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Tothe Reader

A preliminary version of this report was presented to the FUSD Board of Trustees
on December 9, 2004. Since then, four town hall meetings and multiple other
presentation and discussion sessions have been held with stakeholders throughout
the District. Interested parties have also submitted written suggestions for
consideration by the Superintendent’s Advisory Task Force.

This report includes many changes to the preliminary report based on the input
received in these forums and through these sources. A fifth overarching academic
goal has been added to the four that were included in the preliminary report. One
recommendation has been added and numerous edits have been made to add
clarity to the report's findings and recommendations. A large number of
suggestions and recommendations have been forwarded to the implementation
task forces for consideration as this plan is further fleshed out and implemented.

The Task Force is grateful to the many individuals in the community — parents,
students, District employees and other interested parties — who took their time to
attend meetings and submit written documents. Their contributions have helped
the Task Force produce a better report, stronger recommendations and a more
effective path to implementation. Superintendent Chuck McCully has referred to
this report as “a blueprint for the future of Fresno Unified.” As with all
blueprints, it is subject to “change orders.” The Task Force wants to encourage a
continued flow of new ideas and recommendations. The reader should see this
report as being in “loose leaf,” as a work-in-process that can and will be improved
upon as we proceed with the implementation process.

It has been gratifying to see the high degree of commitment to FUSD from so
many quarters, and more importantly, the willingness of so many peopleto roll up
their sleeves and participate in the District’ s turn-around process. What began as a
somber and sobering assessment of the District’s problems has turned into an
energetic, enthusiastic and committed crusade to fix those problems. The
expectation has changed from “staving off disaster” to “becoming a high
performing district.” Frustration and despair has been turned into hope and
aspiration for areturn to excellence.



Choosing our Future

Preface

“1 know no safe depository of the ultimate powers of the society but the
people themselves, and if we think them not enlightened enough to
exercise their control with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to
take it fromthem, but to inform their discretion”

Thomas Jefferson

Most of us would agree that, next to the values inculcated by family, the quality of the
education received by our children is the most important predictor of their future success,
and that their success will in turn define the future of our community. If we share this
view, we have to answer for ourselves, why is it that we have alowed so many of the
children of Fresno Unified School District (FUSD) to receive a sub-standard education
for so long? Why isit that a once-thriving school district has lurched from crisis to crisis,
for more than two decades, until we find ourselves now with more than 50% of our
schools in the bottom ten percent of California schools and on the verge of a State take-
over?

We know there have been many well-intentioned efforts to help the schools. We are well
aware of the heroic efforts by people within the district to create safe havens for children
in the midst of chaos and neglect. We honor the many community people who have done
everything they can to help kids, teachers and the schools. We accept that the district
became overwhelmed with changes, many of which were outside of its control. Like
many urban districts, the flight of upwardly mobile families coupled with an influx of
students with unmet physical and emotional needs at base levels have created enormous
challenges for the district. Once a Situation becomes chronic and systemic, the skills and
resources necessary for change increase in both complexity and number. The fact remains
that others with similar challenges have succeeded where we have not. It istime to get
past our denial and our tendency to blame others and take responsibility as a community
for the futures of our children.

Ask a dozen people how we got to where we are and you'll get a dozen answers. It’s our
Board, our Superintendent, our unions, our demographics, and on and on the list goes.
The fact is, the answer lies in the mirror. We have all played a role. We elect the Board.
They choose the Superintendent. Our labor contracts carry signatures not just from union
leaders, but from the administration acting on the board's authority. Other California
school districts also have to deal with the enormously burdensome California Education
Code, just as we do. Our demographics are no more challenging than those of many
other school districts with much higher academic achievement and fiscal stability. Too
many of us have taken the easy road. Only 40% of us cast our vote for Board Trustees on
Election Day. Of those of us who vote, too many of us are happy to remain disengaged,
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leaving the challenges of the District to the Board and Superintendent, as if they each
come with an “S’ branded on their chest. Good schools in good school districts are
characterized by extensive and constructive engagement from parents, business partners
and civic organizations.

There are some who believe that a State take-over is yet another easy way out, when all it
does is delay the date when we finally must step up to take control of our own destiny.
When the State takes over, it’ s because aloan must be granted to the District. The priority
of the State then becomes paying back the loan, not improving academic achievement.
Once we go through the painful adjustments required to pay off the loan, which could
take years, the State will return control of the District to us. Then, we can resume work
on improving academic achievement, work that will have laid dormant for many years,
and, at the expense of how many children? As Thomas Jefferson said some 200 years
ago, when the people have exercised their control in a way that shows them to be
unenlightened, you don’t take power away from them; what you do is enlighten them.

Thus, the purpose of thisreport isto help al of us understand the issues facing the district
so we can come together to make enlightened decisions that will bring about the changes
that are required to give our children the education they deserve and need to be
successful citizens of our community. We can choose to engage constructively and
collaboratively to build a strong educational foundation for our children and our
community or we can sit on the sidelines and point fingers while the problems remain

unsolved. Either way, we are Choosing our Future. We hope readers of this report
will realize that the Fresno Unified School District is our responsibility and respond
constructively to the community-wide call to action that isimplicit throughout this report.

No attempt has been made in this report to sugar-coat the situation faced by FUSD. The
chalenge is daunting. But we can turn FUSD around. Other large urban districts with
challenging demographics have done it: Garden Grove and Long Beach in California,
Seattle and Houston, to name afew. We can do it too. Indeed, we must. Every year, about
80,000 children are enrolled at FUSD. The future of our community rests on the quality
of education we provide to them.
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|. Task Force Mission

“Broke and Broken” was the headline of a special section in the Fresno Bee last year. The
headline portrayed the region’s entrenched unemployment, but it might well have
portrayed the condition of the Fresno Unified School District. As painful asit is, as unfair
as that portrayal might be to some schools within the District which are performing
admirably, the fact is that, academically and financialy, FUSD is broken. We must face
up to the truth in order to work together to create a new truth.

In July 2004, shortly after being appointed interim Superintendent for Fresno Unified
School District, Dr. Walt Buster asked a group of citizens to conduct an independent
assessment of the District. It was Dr. Buster’s perception that a high level of mistrust had
developed between different stakeholders in the community who were al crucia to
building a successful future of FUSD, and that restoration of trust might be facilitated by
an independent evaluation of the District, carried out by a group of civic leaders with a
passion for education and atrack record of collaborative problem-solving. The group that
was assembled, nine people with diverse backgrounds, became known as the
Superintendent’s Advisory Task Force (“the Task Force”). A short bio of each of the
Task Force membersisincluded in Appendix “A”.

Shortly after the formation of the Task Force, Dr. Buster concluded that the District’s
budget was out of balance and could not be balanced without serious jeopardy to the
children of the District. This, in turn, resulted in assignment by the County
Superintendent of Education of a Fiscal Management Crisis Assistance Team (FCMAT)
as a Fiscal Advisor to help develop a District budget in compliance with the standards
and criteria of the State Board of Education.

The Task Force might have chosen to await the results of the FCMAT report before
conducting its work, but concluded instead that producing a balanced budget was only
part of the solution to the problems of the District. In fact, the Task Force concluded that
the shape of a sound, balanced budget required that the community first reach consensus
on the academic performance goals of the District. In a school district where over 50% of
the schools are in the bottom “decile” (lowest 10%) of the State in terms of academic
performance, it is imperative that al resources be directed to improvement in student
achievement. That, after all, isthe mission of the District; and the obligation of the Board
and Superintendent is to ensure that all resources, human and capital, are aligned in
support of this objective.

It is important to state early in this report that the Task Force has seen plenty of evidence
during the course of its work, that the overwhelming majority of employees of the
District — teachers, support staff and administrators — are dedicated and hard-working
people who care deeply about our children and our community. Indeed, we have seen
many instances of heroic dedication on the part of teachers, classified workers and
administrators. It is, however, much harder to guide a boat when not everyone is rowing
in the same direction. At the end of the day, everyone is exhausted, but the boat hasn’t
gone anywhere, which doesn’t do much for morale. What has been lacking in the District
has been alignment behind an agreed set of goals and strategies.



The preceding paragraphs are not intended to downplay the urgency of addressing the
fiscal situation of the District, but rather to ensure that the fiscal fix is arrived at in the
context of an unrelenting focus on student achievement. As will be discussed later in this
report, the threat of a State take-over is rea and imminent. FUSD’ s opportunity to fix its
academic achievement issues will be foregone if it does not promptly get its fiscal house
in order.

The Task Force, therefore, defined its mission as follows;

» Recommend student achievement goals and success indicators for
consideration by the board, administration, teachers and all other community
stakeholders.

» Recommend instructional and oper ational strategiesto achieve the goals.

» Recommend human resour ce policies and organizational approaches that
support the goals and strategies.

» Recommend budget and financial management strategies that create a
clear nexus between the District’s goals and strategies and the use of
financial resources

» Recommend engagement strategies for all stakeholdersin the District and
community.

The Task Force is convinced that we can not only turn the District around and avoid a
State take-over but that we can once again take our place among the highest performing
school districts in the State. Our hopeful outlook is based on the commitment to change
expressed by the new leadership of the District; the unprecedented spirit of collaboration
from all stakeholders that is emerging as we face this crisis; and, most of all, the quality
of our employees. Despite the present crisis, we have a strong base from which to build.
If we are to bring about beneficial change for the children who will be attending the
District’s schools in the 2005-06 school year, the budget must be produced in February
2005, which requires that the process of aligning goals and strategies be completed by
January 2005.

It will take some difficult fiscal decisions to get us where we want to go. Our Task Force
is committed to the notion that those decisions should be aimed at creating a teaching
environment that enables our teachers to do the best possible job of exercising their
passion for teaching our children. That is priority one.

1. Methodology

Recognizing that time is of the essence, the methodology employed by the Task Force in
the preparation of this preliminary report involved several concurrent activities:

= A historical review of FUSD’ s academic performance and finances;
=  Benchmarking of the District’s academic and financial performance with that of
other districts of comparable size and demographics;



= Visits to high-achieving districts in California, identified through the
benchmarking process;

= Research of published information;

= Consultation with the FCMAT Team;

= Consultation with Board members, outgoing Interim Superintendent Walt Buster,
incoming Interim Superintendent Chuck McCully, union leaders, principals,
teachers, staff managers, the Association of California School Administrators
(ACSA) and other stakeholders, student groups and parent groups; and,

= Consultation with education organizations, including the Bay Area School Reform
Collaborative (BASRC), School Services and Just for Kids.

Time did not alow the Task Force to evaluate the District’s capital plan. It should be
observed, however, that in the course of it's work the Task Force found that “best
practices’ districts have either eliminated or are in process of eliminating their multi-
track year-round schools, having found that they tend to adversely affect student
achievement.

District accounting and measurement of student achievement are complex subjects.
Appendices C and D provide a brief description of how it all works; a glossary of some
key terms, such as “ADA”, “API, “AYP’, “General Fund” and “ Categorical Funds’; and
alist of web sites for those who want to learn more.

Readers will detect differences in writing style in the appendices that are part of this
report. While the report represents a consensus view from all nine Task Force members,
various members took responsibility for drafting different Appendices of the report.

I11. Ten-City Benchmarking

For benchmarking purposes, the Task Force selected the eight California school districts
that most closely resembled Fresno in size (50,000 to 100,000 students) and
demographics. The Clovis school district was added only because the Task Force felt
readers would want to see that comparison, even though Clovis is considerably smaller
and has significantly different demographics than the other benchmark districts. All
benchmark data is included in Appendix “C” and where relevant in the body of this
report.

The following charts and graphs show key statistics for the ten benchmark districts,
including Fresno Unified. Where applicable, State averages are also shown. All data is
from published sources, using the latest year for which comparable datais available.
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Graph No. 3

2003-04 Percentage of Minority Students

100% —
90%
809% - 81% —_81% __82%
70%
60% 1
50% 1
40%
30% 1
20%-
10%-

0% -

AN

AN

Source: CDE Dataquest

Graph No. 4

Percentage of Students Receiving
Free/Reduced Lunch

90%-

— —81%
80%- 7705 80% —8L%

70%-
60 %0
50%-
40%-
30%-1
20%
10%+

0%-

67%  68%

66%

N

AN

(2796 28%

AN

AN

Source: CDE Dataquest



Graph No. 5
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Graph No. 7
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Summarizing the preceding graphs, FUSD has:

>

>
>
>

the second largest enrollment in the benchmark group, after Long Beach
Unified;

more students per school, on average, than al districts except Long Beach
Unified;

comparable ethnic diversity, except for Clovis and San Juan, athough the mix
of ethnic groups varies significantly;

higher poverty level (as measured by the percent of students receiving free
and reduced lunch) than all other districts, except Santa Ana (although all
districts except Clovis and San Juan are at 60% or higher).

An average number of English Language Learners (EL), although
considerably lower than Santa Ana and Garden Grove;

The fourth lowest class size and teacher/pupil ratio; and

The fourth highest total revenue per ADA, after Oakland, San Francisco and
San Juan (Note that Clovisis significantly lower than Fresno).

The graphs below show comparative student achievement data for the ten districts.
Fresno has:

>

>

>

>

The highest percentage of schools in the bottom decile (the lowest 1/10™ of
the State);

The second lowest percentage of schoolsin the 6-10 decile range (the top 50%
of the State);

The third highest number of schoolsin “AY P Program Improvement” levels
one through four; and

An Academic Performance Index (API) that ranks second from the bottom.

The percentage of FUSD schools that are in the bottom 10% of the State is a particularly
appalling statistic in light of the fact that California today ranks 48™ among the 50 U.S.
States in NAEP reading and math scores (See Rand Report, “California’s K-12 Public
Schools — How Are They Doing?”). That suggests that 51% of our schools are among the
lowest ranked in the nation. If we are to turn around the social and economic prospects of
our region, the process must begin with turning our schools around. For definitions of
these performance measurement terms, please see Appendix C.
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Graph No. 10
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Graph No. 12

Academic Performance Index (API)
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Graph No. 13
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Additional benchmark information for the ten districts can be found in Appendix E.



V. Benchmarking Against “Best Practices’ Schools

Two districts were identified by the Task Force as “best practices’ schools, the Long
Beach School District and the Garden Grove School District. Both have demographics
that are every bit as challenging as Fresno Unified. Both have much better student
achievement records and financial stability than FUSD, and both have received
widespread State and national recognition as “high-performing” urban schools. To a
much greater degree than FUSD, both districts have recognized the enormous change in
their student population over the last twenty years, from the highly homogeneous
demographics of the 70’'s to the highly diverse student bodies of today, and they have
adjusted their instructional, organizational and fiscal policies accordingly. Case studies
for each of the districts included in Appendix “F’ of thisreport. There is a high degree of
congruence in the practices used by both districts to achieve their enviable results. These
practices have had a significant influence on the Task Force recommendations.

Demographic Comparisons

TableNo. 1
FUSD LBUSD GGUSD
Enrollment 81,222 97,212 50,066
# Schools 101 89 67
% Minority 81.6 82.9 82.3
Largest Ethnic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
% English Learner 32.3 32.8 52.7
% Free Lunch 76.3 65.2 60.1
Average Class Size 27.3 29.0 28.2
School Funding
TableNo. 2
FUSD LBUSD GGUSD
Revenue Limit per ADA 5,037 4,808 4,790
Federal Revenue per ADA 1,019 690 447
Other State Revenue per ADA 1,795 1,596 1,519
Other Revenue 323 184 258
Total General Fund Revenue per ADA 8,132 7,278 7,014
% Revenue Unrestricted 69 72 75
Unrestricted GF Revenue per ADA 5,624 5,269 5,251
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Academic Performance

TableNo. 3
FUSD LBUSD GGUSD
% Ranking in APl Deciles 6 to 10 18% 44% 68
% Ranking in API Deciles 1 51% 6% 0
% in AY P Program Improvement L1 21% 7% 5
% in AY P Program Improvement L2 14% 1% 0
% in AY P Program Improvement L3 6% 1% 0
% in AY P Program Improvement L4 19% 3% 0
Total % in Program Improvement 59% 13% 5%
Expulsions and Drop-Out Rates
2002-03
TableNo. 4
FUSD L BUSD GGUSD
Expulsion Rate per 1,000 students 5.9 04 15
1 Year Drop Out Rate 6.2 3.1 0.8
Total Drop Out Rate* 23.1% 12.8% 3.5%

*4 Year Derived Rate (9-12)

To summarize, Garden Grove and Long Beach have:
=  Very comparable demographics to Fresno;
= Larger classsizes,
» Receivelessfunding per ADA;
= Yet they have far lower drop out rates and are producing dramatically better
academic performance than Fresno Unified.

The Task Force understands that these top-level demographic comparisons do not tell the
complete picture. For example, the fact that our Asian population is comparable in size to
that of the other two districts does not reveal that we have a much higher percentage of
Asian refugees than do the other two districts, or the fact that our poverty rate is
accompanied by a higher use of drugs and acohol than the other districts. Yes, our
challenges may be larger in some respects, but the disparity in our academic achievement
is so enormous compared to the other two districts that it cannot be dismissed on account
of these differences. And, in any case, however difficult they may be, our challenges
must be faced.

It's clear from looking at the benchmark districts that, within a reasonable range, average
class size bears little correlation with academic achievement. While Garden Grove and
Long Beach, with larger average class sizes have made enviable progress on academic
achievement, FUSD is going in the opposite direction, the number of schoolsin Program
Improvement having increased from 2002-03 to 2004-05. The fact that the two districts

16



have larger class sizes than Fresno is more economically significant than might appear at
first glance. If FUSD were to increase its average class size from 27.2 to the Long Beach
average class size of 29.0, the result would be an annual operating savings to FUSD of
approximately $8 million.

FUSD funding per ADA is about 14% higher than the two other districts, largely because
its higher poverty rate makes the District eligible for more restricted programs. If only
unrestricted funding is measured, the FUSD funding differential declines to 7%. It
should be noted that restricted programs bring with them additional administrative
burdens.

It’ s interesting to contrast the FUSD expulsion rate and drop-out rate with these two “ best
practices’ districts:

» Although both LBUSD and GGUSD have tough policies to enforce codes of
behavior for students, including zero tolerance for certain kinds of offenses, it is
evident from the numbers that judgment and discretion take precedence over “by
the book” policies. While both districts are committed to not allowing disruptive
behavior in the classroom, they are also committed to discipline policies that keep
children in school. In-school suspensions are the norm at both districts. Instead of
rewarding inappropriate behavior by sending students home, they are required to
remain in school and continue their education, but in an environment that does not
adversely affect other students.

» For the most part, the policies used by LBUSD and GGUSD to minimize drop-
outs are baked into their academic strategies. They have fewer drop-outs because
rigorous implementation of their retention policies prevent children from being
promoted before they are ready, and because they avoid losing transient students
through a policy of uniform cross-district curriculum, textbooks, EL and program
improvement programs. Both districts rigorously enforce their retention policies
for children that do not meet academic standards, but they also work hard to bring
those children along. Summer school is mandatory for students that are retained.

Visualize the following situation. Jesse is in the 4" grade. He is an
English Learner at School “A” and is enrolled in an EL program.
Three months into the school year, his family relocates within the
district and Jesse transfers into School “B”, which aso has an EL
program, but it's different than the one at School “A”. The math
textbooks used in School “B” are aso different than in School “A”.
What is the likelihood that Jesse will fall behind and, literally, get lost
in transition? What is the likelihood that Jesse will be a future drop-
out?
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V.How We Got to WhereWeAre

This report is intended to help us look forward, to identify a path that will enable us to
make FUSD a high-performing school district, but it is instructive to spend a moment to
understand how we got to where we are so we can learn from our mistakes; to disabuse
ourselves of the idea that there is a single major cause that will lend itself to a “silver
bullet” solution; and to stop making excuses for ourselves. Understanding the complex
causative reasons for our current state of affairs will, hopefully, help us understand that
the solutions will also be complex.

Keeping up with the demands and constraints of the State Education Code has certainly
not helped FUSD. Stacked on top of each other, the volumes that define the Education
Code are over 5 feet high. And the decline in State funding has not helped either. FUSD
has had to deal with State cuts in education funding for each of the last three years.
Declining enrollment, an affliction that affects most urban schools in the nation, has
exacerbated the problems by reducing the funding available to carry out District
programs. But, as will be evident in this report, other California Districts have been able
to deal with these issues far more effectively than FUSD.

When the Task Force visited the Garden Grove Unified School District, the
Superintendent showed a class picture taken at Garden Grove in 1960 and another class
picture taken this year. The contrast was stark. The 1960 picture showed a very
homogeneous group of Caucasian kids, while the 2004 picture showed a highly diverse
group of children. GGUSD today is 52% Hispanic, 28% Asian, 17% Caucasian. As
compared to the 60’s, the likelihood that a class picture taken at the beginning of the year
will look the same at the end of the year is virtually nil — student transiency is as big an
issue in Garden Grove asiit isin Fresno. In 1976, 2% of GGUSD students were English
Learners, compared to 53% in 2004. What were not shown in the pictures were the
underlying socio-economic conditions in which many of the children of 2004 live,
compared to those of 1960. Many of Garden Grove's children lack the most basic
preparation for entering school and go home to environments that are not conducive to
doing homework.

Readers will recognize that the preceding paragraph describes a demographic and socio-
economic change that is very similar to that experienced at FUSD, but the difference is
that GGUSD has adjusted in ways that FUSD has not. As shown above, by any measure
of academic achievement, GGUSD is materialy outperforming FUSD. Last year
GGUSD received the Broad Foundation Prize as the best urban district in the nation.

Some would argue that FUSD is too big. Perhaps, but Long Beach Unified School
District (LBUSD) is larger than FUSD, every bit as diverse, and was recognized by the
Broad Foundation as the best urban school district in the nation in 2003.

Are FUSD’s class sizes too large? Not really. Both GGUSD and LBUSD have larger
average class size.
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Is it the unions? Both GGUSD and LBUSD are unionized, and both districts pride
themselves on excellent union-management relationships that keep a clear focus on the
mission of the district: to give children the best possible education. To the extent that the
terms of FUSD’s bargaining agreements are hampering the academic achievement
aspirations of the District, it must be recognized that these are agreements signed by two
parties.

WEell then it must be the Board and/or their choice of Superintendent. But, we elect the
board, don’t we? The fact is that we must all assume responsibility for where we are. As
will be discussed later in this report, “best practices” schools ar e characterized by:

Clear and sustained goals and strategies;

Academic achievement always at the top of the pyramid of goals;

All decisions at all levelsare focused on the best interest of the kids;
Stable leader ship;

Under standing and respect of the roles of each stakeholder, from student
and parent to board member; from teacher and food service worker to
principal.

Excellent fiscal management;

A culture of extensive, constructive engagement by all stakeholders;
Recognition that there are no easy answers — that it takes hard work,
every day, to deal with the enormous challenge of bringing the best
possible education to our kids; and

» Anunrelenting commitment to continuous improvement.

VVVVY

YV V

As with any analysis of the kind presented in this report, many of the issues identified in
this report are known to FUSD officials, and a good number of them are being addressed.
Credit is due to all those who are working hard to effect the necessary changes. What this
report aims to do is to bring all components of the picture into a single view in order to
create a cohesive and compr ehensive path to successful reform. Having said that, time
constraints in the preparation of this report have prevented the Task Force from doing in
depth analysis of some important topics, such as Special Education and FUSD’ s capital
projects plan.

V1. Principal Findings

A. Academic Performance

1. FUSD’sacademic performancelagsall other benchmark districts.
We have seen above that FUSD’s academic performance does not compare
favorably to LBUSD or GGUSD. In fact, it compares unfavorably to all the
benchmark districts. While the threat of a State take-over of FUSD for financial
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reasons has been the focus of much attention, there has not been enough attention
paid to the real and present threat of a state take-over of some of FUSD’ s schools
for academic performance reasons. Fresno ranks below the California average in
al subjects and grade levels (see Appendix E for California Standards Test
comparisons). Fixing this academic achievement problem — indeed aspiring to
become a high-performing school — should be the paramount objective of FUSD
officias, with support of all community stakeholders.

“Best Practices’ districts have overarching Academic Goals that drive all
other district decisions.

As with any organization, every school district has goals and strategies at
different levels of the organization. Individual schools each have goals and
strategies designed around their specific mission within the overall District, and
the assistant superintendent for elementary schools will have goals and strategies
that are different than those of his or her counterpart for secondary education, but
it is imperative that districts have certain goals that align the activities of all
members of the district. It is instructive to look at how GGUSD has defined its
district goals. They have two goals, and they take priority over any other
consideration in the District’ s decision-making.

GGUSD District Goal #1

Students in our district five years or longer will meet
grade-level proficiency in core academic subjects as
measur ed by the CST.

» Students will increase a minimum of one performance level
per year.

» In progressing toward “Proficient”, students at “Far Below”
will progressin 1 year to “Below”, and those at “Below” in
year 1 to “basic”; those at “Basic” will progressin 2 years to
“Proficient.”

» All grade-level proficient students will maintain the
“Proficient” performance level.

» No student will drop in academic performance level in
progressing toward or maintaining “Proficient.”
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GGUSD District Goal # 2

All English Learners will advance one level per year in
English language proficiency until English Proficient as
measured by the California English Language
Development Test (CELDT).

»  Students will gain one overall language proficiency level
annually until they reach English proficiency.

» Those reaching English proficient level will maintain it
until reclassified FEP.
Local ELD assessments will be used during the school year
to monitor progress.

These are challenging goals. While neither goal statement explicitly mentions
reduction of the achievement gap between socio-economic groups, clearly that is
avery large part of what is intended. As the GGUSD superintendent put it to the
Task Force, “if the kids are with us for five years, we ‘own’ them — it's our
responsibility to bring them up to proficient levels’. GGUSD is currently at a
68% achievement rate for both goals, so they have a long way to go, but their
tenacious pursuit of these goals has had a highly desirable impact on the District’s
academic performance.

. “Best Practices’ districts are unrelenting about fixing underperforming
schools.

Garden Grove today has no schools in Program Improvement — not a single one!
It wasn't always that way. They have worked relentlessly through “intervention
teams’ to fix the schools that needed fixing. Long Beach had 17 schools in
Program Improvement two years ago and all but three have now met all the
criteriato be removed from Program Improvement.

How do these “Best Practices’ Districtsdo it?

» They are clear about goals and expectations.

» They provide a consistent academic program throughout the district, so
that transient kids don’t get lost in transition.

» They provide massive, consistent training to all administrators and
teachers.

» They provide lots of support to school administrators and are not
afraid to be prescriptive when necessary.

» They reassign or dismiss instructional employees who have failed to
perform adequately and have not responded effectively to counseling
(see C.10 below).
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4. Some Fresno Unified Schools have done remarkably well in the midst of
systemic dysfunction. FUSD should learn from theseinternal “best practices’
schoolsaswell as*“ best practices’ in high performing districts.

An unfortunate fall-out of having a school district with so many failings is that it
leads some to label al schools in the district as failures. That, of course, is
patently unfair. Forkner, Gibson, Malloch and Manchester GATE elementary
schools as well as Edison Computech Middle School score API’s above 800 and
are fully AYP compliant; and several others are near that level.

Other schools are making significant progress. Notably, the dramatic progress at
McCardle Elementary School has caused it to be nominated recently as a “Blue
Ribbon School, one of only 34 California schools so recognized. Among other
elementary schools, Addams, Del Mar, Jefferson, Kirk, Lawless and Sunset all
achieved API growth greater than 35 points from 2003 to 2004. While these
schools are not yet fully AYP compliant, they are certainly moving in the right
direction. We need to better understand what has caused Sunset to raiseits APl by
aremarkable 125 points in the last two years, and Kirk to raise its scores by 106
points in the same period. What instructional practices are they using that may be
transferable to other schools in the District?

Among Middle Schools, Kings Canyon and Tehipite also made API jumps of
more than 35 points last year (Tehipite is up 73 points in the last two years).
Among High Schools, Bullard High and McLane made API improvements of
more than 20 points and have fully met AYP requirements. CART, a charter
school operated in joint venture with Clovis Unified, is a world-class model for
project-based instruction.

It is instructive to look at comparisons of performance across the District. Much
research has been done that demonstrates a correlation between the socio-
economic status of students and academic success. It should not surprise us,
therefore, to find that most of our highest performing schools in FUSD are in
areas with high socio-economic levels. The comparison of elementary schools
shown below makes this point clear. (Readers should note that these are 2004
numbers for elementary schools only and should not be confused with K-12
comparisons for prior years shown elsewherein this report).

% English % Freeand
School API Learners Reduced Meals
FUSD 643 43 79
Forkner 846 5 9
Gibson 849 1 13
Malloch 821 5 16
Lowell 537 56 100
Columbia 524 45 100
Lincoln 501 44 100
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It should also not surprise us that magnet schools perform better than other
schools in the District. Because magnets Computech and Manchester were
designed to meet the needs of high performing and GATE students, these schools
attract high-achieving students whose absence from their neighborhood schools
detracts from the overall effectiveness of the neighborhood schools. Other
magnet programs serve a broader range of students, but they tend to be students
with highly motivated parents who self-select into magnet programs. The drain
on neighborhood non-magnet schools isn’t just the students; it is the participation
of their motivated parents, also.

% English % Freeand
School API Learners Reduced M eals
Computech 871 1 45
Manchester GATE 863 3 44

What should surprise us, favorably, is the relatively strong performance of certain
schools from low socio-economic areas in FUSD. The following chart is
indicative of what is possible. Note the significant disparity in APl scores
between the top three schools and the bottom three schools listed, all with similar
percentages of English learners and students who receive free and reduced lunch.
It is noteworthy that all six schools have made progress, but Jackson, Wishon and
Aynesworth have all shown significantly higher API growth in the last two years
than the other three schools. We need to understand what is causing this
divergence in growth of achievement scores. What practices are being used in the
higher performing schools that might be replicable in the lower performing
schools? What unique challenges do the lower performing schools have that need
to be addressed? Are there variables typically outside the control of the District
(such as housing density, emergency housing or foster care with frequent clients
turnover, etc.) which contribute to the divergence? Might the District influence
those variables if it engages collaboratively with other agencies? The District
needs to aggressively analyze all variables, tackle those within its control, and
influence those within the control of others.

API 2-Yr.

Growth | % English Freeand
School API 2002-04 Learners Reduced M eals
Jackson 687 107 41 100
Wishon 638 77 31 100
Aynesworh 632 92 44 100
Lowell 537 60 56 100
Columbia 524 48 45 100
Lincoln 501 44 44 100
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It is instructive, also, to see how schools in low socio-economic areas in the high
performing districts compare to FUSD schools in comparable areas. Note, in
particular, that al of these schools have higher percentages of English learners
than the above sampling of schools from FUSD. What can we learn from their
instructional practices? What are they doing to reach these children and give them
life-changing opportunities to succeed?

% English Free and Reduced
School API Learners Meals
Garden Grove
Skylark 723 78 93
Heritage 689 76 87
Russel| 670 81 93
L ong Beach
Signal Hill 775 50 94
Roosevelt 735 62 99
King 730 63 99

The above comparisons are not intended to enable the reader to draw conclusions.
They do suggest that we need to look deeper. We are likely to find instructional
practices that are yielding superior results and should be replicated in other
schools. We are aso likely to find unique challenges in certain schools that need
to be addressed creatively.

B. Instructional & Operational Strategies

1.

“Best Practices’ districts have “core’ academic strategies that are more
consistently and rigorously applied throughout the district than is the case at
FUSD.

“Alignment” is the by-word at “best practices’ districts. For core subjects, there
are uniform curricular adoptions, and every classroom in every school in the
district is required to utilize the adopted programs. They may supplement with
additional materials. But they may not choose to use a different adoption. “Best
practices’ districts align content/performance standards, instructional materials,
curriculum, interventions, assessment/evaluation, grading practices, and pro-
fessional development. Teacher preparation, both at induction and inservice, is
aligned, also. There is no room for doubt at any level about what students should
know and be able to do. Benchmarking is done frequently, and it is consistent
across the district. Teachers have assisted in developing pacing charts. And
standards-based report cards are used to make sure that parents and students are
clear on where the student is, compared to grade level.
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Not all student achievement is about test scores.

While academic test scores are important as a measure of “basic” student skills,
they are not the only measure of student achievement. Successful school districts
are those that prepare students to be upstanding, effective members of society. It
1s important that schools offer students a diverse curriculum that enables them to
find a good match for their skills, aptitudes and interests, and provide
opportunities for them to learn how to interact effectively with others.

Even though “best practices” schools encourage all students to pursue a college
placement path, they also have strong Regional Occupational Programs (ROP)
and they would not dream of cutting back their music programs or their P.E.
classes in tough economic times,

“Best Practices” schools are intensely data-driven, practice differentiated
instruction and are increasingly moving towards real-time intervention
strategies.

“Best practices” schools drive instruction from a continuous analysis of data.
What are we doing well? What lessons are the students “getting” and ‘“not
getting”? What do we need to re-teach before we move on to the next subject of
instruction? How do we need to modify our instructional practices? The data are
analyzed by subject, by grade, by sub-group, even by individual student.

The technology exists today for teachers to be able to assess student performance
every day. It’s possible to get real-time assessments and compare how each
student is doing compared to others in the class, to others in the school, even to
others throughout the district. But few schools are making effective use of this
technology. The result is delayed discovery by teachers of where students are
lagging, and a more difficult remedial process than if teachers were to intervene
more immediately. The same data enables teachers to get real-time information on
which students are ahead of the class, so that they can be moved along with
challenging supplementary assignments that will fully tap their potential. Real-
time data is the foundation for differentiated instructional strategies, and “best
practices” districts are using the available technology to make huge improvements
in academic achievement.

FUSD has state-of-the-art technology. It’s Assessment Information System (AIS)
is as advanced as that of any other district in the benchmark group. What has been
lacking is a comprehensive and intensive training program for teachers on the use
of the system and the application of real-time intervention strategies for
improvement of student achievement.

It’s worth noting that FUSD has more computers per student and per teacher that
either GGUSD and LBUSD.



4.

Graph No.
14

2003-04 Students Per Computer

Source: CDE Dataquest

“Best Practices” schools provide extensive and consistent professional
development to all certificated and classified staff.

There has been no lack of expenditure by FUSD on professional
development, but for the most part the training provided has been
conducted as if the District was a loose association of private practitioners,
each school doing its own research on available training programs, each
implementing its own training philosophies. New teachers receive a one
day “orientation” program. There has been no district-wide training
philosophy, no training standards, no commonly adopted training
programs. This is true for administrators and for curriculum and other
specialists, as well. Classified employees are rarely included in training
opportunities; they train one another, as best they can.

Contrast this to GGUSD and LBUSD, where a percentage of categorical
funding is set aside centrally for “core” district-wide training programs
that each teacher must undergo. At LBUSD, each new teacher must
undergo two years (it was three years until recently) of mandatory training
—a minimum of 20 days per year. And every teacher, even those with over
30 years of tenure, must keep up with training programs selected by the
district to advance district-wide academic achievement goals. That’s what
it takes to build a durable, effective culture of academic improvement.

When Districts perform as poorly as FUSD in comparison with other
schools with similar demographics, there are some who will point to the
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teachers, but as Merrill Vargo, CEO of the Bay Area School Reform
Collaborative (BASRC) is fond of saying, “I know of no teacher who
comes to school at the beginning of the year saying, ‘I’'m going to leave
my “A” game at home thisyear.” What really happensis that the District’s
professional development programs have not kept up with the changed
expectations brought about by programs like “No Child Left Behind;” or
theinstructional practices have not kept up with changed demographics; or
the District has simply not stayed up with instructional “best practices.”

. “Best practices’ districts place high priority on creating school
environments that are safe, motivate learning and are intolerant of
disruption. They have strong character education programs and clear
and consistently enfor ced student conduct policies.

Clear and uniform implementation of policies to retain students who are
significantly below grade level, over time, reduces the likelihood that there
are significant numbers of students who are unable to do the work as they
are passed from one grade to another. “Best practices’ districts understand
that keeping students productively engaged in their schoolwork does more
to create safe school environments than imposition of elaborate systems of
punishment. They do not shrink, however, from removing students who
pose a safety hazard to themselves or to others. Safety services at “best
practices’ districts blend the expertise of educators who can devise
instructional  alternatives for problem students, mental hedth
professionals, and law enforcement professionals.

“Best practices’ districts would consider it unthinkable to have a student
conduct system which is solely designed to punish transgressions. Instead,
they utilize a strong and consistently-applied program of character
education, so that there is no doubt in the minds of students and adults
alike as to what constitutes appropriate conduct. At the same time, “best
practices” districts impose sanctions against inappropriate or illegal
conduct. The rules and the consequences are understood by all.

In afour-year study conducted between 1999-2002 reported in the Journal
for Character Education, schools with higher total character education
implementation were found to have higher scores on academic measures
for the year prior to their application, the year of their application and the
subsequent two years. The following school character education
indications were found to correlate with higher API scores and with the
percentage of students scoring at or above the 50th percentile on the
SATO:
» Ensuring a clean and psychologically secure physical environment.
» Promoting and modeling fairness, equity, caring, and respect.
» Students contribute in meaningful ways to the school and
community.
» Policies and practices in place to promote a caring community and
positive social relationships.
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It is noteworthy that GGUSD and LBUSD have a far lesser rate of
expulsions than does FUSD. In 2002-03, FUSD expelled significantly
more elementary school kids (111 of them) than was the case for al K-12
expulsions at either LBUSD or GGUSD. Los Angeles Unified, which had
746,000 students, expelled 374 of them, while Fresno Unified, with
roughly one-tenth as many students, expelled 439 students.

GGUSD and LBUSD have a rigorously applied zero tolerance policy
towards certain kinds of offenses, particularly for secondary school
students. But the bias in “best practices’ schools is toward progressive
discipline and towards keeping kids in school. They have on-campus
truancy centers (generally in partnership with the local police department).
Suspensions are served at on-campus facilities.  In short, ther
management of disruptive conduct is aligned with their overarching
student achievement goals.

. Special needs children, who can best be served by Special Education
or by Alternative Education programs, have borne the brunt of a
confusing array of legal requirements, of well-meaning but
inadequately implemented strategies such as inclusion in regular
classroom, and of out-and-out defaults of recognizing their needs and
providing appropriate services.

Time constraints have not alowed the Task Force to do justice to these
very important topics. It is clear, however, that there are many children
whose special needs are not such that they qualify for Special Education,
but who cannot be served at this point in regular classrooms. The
magnitude and severity of this problem is huge, and its implications are
immense. Thisis afirst-tier issue; not alower-tier issue.

“Best practices’ districts create a tight nexus between Student
Support Services and “ Academic Goals.”

James confided in his teacher that he has decided to kill
himself. He is ten years old. Upon referral to one of the
handful of school social workersin the district, it is
discovered that he is weary of being responsible for the
care of hisfour younger siblings while his mother deals
with her bouts of mental illness by calming herself with
alcohol. The school social worker connects his mother
with mental health treatment and arranges
transportation. The preschool siblings are enrolled in a
preschool program. Child Protective Services monitors
the well-being of the children. James can finally act like
a normal ten-year-old.
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In urban districts like FUSD, GGUSD and LBUSD, it is important to
understand that many students come from home environments that |eave
much to be desired. One of the Task Force members designed this graphic
to paint the picture.

Community Challenges

Some would suggest that these challenges are beyond the scope of the
District’s educational mission. Y et these children show up at school every
day. What is the option? The costs to society are immense when we fail to
attend to people’s needs early on in their life—costs in dollars for health
care, mental health care, crime suppression and incarceration, public
assistance, and other costly programs, in lost productivity in our economic
system, and in diminished capacity to be effective parents for the
succeeding generation.

Again, “alignment” is the by-word. Alignment of central support services
to support student achievement is more than just a catch-phrase. All the
pieces have to fit together. And al are data-driven. Resources are not
distributed based on where there is a friendly and cooperative principal, as
is sometimes the case in Fresno Unified. Rather, they are distributed after
careful study of quantitative and qualitative information regarding student
needs.
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8. Waeéll-maintained facilitiesare a given at “best practices’ districts.

One former superintendent a8 GGUSD was a Marine. For him, well-
maintained facilities were an article of faith, and the culture has stuck to
this day. But there are no former Marines in the history of LBUSD, where
well-maintained facilities are also an article of faith. “Best practices’
districts know that the environment in which teachers teach and students
learn isimportant to the outcome of the educational process.

In a “best practices’ district, when it is necessary to cut the budget, you
don’t hear Board members use the catch-word pledge to “keep cuts away
from the classroom,” because those districts take along-term view of what
is required to achieve the District's goals. Facilities maintenance is
considered a condition for learning, not a dispensable service. The long-
term interests of the taxpayers in providing proper maintenance of district
facilities is a “given,” not subject to short-term evisceration in order to
make it through the year.

Fresno Unified has “kept cuts away from the classroom” in ways whose
terrible consequences will be felt for years to come. Consider:

e Since 1991, the number of Maintenance personnel has increased by
12, during a period in which facilities square footage has increased
by nearly 2 million square feet with the addition of multiple new
schools, portables, library media centers, administrative buildings,
and cafeterias. This is about 1/3 more square footage than at the
beginning of 1992 — an increase equivalent in size to 37
elementary schools, 19 middle schools, or 6 high schools.

e Worse yet, over 40 Maintenance positions are supported not by the
District’s General Fund, but rather by chargebacks to restricted
sources, such as bond measure proceeds. When these restricted
sources dry up, there will be no source of funding for these
positions.

e Equipment replacement funds earmarked for all the equipment in
the entire District (i.e. TV's, VCR's, overhead projectors,
camcorders, etc.) have dwindled to $26,000 for the past two years,
a reduction from over 1 million dollars in the early 1990's. Now
we either don’t replace equipment, or essential equipment is being
repaired beyond its useful lifecycle. The District’s Grounds and
Maintenance white fleet is aging, with 29 vehicles from the 1970’s,
77 from the 1980's, 38 from the 1990's and 20 from the 2000's.
Many of the larger more expensive vehicles like the stinger, dump
trucks and water truck are from the 70's.
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o Mowers, backhoes, front loaders, bobcats, etc. are aging, and there
are no identified funds to replace them in the foreseeabl e future.

e Gardening had 40 personnel in 1992 and they have 40 today. That
is despite asignificant increase in gardening area.

9. “Best practices’ districts have eliminated some of their multi-track
year -round schools and ar e targeting elimination of all year-around
schools.

C. Governance, HR Policies & Organizational
Philosophy

1. “Best Practices’” districts have had far more leader ship continuity and
generally develop their leader s from within.

The table below compares superintendent tenure at FUSD, GGUSD and
LBUSD over the last twenty years. Next to the name of each superintendent is
the number of years the superintendent was in the district before he or she was
appointed to lead the District. It is no coincidence that high-performing
schools grow their own leaders and thrive on stability. It takes time to build
adurable culture, and that culture is best perpetuated through leaders who have
grown up in it. FUSD’s next door neighbor, Clovis Unified, is an example that
complements the examples of LBUSD and GGUSD, having had a total of 5
Superintendents and 4 Chief Business Officers in 44 years. Of those 9 people,
6 were “home-grown”.
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Year | FUSD GGUSD LBUSD

1984 | John Stremple (0) Ed Dundon (12) Tom Giugni (0)*

1985

1986

1987

1988 | Glen Rathwick (32)

1989 | ET Lon Luty (0)

1990 | Frank Abbott (8)**

1991

1992 | Charles McCully (1) Carl Cohn (25)

1993

1994 Ron Walter (34)

1995

1996

1997 | Carlos Garcia (5)**

1998

1999 Laura Schwalm (27)

2000 | Santiago Wood (0)

2001

2002 Chris Steinhauser (23)

2003

2004 | Walt Buster (0)

2005 | Chuck McCully (1)

*Tom Giugni was thefirst “ outsider” to be named Superintendent for LBUSD in 40 years
** Break of service before becoming superintendent.

Readers of this report should understand that stability begins with clearly
defined long-term goals that are supported by the community. In the absence
of such goals, the predominant pattern at FUSD has been to hire a
Superintendent, assume that he* will magicaly transform the District, then
dismiss him when he fails to deliver. (*FUSD has had no female superintendents).

2. “Best Practices’ districts define governancerolesvery clearly and respect
those rolesrigorously.

The clarity with which roles and responsibilities are understood at GUSD and
LBUSD isenviable.

The Board understands that its role is to set policy, monitor district
performance, adopt an annual budget, approve major capital expenditures, and
to hire and evaluate the Superintendent. That's it. It is a gover nance board,
not a management board. It does not micro-manage; it does not engage in
minutiae; it does not second-guess the Superintendent. Board meetings are

32



short (30 to 60 minutes) because the Superintendent communicates
extensively with the Board members between meetings and most matters are
addressed by consent. None of this is to say that Board members are
disengaged. In both districts, each Board member participates in at least two
standing committees that are continuously looking for ways to improve the
District. LBUSD holds three two-day workshops per year for al Board
members.

The Superintendents also have a crystal-clear understanding of their role.
Having grown up in the District, they are already imbued with the culture of
the District. They know their role is to trandate the Board' s goals and policies
into operational goals, strategies and tactics and to focus the organization on
superb execution. Superintendents in both Districts told the Task Force that
the majority of their time is spent on communications and performance
monitoring, both aimed at ensuring continuous alignment of the organization
with the District’ s overarching goals.

Principals are the CEO’s of their schools, but they realize that they play this
role in the context of the District’s overarching goals. They sign up to the
centralized policies of the District because they know they, their teachers, and
most importantly their students, are the beneficiaries of those policies. Beyond
that, they have an entrepreneurial role: to augment District strategies with
their own tactics and programs suited to the specific mission of their school.
Each school has its own demographics. There are traditional schools, magnet
schools and charter schools. It is the role of each Principal to create the best
possible environment for academic achievement, consistent with the District
policies and goals of the Board. At LBUSD and GGUSD they do so in the
knowledge that their personnel decisions will not be second-guessed by the
Superintendent or the Board.

Teachers are the heart of the District. They are where “the rubber meets the
road”. It is their personal contact with the students that will ultimately make
the difference. At LBUSD and GGUSD, teachers are always looking for new
and better ways to make a difference. The culture is one of continuous
improvement. The relentless focus of the District on professional development
is welcomed by the teachers. They know how big a challenge they have to
deal with, and they are hungry for better ways to help address that challenge.
The culture is aso one of always putting the kids ahead of the adults.
Schedules are set to fit the needs of the kids, not the adults. Every effort is
made to match student needs with teacher skills. Most people who go into
teaching do so because they have a passion for developing young people into
successful adults. At LBUSD and GGUSD, that passion pervades decision-
making.

Other certificated personnel provide valuable support to classroom teachers
— as reading and math coaches, as curricular experts, as counselors, etc.
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Classified employees are the glue that makes the system work. As office
workers, or providers of facilities construction, repair and maintenance; as bus
drivers, as food preparers and servers; they are al critical to supporting the
ultimate goal of promoting student achievement.

3. “Best Practices’ districts organize themselves around their overarching
Academic Goals and relentlessly emphasize teamwork. Thosewith line
responsibility for students and teachersdrivethetrain whiletherole of
other staff isto removethe obstaclesin the way.

The members of the Task Force who come from the business sector recognized
great similarities between good corporate cultures and the cultures of GGUSD
and LBUSD. Good cultures focus relentlessly on the customer; they give
priority to training those in the organization who have direct contact with the
customer; they excel at creating positive customer-provider environments; they
have a commitment to constant improvement of the products they offer to
serve the needs of the customer.

That's what we saw at GGUSD and LBUSD. The customers are the students.
The teachers are the providers. The schools are the environment; and the
product is academic achievement. The Superintendent, the Principals and the
classified personnel are there to make it all come together and make it better
every day, and everything is organized around that understanding.

Organizations in both Districts are flat (see Appendix “1”). At FUSD, the last
permanent Superintendent had 3 direct reports, while at GGUSD it's 7 and at
LBUSD it's a mind-boggling 20. In both of the latter, there are Assistant
Superintendents for elementary schools, middle schools and high schools, and
they al report directly to the Superintendent. Keeping the lines of
communications as short as possible from students to teachers to principals to
the Superintendent is a priority at these “best practices’ districts. Grouping
each of the three school categories under one Assistant Superintendent assures
common goals and strategies and sharing of internal best practices.

Although the organization charts may not clearly show this, both districts
effectively work in “matrix” organizations, with the vertical dimension of the
matrix being the “line” organization, from Superintendent to Principal to
Teacher, and the horizontal dimension being the “support staffs’ (Facilities,
Evauation/Research, Business Services, etc.). “Matrix” organizations are
designed to encourage teamwork. The roles are clear. It is intended that the
“line” organization drive the train, while the “ support staff” is there to remove
the obstacles on the track and make sure the train is as good as it can be.



4. “Best Practices’ districtsunderstand the value of direct communications
and strive to house all administrative personnel in the same physical
facility.

Effective “matrix” organizations require frequent, direct communications.
They are almost impossible to run effectively when personnel are spread out in
multiple facilities, which is the case at FUSD, where administration personnel
are housed in seven different buildings. By contrast, the administrative staffs
of both GGUSD and LBUSD are virtually all housed in single facilities.

5. “Best Practices’” districts know what to centralize and what to decentralize.

As is discussed more fully in Appendix “G”, high-performing districts know
which functions to centralize and which to decentralize. At FUSD, some of
those decisions appear to have been made backwards. There has been little
direction from the central office on “core” curriculum, textbooks, English
language development programs and intervention programs. In a district with
as much transiency as FUSD, there must be a uniform and consistent “core’
educational approach that individual schools can supplement to meet their
needs. This educational approach must be supported with extensive, mandatory
professional development. It is the only way to build the durable culture and
educational philosophy that is so lacking at FUSD.

Readers will find other comments about centralization and decentralization of
functions in the recommendations section of this report and in Appendix “G.”
For example, character education should be uniformly implemented across the
District; a uniform code of conduct should be uniformly and consistently
applied; certain services, such as food services, must be and are already
managed centrally to ensure uniform quality and economies of scale. In short, if
uniform and consistent implementation is important to the achievement of
the District’s goals, or if economies of scale can be obtained, then it should
be managed centrally. Beyond that, principals should be given maximum
flexibility and budget authority to manage everything else.

6. The Human Resour ce policies of “ Best Practices’ districtsare aligned to
the Academic Goals of the district.

Following are some examples of human resource policies at LBUSD and
GGUSD that demonstrate their commitment to academic achievement over all
other considerations.

» Priority is given to matching student needs to teacher skills. The
more troubled schools get priority in teacher hiring. This may be
an inconvenience to teachers who would rather not go to the more
troubled schools, but the culture is that the kids always come first.
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» Class Scheduling is designed around the needs of the kids. If a
school needs seven periods, including a double-math period, that’s
what it gets. If a school needs seven periods to accommodate
vocational training, that’s what it gets.

» Theadultsin the system must be the role models. LBUSD has a
dress code for al personnel. GGUSD does not, but professiona
dress is a subject of constant emphasis by the Superintendent. All
personnel hired by both districts must undergo pre-hire drug
testing.

> Practices that restrict civic volunteering, particularly where
parents are involved, are studiously avoided.

7. “Best Practices’ districts have excellent union-management relation-
ships, focused on a shared agenda of providing the best possible
education to the children.

Resolution of the fiscal and academic problems at FUSD will be highly
dependent on FUSD’s ability to emulate this characteristic of “best
practices’ districts. The Task Force believes that the pursuit of a shared
agenda at FUSD is not only possible, but indispensable to the successful
turn-around of FUSD.

8. “Best Practices’ districts have engrained practices of stakeholder
engagement.

More will be said on this topic later in this report. In this section, the Task
Force wants to emphasize the aspect of employee involvement. Both
GGUSD and LBUSD place a high value on soliciting employee input into
their decision-making. This applies to both certificated and classified
employees. The belief is that the best decisions are made by listening to
the people who actualy teach the kids, deliver services to them and
provide an environment that is conducive to learning.

9. “Best Practices’ schools have a culture of continuous improvement.

The Task Force discussions with the Superintendent’ s at both GGUSD and
LBUSD pointed out just how committed they are to continuous
improvement. They were less interested in talking about beneficia
changes they had made in earlier years than the changes they were making
this year to make things better. Both districts have received recent acclaim
as the best urban districts in the nation, yet there was no resting on laurels.
They both stressed how far they have to go to meet their goals. Every
drop-out, every child that fails to pass atest, is a heartfelt failure that adds
fuel to apervasive “let’sfix it” attitude. In the context of a durable set of
overarching goals, there is constant adjustment of strategies, tactics and
techniques to help accelerate progress.
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10. “Best Practices’ districts “walk the talk” on accountability.

“Best practices’ districts understand that what you measure is what gets done.
They know what their goals are at every level in the organization, and they
measure them incessantly. At the same time that they provide extensive
training and support, they are never in doubt asto their priority: educating the
children.

As has been pointed out, GGUSD and LBUSD fill their leadership positions
primarily from within. This means that principals and other senior
administrators usually have long-term relationships, even friendships, with
those who appoint them. Y et the culture at both Districts is that the interests
of the children always take precedence over the interests of the adults, despite
the relationships and friendships that bond the adults. A teacher who has been
promoted to principal will receive lots of training and support, but if they do
not perform, they will be back in the classroom, where they can make a better
contribution to the children than as principals. The same is true of teachers.
They will get lots of training and support, but if they aren’'t getting results
that advance the interests of the children as defined b