million to create new schools and options for New York City public school students, particularly those in low-performing schools.

Decisions regarding the $133 million in funds being distributed to schools as part of the DOE’s new FSF approach have been made at the school level, while decisions about the other $95 million outlined above have been made centrally by the DOE.  

In addition to the above breakdown, the DOE’s draft proposal described how it would spend the $228 million in accordance with the parameters laid out by State regulations on the Contracts for Excellence under the five mandated areas.  The following chart summarizes this other spending plan, with further detail provided in the sections below.
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Class Size Reduction
Fair Student Funding $66 milion
Collaborative Team Teaching Classroorms $40milion
Autism Spectrum Disorder Classrooms 85 milion
Total Class Size Reduction $111 million

Student Time on Task

Fair Student Funding $40milion
Feriodic Assessment §17 milion
Total Student Time on Task $57 million

Teacher & Principal Quality

Fair Student Funding $20milion
Children First Intensive §17 milion
Senior Achisvement Facilitators 53 milion
Total Teacher & Principal Quality $40 million

Middle & High School Restructuring

Fair Student Funding $7 milion
New School Start-Up Operations $13milion
Total Middle & High School Restructuring $20 million

Full-Day Pre-K & Kindergarten
Fair Student Funding $300,000
Total Full-Day Pre.K & Kindergarten $300,000

Total Proposed Contracts for Excellence Spending $228 million





Fair Student Funding and the Contracts for Excellence

The DOE gave the 693 schools that were deemed eligible for FSF until mid-June to submit preliminary budgets proposing how they intended to spend the FSF monies in the five areas allowed under the Contract for Excellence.
  The DOE provided guidance for principals regarding the program areas on which schools could spend new resources in each of the Contract’s categories. 
 

The DOE then aggregated the individual school spending choices to comprise a portion of its contract for excellence.  Of the $133 million in FSF funds, schools elected to spend approximately $66 million on class size reduction, $40 million on student time on task, $20 million on teacher and principal quality, $7 million on middle and high school restructuring, and just $300,000 on full-day pre-kindergarten.
  Note that in its final submission to the State on July 16th, the DOE reported that the total funds allocated directly to schools was $138 million,
 but has not provided a new breakdown in spending for this higher amount.  In fact, the spending plans DOE submitted to the State gives only a summary of the full $258 million in Contract funds allocated in each of the five Contract areas by school and district,
 but provides no breakdown on how funds within those categories will be spent and does not specify, by school or district, how FSF funds will be spent.

Restructuring Middle and High Schools - $18.8 Million

According to the DOE’s draft Contracts for Excellence proposal documents, the DOE proposed spending $13 million
 on start-up costs to open 40 new schools next year, to replace 9 failing schools that will begin phase out in the fall of 2008.
  However, the final submission lists spending of just $11 million for start-up costs to open 30 new middle and high schools.
  In addition, schools have allocated $7 million in FSF funds for middle and high school restructuring, which DOE says may be used for “implementation of instructional and structural changes (e.g., Small Learning Communities; Collaborative Team Teaching classes; dual language programs; teaming; Academic Intervention Services; accelerated learning, including AP courses; etc.).”
  

Improving Teacher and Principal Quality - $40 Million

The DOE will focus on professional development to provide teachers and principals with the skills needed to use student data to improve academic results among high-needs students.
  The DOE proposed spending $20 million in this area - $17 million to create the Children First Intensive program and $3 million for Senior Achievement Facilitators (SAFs).
  Children First Intensive is the accountability-focused training program that will be made available to all schools in 2007-08.
  As part of this program, school-based “inquiry teams” will be formed to use data to help high needs students by identifying strategies to address “educational weakness or failure.”
  SAFs will work directly with school-based inquiry teams to analyze data and diagnose student strengths and weaknesses in literacy, math and science.

Schools receiving FSF funding have also allocated an additional $20 million for Teacher and Principal Quality initiatives.
  

Increasing Time on Task - $57 Million

Initially, the DOE stated that it would spend $17 million
 on “periodic assessments” that will “provide timely, ongoing data allowing educators to gauge students' progress towards State and classroom learning goals and tailor instruction and interventions according to each child's specific needs.”
  However, the Chancellor’s July 16th letter to SED specifies just $14 million for periodic assessments,
 but the spending summary still lists $57 million overall for the Time on Task category.

In addition, schools receiving FSF funding are devoting $40 million to increase student time on task.  The list of DOE-approved strategies permitted in this area include: 

· Lengthened school day beyond the contractual 37½ minutes (e.g. increase in the number of school-day or after-school program hours, increase in the number of students served, etc.)

· Lengthened school year (e.g., new or additional summer program offerings, increase in the number of students served, etc.)

· Dedicated instructional time (e.g., instructional blocks for core academic subjects, additional instructional periods for areas of greatest student need, Response to Intervention (RTI) and/or intensive individual intervention, etc.)

· Individualized tutoring provided by highly qualified staff as a supplement to general curriculum instruction and targeted to students not meeting State standards

Full-Day Pre-Kindergarten – Less than $500,000

The DOE did not invest any new funding in full-day Pre-Kindergarten.  Regarding FSF funds, initially, only two community school districts devoted funds to expand full-day Pre-K programs, Districts 1 and 8. 
  In the final submission to SED, the number of districts that have designated funds for full-day Pre-K programs has grown to four, with allocations as follows: District 1 - $15,941; District 2 - $26,411; District 8 - $302,914; and District 32 - $132,451 for a total of $477,717.
  These funds are to be used for the creation of new or expansion of existing full-day Pre-Kindergarten classes, either by expanding the hours for existing half-day pre-Kindergarten programs so that they last for a full school day, starting a new full-day pre-Kindergarten program or increasing the number of slots in an existing full-day pre-K class.

Reducing Class Size - $111 Million

As stated above, as part of its Contract for Excellence, the City is required to submit a 5-year class size reduction plan for three grade ranges, pre-K to 3, 4 to 8, and high school 9 to 12.
  Initially, the plan must prioritize spending on low performing and overcrowded schools.
  Approximately $66 million in FSF funds is slated to be spent by schools on strategies to reduce class size.  Schools with enough space could hire more teachers and create additional classes, while schools without sufficient space to create new classrooms could hire “push-in” teachers to reduce student- teacher ratio.

In addition to FSF monies, DOE plans to spend $40 million in 2007-08 to increase the number of Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT) classes system-wide by more than 400 (adding approximately 288 elementary and middle school and 142 high school CTT classes).
  CTT classes combine special education students and general education students in the same classroom with one general education and one special education teacher.  Having the two co-teachers provides a reduced pupil-teacher ratio, which is a permissible strategy under State guidelines.
  DOE also intends to spend $5 million to increase the number of Autism Spectrum Disorder sites from 8 to 12,
 which it also considers to be class size reduction.  

Besides the increased funding and strategies mentioned above, DOE intends to support class size reduction through “system-wide guidance” and “policy adjustments.”
  The plan also includes some new data “metrics” and briefly discusses space/capacity issues.

System-wide guidance - To encourage class size reduction throughout the school system, DOE provided guidance to school leaders via a “Class Size Guidance Memo” in the June 19th issue of the Principal’s Weekly Newsletter.
  Furthermore, DOE will continue to offer guidance throughout the school year via the Children First Intensive program and SAFs and will be tied to the Principal Performance Review and Comprehensive Educational Plan processes.
  DOE will also create a targeted Class Size Reduction Coaching Program to provide support focused on low-performing schools with large class sizes and space available (utilization rate of less than 100%).
  Schools in this program will receive coaching from SAFs, School Support Organization (SSO) network leaders and Community or High School Superintendents on how to attain smaller classes and will also receive priority in terms of Human Resources support to identify and train the best possible new staff to reduce class size. 
  These schools will also come under closer scrutiny if they decide not to reduce class size or student-teacher ratio and will have to justify any alternate use of their resources.
  In the 2007-08 school year, 72 schools will be served by the Coaching Program, with approximately 50 schools added each year resulting in a total of about 275 schools being served in the program over the five years of the plan.

Policy adjustments – In the Class Size Guidance Memo mentioned above, DOE outlines for principals its commitment to making changes to enrollment and new school/program placement policies that will honor school-level decisions about class size.  “First, decisions regarding the co-location of a new school or program in an existing building will explicitly take into account the decisions and plans principals have made regarding reduced class size.”
  Regarding the assignment of students to a particular school, the Office of Student Enrollment Planning and Operations (OSEPO) “will honor (i.e. not exceed) overall grade-level enrollment projections to the extent possible.”
  In other words, DOE will make a “good faith effort” to honor schools’ class size decisions based on their projected register
 so long as they follow all enrollment guidelines and admit students by “established procedures.”

Accountability and data metrics – DOE also intends to publish clear class size information by system, district and school level based on 10/31 school registers.
  As part of this tracking system, DOE will develop new metrics or measures to provide greater clarity on the issue of class size and on the question of how much personal attention students get within a school.  These measures include: average official/core class size (for homeroom in grades K-8 and core classes – English, math, science and social studies – in grades 9-12); average overall class size (average class size in all courses for grades 9-12); pupil to teacher ratio (PTR); teacher load (measures the number of students that teachers are responsible for); and student attention (taking into account team teaching settings).

Space/Capacity – Basically, the DOE simply recaps the investment in new capacity in the current 5-Year Capital Plan, which allocates approximately $4.5 billion to create 63,000 seats citywide, targeted to communities experiencing overcrowding or enrollment growth.
  As noted earlier, according to State regulations, the class size reduction plan and the Capital Plan must be “aligned.”
  One of the explicit goals of the current Capital Plan is to provide enough new capacity to “institute class size reduction for Grades K-3 at every elementary school throughout the city.”
  However, the DOE makes no mention of altering the Capital Plan in any way to allow for smaller classes in grades 4 through 12 as required in the class size reduction plan.  Instead, DOE cites its own demographic projections that show an overall decrease in student enrollment by 2015 decreasing citywide school utilization to below 75% by 2015. 
  DOE claims that this enrollment decline, coupled with the current plan’s construction of new seats, creates a “natural alignment” between the Capital Plan and the class size reduction plan and has created a chart to illustrate this alignment.

In terms of specific goals, the class size reduction plan projects only system-wide targets for 2007-08, as follows: a 1.4% class size reduction in K-3 (bringing average K-3 class size down 0.3 student/class); 3.1% reduction in grades 4-8 (down 0.8 student/core class); and 2.4% reduction (down 0.6 student/class) in High School.”
  DOE claims that this will bring average core class sizes next year under 21 students per class in grades K-3, and under 25 in both grades 4-8 and 9-12.
  Schools in the targeted Coaching Program are expected to have the most substantial decreases in class size, averaging reductions of 5% in the first year and 10% by the second.
  DOE expects comparable reductions for future years of the plan, with specific targets based on guidance from the State Education Commissioner.

Issues and Concerns


One of the chief concerns of advocates is the lack of clarity and transparency in DOE’s Contract for Excellence.  For instance, there is no single document available that summarizes all components of the City’s Contract for Excellence plan.  Instead, there are a multitude of documents on DOE’s website, each of which must be accessed separately, explaining different aspects of the plan.  Not only do these documents contain lots of confusing jargon, but they also contain conflicting information, including different proposed spending amounts, because they don’t all reflect changes that were made to the plan prior to submission to SED.  

Further, many people who testified at DOE’s boroughwide Contract for Excellence hearings cited the lack of specificity in the plan.  The spending plan, although breaking down amounts by school and district, fails to specify how funds in each category will be used.  For example, will funds allocated for increased student time on task be used to lengthen the school day, year or provide tutoring services?  How much of the class size reduction monies be will be used to create new, smaller classes and how much will be spent on adding a second teacher to an overcrowded classroom?


Another major issue is whether the Contract conforms to State requirements.  One such requirement is that in addition to a citywide plan, there had to be a Contract for Excellence for each of the 32 community school districts.
  However, there seems to be only a summary chart that lists spending in each of the categories by district, rather than 32 separate Contracts, and it is unclear whether this will suffice.  The State also specifies allowable activities for use of Contract monies.  While DOE guidance to schools for spending of FSF monies conforms with SED regulations, spending decisions made centrally don’t always do so.  For example, with respect to increasing student time on task, SED permits use of funds for lengthening the school day, lengthening the school year, dedicating instructional time or individualized tutoring.
  It is difficult to see how use of funds for periodic assessments falls under any of these allowable activities.  Similarly, start-up costs for the creation of new schools is not listed as an allowable expenditure by SED under middle and high school restructuring.


Also of concern is whether the proposed Contract serves the City’s neediest students, as intended by the CFE lawsuit.  Not only does the plan’s lack of specificity make it difficult to determine this, according to advocates, fully one-half of all City schools – including 47% of failing schools - are not getting any Fair Student Funding allocations.
  In the area of class size reduction, SED emphasizes creation of smaller classes in low-performing and overcrowded schools.
  Yet, as stated above, DOE’s targeted Coaching Program, focuses only on schools with less than 100% utilization rates.  Further, in allocating funding for new CTT classes, DOE claims to have focused spending on low-performing schools; however, the highest allocation for new CTT classes goes to District 2, one of the highest performing districts in the City.
  


Another troubling aspect is the very small amount, less than one-half million dollars, invested in expanding full-day Pre-Kindergarten programs for City children.  Improving access to quality full-day Pre-K programs has been a stated priority of the Speaker and the Council for the past two years. 


The area that has drawn the most fire from parents and advocates is the DOE’s 5-year class size reduction plan.  In response to complaints from many that the original draft was not a 5-year plan at all since it only established class size reduction targets and methods for 2007-08, DOE has amended the plan somewhat.  The final plan submitted lays out a schedule of the number of schools slated to receive targeted coaching assistance over the course of five years and states that specific future year class size reduction targets will be based on forthcoming guidance from SED.  Another important concern is that DOE has failed to adequately address the issue of space needed to reduce class sizes.  In response to complaints that the class size reduction plan is not aligned with the 5-year Capital Plan, as required by SED, DOE created new a chart to demonstrate purported alignment of the two without adding any new seats designed to reduce class size in grades beyond K-3, although the State mandates class size reduction in grades pre-K to 12.


Perhaps the overarching concern of advocates is that DOE has tried to use Contract for Excellence monies to fund elements of its own agenda, the Children First reforms.  This impression is fueled by DOE proposals to spend Contract funds outside allowable SED parameters, on some of their high-profile reforms, like creating new small schools and accountability mechanisms like periodic assessments, as described above.  Documents on DOE’s website which use two different proposed spending breakdowns, one according to the five program areas mandated by the State, and an alternate version that more closely reflects DOE’s priorities contribute to this concern, as does the many references to DOE reform proposals sprinkled throughout the multiple Contract documents.

Conclusion


Today’s hearing seeks to gather specific information regarding the content of the City’s Contract for Excellence and to determine whether the proposed spending plan is in conformance with State requirements as well as City priorities.  The Committee also hopes to solicit public input and foster discussion to improve the proposed Contract, as well as to prepare for development of Contracts in future years.
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