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On March 3, 2008, the Committee on Education, chaired by Council Member Robert Jackson, will hold an oversight hearing on mayoral control and school governance in the New York City public school system.  Representatives from the Department of Education (“DOE”), State and City elected officials, representatives from the State Education Department (“SED”), union leaders, as well as academics, advocates, parents and students have been invited to testify.
Background


In 2002, Governor Pataki signed legislation that significantly re-configured school governance in the New York City public school system.  The legislation is set to sunset on June 30th, 2009.  While many people refer to the 2002 legislation as the start of Mayoral control over the City’s public schools, in reality, school governance structures in New York City have undergone several phases of re-structuring with differing levels of centralization and de-centralization, including differing configurations of Mayoral control over the officials and entities, including the Chancellor, the central board and local boards, that participate in governing the school system.  Still, the 2002 legislation is significant in that it granted the Mayor the power to appoint the Chancellor, who serves at the pleasure of the Mayor, and consolidated most decision-making authority over policy and administration of the school system in the hands of the Chancellor.  Related to this was the dismantling of the former Board of Education and of the local community school boards.  While these entities were replaced with new bodies (the Panel for Educational Policy in the case of the Board of Education, and the Community District Education Councils (“CECs”) in the case of the local school boards, both of which are described below), many observers of the system agree that these bodies have little or no decision-making authority and that there are few (if any) remaining checks and balances on the decision-making authority of the Chancellor and the Mayor under the current governance system.  This lack of checks and balances is reflected in the way various actors in the system are appointed, and in the distribution of powers in the system.  The chart below summarizes changes in the school governance structure pursuant to the 2002 legislation:
	Pre 2002 Legislation
	Post 2002 Legislation

	Chancellor

Appointed by the Board of Education, the Chancellor is subject to removal for cause.
	Chancellor

Appointed by the Mayor, the Chancellor serves at the pleasure of the Mayor.

	Board of Education

Composed of 7 members: 1 appointed by each Borough President and 2 appointed by the Mayor.  Members of the Board serve 4 year terms.  In addition there were 2 student-members who did not have the power to vote.  
	Panel for Educational Policy

The Board of Education is re-configured and is re-named the Panel for Educational Policy (“PEP”).
  The PEP is composed of 13 voting members: 8 appointed by the Mayor (including the Chancellor who chairs the panel) and 5 members (who must be parents of children currently in the City’s public school system) appointed by the Borough Presidents.  In addition there are 2 student-members who do not have the power to vote.  The 13 members serve at the pleasure of the appointing authority (the Mayor or the Borough Presidents).
.    

	Community Superintendents

Appointed by the Chancellor (though, prior to 1996, community superintendents were appointed by community school boards).
	Community Superintendents

Appointed by the Chancellor.

	Community School Boards

Composed of 9 elected members.
	Community District Education Councils

CECs are composed of 11 voting members including: 9 members who are parents of children attending a school under the jurisdiction of the CEC and who are selected by the presidents and officers of the parents’ association or parent-teacher’s association of the school, 2 members appointed by the borough presidents corresponding to the district who are residents of, or own or operate a business in, the district, and a non-voting member appointed by the community superintendent who is a high school senior residing in the district and is a member of elected student leadership.  The voting members serve for 2-year terms, and the non-voting member serves for a 1-year term.


*Chart is continued on next page

	School Leadership Teams

School Leadership Teams (“SLTs”) are school-level teams that function as vehicles for school-based management and shared decision making.
  SLTs must contain equal numbers of parents and school staff, including the following core team members: the principal, the Parent Association or Parent-Teacher Association president and the UFT chapter leader, or their designees.  SLTs are responsible for developing a comprehensive educational plan (“CEP”) for their schools, and for aligning the school’s budget to the CEP.
	School Leadership Teams

The 2002 legislation did not legally change the role of SLTs. However, last Fall the Chancellor issued revised regulations governing SLTs (Chancellor’s Regulation A-655) that give the principal final say over the CEP and alignment of the budget to the CEP.  According to many advocates and parents, this has effectively undermined the core powers of SLTs.


As described below, the Chancellor is given extensive authority over the school system under State law.  Though the PEP has some approval authority over certain decisions of the Chancellor, many critics of the current governance structure have pointed out that the PEP functions as a “rubber stamp” over the Chancellor’s decisions, due in large part to the fact that the majority of its members serve at the pleasure of the Mayor.
  The fact that the PEP is not an independent body is borne out by one prominent example involving Mayor Bloomberg’s plan to end social promotion for 3rd graders: three PEP members who had planned to vote against the Mayor’s plan were removed on the day of the vote (two by the Mayor and one by the Staten Island Borough President).
  Once these members were removed, the plan was approved by the PEP.
  Below is a summary of some of the powers devolved to the Chancellor, the PEP and the CECs.

Chancellor

The Chancellor functions as the Citywide superintendent of schools and as the chief executive officer for the City school district.  He/she has the power and duty to, among other things:
· Promulgate minimum educational standards, curriculum requirements and frameworks, and mandatory educational objectives for all (public) schools and programs in the City, and to monitor all schools and programs for their educational effectiveness and compliance with such standards, etc.;

· Intervene in any district or school which is persistently failing to achieve educational results and standards approved by the City Board or established by the State Board of Regents, or in any district or school where the Chancellor determines there is a state of uncontrolled violence;

· Create standards, policies and objectives and promulgate regulations related to maintaining the internal fiscal integrity of administrative operations by the Chancellor, the community districts and the schools;

· Create a five-year educational facilities capital plan, and amendments thereto (the plan and any amendments to the plan must be approved by the PEP, the City Council and the mayor before it is implemented);

· Promulgate regulations establishing educational, managerial and administrative qualifications, performance record criteria and performance standards for the position of superintendent and principal;

· Promulgate minimum education and experience requirements for all teaching positions;

· Appoint Community Superintendents to oversee elementary and junior high schools and Borough Superintendents to oversee high schools;

· Appoint and assign supervisory personnel (e.g. principals and other supervisory staff) and teachers for all schools and programs under the jurisdiction of the City Board (i.e. specialized high schools, District 75, the Citywide district for special education and District 79, the Citywide district for alternative schools and programs);
  Note that Borough Superintendents appoint supervisory personnel and teachers for regular high schools, and district superintendents appoint supervisory personnel and teachers in elementary and junior high schools
 (principals must be selected according to regulations promulgated by the Chancellor that establishes a collaborative process involving parents and school staff in the recruitment, screening and recommendation of candidates);

· Develop a procurement policy for the City schools.

PEP

The PEP is supposed to advise the Chancellor on his/her policy decisions and (as described below) is given the authority to approve some decisions of the Chancellor.
  Specifically, the PEP has the power to approve standards, policies, objectives and regulations proposed by the Chancellor that are directly related to educational achievement and student performance, as well as any other standards, policies, objectives and regulations that it is specifically authorized to approve pursuant to State or federal regulations.
  The PEP also has the power to approve contracts that would significantly impact on the provision of educational services within the district and to approve the five-year capital plan and any amendments to the plan.
  It has no executive power and performs no administrative functions.  
Community Superintendents


Community superintendents have the power and duty to, among other things:
· Appoint, define the duties of, assign, promote and discharge all employees, including teacher-aides, of the community district, and to fix their compensation and terms of employment consistent with State law and any collective bargaining agreement governing their employment;

· Appoint principals and other supervisory personnel from candidates screened by a committee that includes parents, teachers and school support personnel; provided, however, that the Chancellor has the power to reject principal appointment under section 2590-h of the State Education Law;
· To conduct annual evaluations of the performance of principals for every school in the community district with respect to educational effectiveness and school performance, including the principal’s effectiveness in promoting student achievement and parental involvement, and in maintaining school discipline;
· Transfer or remove principals for persistent educational failure, conflicts of interest and ethics violations, and to require principals to participate in training and other remedial programs to address factors affecting student achievement and school performance;
· Review, modify and approve school-based budgets proposed by the school.

CECs

Pursuant to State Law, CECs have powers and duties related to overseeing educational policies and objectives concerning pre-kindergarten, nursery, kindergarten, elementary, intermediate and junior high schools and programs in their districts.
  CECs have the power to, among other things:
· Prepare a school district report card each year pursuant to regulations of the Commissioner of the State Education Department and make the report card publicly available.  The report card must include measures of the academic performance of the school district, on a school by school basis, as well as an assessment of the fiscal performance of the district;

· Hold public meetings at least once a month with the community superintendent to provide the public with a forum to voice their concerns;

· Submit annual evaluations of the community superintendent, and of all other instructional supervisory personnel who have responsibility for more than one school in the district to the Chancellor;

· Hold a public hearing on the district’s annual capacity plans, as recommended by the community superintendent and submit such plan, upon approval of the CEC, to the Chancellor for his or her approval and implementation;

· Provide input to the PEP and the Chancellor as it deems necessary on matters of concern to the district;

· Liaise with and provide assistance to SLTs.

The remaining sections of this briefing paper will discuss the performance of the New York City school district under mayoral control, as well as issues and concerns related to mayoral control that have been raised by stakeholders.
Measuring Student Achievement 


Accountability and student progress were key arguments in the Mayor’s push for local control of the public school system and measuring student progress has been considered an indicator of the success of Mayoral Control.   There are many ways in which student achievement can be measured: National Assessment of Educational Progress (“NAEP”) scores, New York State English Language Arts (“ELA”) and Mathematics standardized test results, graduation rates, and the DOE’s own periodic assessments.   NAEP, however, is considered to be the “only nationally representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas.”
  In 2002, with federal appropriations from the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”), a multiyear study of district-level NAEP results entitled the Trial Urban District Assessment (“TUDA”), was initiated in selected urban school districts.
  The first TUDA included reading and writing and covered five urban districts: Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles and New York City.
   In 2002, the average scale score for New York City fourth graders in reading was 206, which was significantly less than public schools throughout the nation (217).
  

Below is a table of New York City average scale scores for 4th and 8th graders in Reading and Math from 2003 to the present:

	NAEP Scale Scores
	2003
	2005
	2007

	4th Grade  Reading

	210
	213
	213

	4th Grade Math

	226
	231
	236*

	8th Grade Reading

	252
	251
	249

	8th Grade Math

	266
	267
	270


*The asterisk denotes a statistically significant increase in scale scores.

As shown in the above table, New York City fourth and eighth graders (with the exception of 8th grade reading) have improved their average scale scores.  However, in most cases the increase has not been statistically significant.   As stated in TUDA’s Trial Urban District Snapshot Reports for 2007:

Reading  
· The percentage of New York City fourth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level in reading was 25 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different than that in 2005 (22 percent) and was not significantly different from that in 2002 (19 percent).

· The percentage of New York City fourth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Basic level in reading was 57 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different than in 2005 (57 percent).

· The percentage of New York City eighth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level in reading was 20 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different from that in 2005 (20 percent) and was not significantly different from that in 2003 (22 percent).

· The percentage of New York City eighth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Basic level in reading was 59 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different from that in 2005 (61 percent) and was not significantly different from that in 2003 (62 percent.)

Mathematics

· The percentage of New York City eighth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level in mathematics was 22 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different from that in 2005 (20 percent) and was not significantly different from that in 2003 (20 percent).
 

· The percentage of New York City eighth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Basic level in mathematics was 57 percent in 2007.  This percentage was not significantly different from that in 2005 (54 percent) and was not significantly different from that in 2003 (54 percent).

Areas in which significant progress has been made in NAEP scores, include:  

Reading
· In 2002, 47 percent of New York City fourth graders performed at or above the NAEP Basic level, significantly different than in 2007 (57 percent).

· New York City’s average reading scale score for fourth graders in 2007 (213) was higher than the average scores of public schools in large central cities (208).

Mathematics 
· The percentage of New York City fourth graders who performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level in mathematics was 34 percent in 2007.  This percentage was greater than that in 2005 (26 percent) and was greater than that in 2003 (21 percent).

· The percentage of New York City fourth graders who performed at or above Basic level in mathematics was 79 percent in 2007.  This percentage was greater than that in 2005 (73 percent) and was greater than that in 2003 (67 percent).
 

Based on the NAEP scores, it is unclear as to whether Mayoral Control has led to significant gains in student achievement in New York City.
  It should be noted that New York City fourth and eighth graders have made progress on State English Language Arts (“ELA”) and Math exams.  Below is the percentage of New York City students who scored a 3 or 4
 in performance levels for the ELA and Math exams:
 
	
	2002

	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Grade 4 ELA
	46.5%
	52.4%
	49.6%
	59.5%
	59.8%

(60.4%)
	56.0%

(62.4%)

	Grade 8

ELA
	29.5%
	32.3%
	35.6%
	32.8%
	36.6%

(38.5%)
	41.8%

(46.4%)

	Grade 4

Math
	52.0%
	66.7%
	68.1%
	77.4%
	70.9%
	74.1%

	Grade 8

Math
	29.8%
	34.4%
	42.4%
	40.8%
	38.9%
	45.6%


Note that in 2006-2007, State Education Department updated its testing policy for English Language Learners (“ELL”) and required that ELL students take the ELA exam after attending school in the US for more than one year.  In previous years, ELL students with less than three years in the public school system were excluded.  The percentage in parenthesis represents English Proficient students only.  
Issues and Concerns

Many issues and concerns have been raised about mayoral control in prior hearings of the Committee and in comments from presenters to the City Council’s Working Group on Mayoral Control and School Governance (“the Working Group”),
 as well as in other communications to the Council and reports in the media.  The Working Group heard from a number of experts and stakeholder groups, including both supporters and opponents of mayoral control.
Some of the advantages claimed by proponents of mayoral control are as follows:

· Mayoral control improves accountability;
· The Mayor is now able to coordinate services (including across agencies) to support the system;
· Having the Mayor in charge raises the profile of and commitment to education in the City;
· Private philanthropic support for public schools has increased significantly since the Mayor took control over the school system; and 
· The School Construction Authority is now under the control of the Mayor.
Concerns raised by stakeholders and critics generally fall into one of several categories: parent and community involvement, transparency, accountability and checks and balances.

Parent and Community Involvement

One of the chief, and most frequently cited, criticisms of mayoral control and the current Administration is that parents have been marginalized and their voices excluded from decision-making at all levels of the school system.
  Even supporters of mayoral control concede that the DOE needs to do a better job regarding parent and community involvement.  

Despite the creation of a parent engagement infrastructure, including the Office of Family Engagement and Advocacy (“OFEA”) at DOE’s central headquarters, District Family Advocates in each community school district office, and Parent Coordinators at the school level, many parents complain of a lack of information and support.
  Formal structures for parent and community involvement, including Parent Associations (“PA”) and School Leadership Teams (“SLT”) at the school level; Presidents’ Councils and Community Education Councils (“CEC”) at the district level; and Chancellor’s Parent Advisory Council (“CPAC”) and the Panel for Educational Policy (“PEP”) at the citywide level, are currently considered by many to be powerless and dysfunctional.  

As noted earlier, the change in State law that established mayoral control also replaced Community School Boards (“CSBs”) with CECs.  Whereas previously, parents and community members could go to their local CSB to air grievances and to have some local input, there is a widespread perception that CECs are toothless and even more marginalized than the old CSBs.  Due to this perception, there are a large number of vacancies on the CECs and public attendance at CEC meetings is sparse.

Similarly, the PEP has not proven to be an effective vehicle for parent and community input, despite the fact that each of the borough presidents appoints one member who must be a public school parent.
  Rather, as noted above, the PEP is considered little more than a rubber stamp by many.  Critics contend that the DOE also does little to encourage public participation in PEP meetings.  While the DOE posts a list of PEP meeting dates and locations on their website, the latest date for which agendas and other meeting materials are available online is September 24, 2007
 and the most recent minutes available are from February 26, 2007.
  Further, the public comment portion of PEP meetings is tightly controlled, with sign-in for public comment starting at 5:30 and closing at 6:10 pm
 (and no advance sign-up permitted prior to the actual meeting date), making it difficult for many working parents to fully participate.

Transparency

Another major criticism of mayoral control, at least as practiced by the current Administration, has to do with a lack of transparency regarding decision-making and policy issues, as well as on basic information and data.  Critics charge that, in addition to a lack of public input in the decision-making process, decisions both large and small are generally made behind closed doors and often even stakeholders, including principals, teachers and parents, do not hear about them until they’re published in the press.  Such was the claim when the closing of five high schools was announced in the press in January 2007.


Access to information and data is one of the most frequently cited concerns.  As mentioned earlier, DOE’s website lacks some basic information and is difficult to navigate.  In some instances, the Council has had to legislate the reporting of basic information, such as class sizes, to the public.  Further, data that is available is often hard to follow, especially when discrepancies exist between data reported for City schools by the DOE and the State Education Department (“SED”).  For example, there have been significant differences in graduation rates and teacher turnover rates reported by the SED and the DOE.  Critics contend that confidence in DOE data is also low because of a tendency by the DOE to put a public relations spin on indicators of progress in order to bolster claims of improvement under mayoral control.  For example, DOE includes in its calculations of progress student test scores from the 2002-03 school year and critics contend that gains for that year should be attributed to efforts made by Chancellor Levy prior to mayoral control.
Accountability

One of the chief benefits claimed by proponents of mayoral control is that it improves accountability to have one person in charge of the school system, rather than to diffuse authority among a number of different bodies.  Supporters say that the mayor is ultimately accountable to the public at election time.  However, critics maintain that this electoral accountability is illusory, at best, since it happens after four years and only once, in light of term limits, and that mayors are elected on the basis of many issues, not just education.  Furthermore, detractors say there’s little accountability between elections, when the mayor can act unilaterally with respect to policy changes and other decisions.  

Checks and Balances
Finally, the lack of adequate checks and balances is a frequent complaint of the present version of mayoral control.  There is a general concern that it is undemocratic to put too much power in hands of one person and that there needs to be checks and balances on the power of a mayor over the school system.  As noted previously, many of the governance structures in the system—at least as they are currently conceived—do little to provide checks and balances in the system.
Conclusion

Given that the State law that established the current configuration of mayoral control of City schools is due to expire on June 30, 2009 and that the State Legislature must decide whether to renew mayoral control in its present form, to amend it in some way, or to allow the law to expire, the Committee hopes to hear recommendations from the public concerning what type of governance structure would be most effective for New York City.  In addition, testimony presented at today’s hearing will be used to inform the deliberations of the Working Group as it drafts its recommendations regarding mayoral control and school governance.
APPENDIX A
Trends in National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Scale Scores

Among City School Districts Participating in the Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA)

NAEP student achievement data is represented by scale scores. The scores are derived from student responses to NAEP assessment items that summarizes the overall level of performance attained by a group of students. NAEP subject area scale scores typically range from 0 to 500 (reading, mathematics, history, and geography) or from 0 to 300 (science, writing, and civics). The scale scores provide information about what a particular aggregate of students in the population knows and can do and can also be used to summarize levels of performance attained by a particular group of students. 

	4th Grade NAEP Reading


	
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Boston
	206
	207
	210

	Chicago
	198
	198
	201

	Cleveland
	195
	197
	198

	New York
	210
	213
	213


*The asterisk denotes a significant difference from 2007. 
	4th Grade NAEP Math


	
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Boston
	220*
	229*
	233

	Chicago
	214*
	216
	220

	Cleveland
	215
	220*
	215

	New York
	226*
	231*
	236


*The asterisk denotes a significant difference from 2007. 
	8th Grade NAEP Reading


	
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Boston
	252
	253
	254

	Chicago
	248
	249
	250

	Cleveland
	240*
	240*
	246

	New York
	252
	251
	249


*The asterisk denotes a significant difference from 2007. 
	8th Grade NAEP Math


	
	2003
	2005
	2007

	Boston
	262*
	270*
	276

	Chicago
	254*
	258
	260

	Cleveland
	253
	249*
	257

	New York
	266
	267
	270


*The asterisk denotes a significant difference from 2007. 






� Note that the State Education Law retains the designation “Board of Education”.  It is in the by-laws for the PEP that the DOE states that “[t]he member body designated as the Board of Education in section 2590-g of


the Education Law shall be known as the Panel for Educational Policy.”  The by-laws are available at: � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/FC481D23-6161-4BCA-A8BF-E0E4F569D9AA/1076/By_Laws.pdf" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/FC481D23-6161-4BCA-A8BF-E0E4F569D9AA/1076/By_Laws.pdf�. 


� Pursuant to Chancellor’s Regulation A-655, SLTs must have a minimum of 10 members and are limited to a maximum of 17 members.


� Note that, according to section 2.2 of the PEP’s by-laws, decisions of the PEP over whether to approve a measure proposed by the Mayor are made by a majority vote.


� Ravitch, Diane, “A History of Public School Governance in New York City,” (2008) published by the New York City Public Advocate’s Commission on School Governance, available at: � HYPERLINK "http://pubadvocate.nyc.gov/advocacy/schools/files/cgsravitch%20p.pdf" ��http://pubadvocate.nyc.gov/advocacy/schools/files/cgsravitch%20p.pdf�.  


� Id.


� This is not intended to be an exhaustive list.  See Article 52-A of the State Education Law for a complete listing of the powers and duties assigned to each.


� State Education Law section 2590-h.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. at section 2590-j.


� Id. at section 2590-h.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. at section 2590-i.


� Id. at section 2590-h.


� Id. at section 2590-g.


� Id. 


� Id.


� Id. at section 2590-f.


� Id. at section 2590-e.


� Id.


� National Center for Education Statistics, “NAEP Overview,” available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcarde/about/" ��http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcarde/about/�. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� National Center for Education Statistics, “Average Reading Scale Scores and Selected Percentiles, grades 4 and 8 Public Schools: By Urban District, 2002,” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://165.224.221.98/nationsreportcard/reading/results2002/districtavgscale.asp" ��http://165.224.221.98/nationsreportcard/reading/results2002/districtavgscale.asp�. 


� See, National Center for Education Statistics, available at:  � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/" ��http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/�. 


� The NAEP grade 4 reading achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above. 


� The NAEP grade 4 math achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 213 or lower; Basic, 214-248; Proficient, 249-281; Advanced, 282 or above.  


� The NAEP grade 8 reading achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above. 


� The NAEP grade 8 math achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 261 or lower; Basic, 262-298; Proficient, 299-332; Advanced, 333 or above. 


� National Center for Education Statistics, “Reading 2007: Trial Urban District Snapshot Report,” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008465XN4.pdf" ��http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008465XN4.pdf�. 


� Id. 


� National Center for Education Statistics, “Reading 2007: Trial Urban District Snapshot Report,” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008465XN8.pdf" ��http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008465XN8.pdf�. 


� Id. 


� National Center for Education Statistics, “Mathematics 2007: Trial Urban District Snapshot Report,” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008464XN8.pdf" ��http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008464XN8.pdf�. 


� Id. 


� Supra note 32. 


� Id.  Note that “large central city” includes public schools located in cities with populations of 250,000 or more and is not synonymous with “inner city.”


� National Center for Education Statistics, “Mathematics 2007: Trial Urban District Snapshot Report,” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008464XN4.pdf" ��http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008464XN4.pdf�.  


� Id. 


� Id. Please refer to Appendix A for comparison of NAEP TUDA scores for other cities with mayoral control of the public school system.


� New York State tests are scored from 1 to 4.  A score of 1 or 2 is considered below the State standard, a score of 3 is considered proficient and a score of 4 is highly proficient.  


� See, New York City Department of Education, “Summary Report on the 2007 New York City Results of the State English Language Arts Assessments (Grades 3-8) and Summary Report of the 2007 New York City Results of the State Mathematics Assessments (Grades 3-8),” available at: � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/daa/" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/daa/�. 


� Last year the City Council formed an internal working group, co-chaired by Council Members James Vacca, David Yassky and Robert Jackson, to look at issues of mayoral control and school governance in New York City and to propose recommendations to improve the governance structure of the City’s public schools.


� For fuller discussion of this issue, see briefing papers for the Education Committee’s oversight hearing on “Parental Involvement in the New York City School System,” May 11, 2006, and “Status of DOE’s Parent Engagement Initiatives,” September 20, 2007, available on the Council’s website at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.nyccouncil.info/html/committees/committee_matters.cfm?COMMITTEE_ID=75&LTSBDKEY=9&VIEW='ALL" ��http://www.nyccouncil.info/html/committees/committee_matters.cfm?COMMITTEE_ID=75&LTSBDKEY=9&VIEW='ALL�'.


� Id. To date, OFEA remains the only office listed on DOE’s website for which there is no active link to additional information, such as contact phone number or email address.


� DOE, “Panel for Education Policy,” available at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/AboutUs/DOEOrganization/PanelforEdPolicy/default.htm" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/AboutUs/DOEOrganization/PanelforEdPolicy/default.htm�.


� DOE, “The Panel for Educational Policy: Agendas,” available at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/Administration/PanelforEd/DisplayAll/?type=Agendas" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/Administration/PanelforEd/DisplayAll/?type=Agendas�.


� DOE, “The Panel for Educational Policy: Minutes of Action,” available at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/Administration/PanelforEd/DisplayAll/?type=MinutesofAction" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/Administration/PanelforEd/DisplayAll/?type=MinutesofAction�.


� DOE, Public Notice of September 24, 2007 PEP meeting available at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/F0DE2B0B-A50A-420B-B10E-216C443F212A/27109/PublicNoticefor092407Panelmeeting.doc" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/F0DE2B0B-A50A-420B-B10E-216C443F212A/27109/PublicNoticefor092407Panelmeeting.doc�.


� The Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA), a special project in NAEP, began assessing performance at the district level in selected large urban districts in 2002 with reading and writing assessments, and continued in 2003 and 2005 with reading and mathematics.


� The NAEP grade 4 reading achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.


� The NAEP grade 4 math achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 213 or lower; Basic, 214-248; Proficient, 249-281; Advanced, 282 or above.  


� The NAEP grade 8 reading achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.


� The NAEP grade 8 math achievement levels correspond to the following scale points: Below Basic, 261 or lower; Basic, 262-298; Proficient, 299-332; Advanced, 333 or above.
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