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Inequities in Achievementin Maryland

TOP TAKEAWAYS IN ACHIEVEMENT AND OPPORTUNITY

1: Schools prepare fewer students of color for success than 4: Disparities in opportunity begin before children enter
their White peers. kindergarten and continue through K-12.

2: Racial disparities persist regardless of family income. 5: Schools serving the most students of color rely far more on

3: Racial/ethnic and income gaps exist in postsecondary inexperienced teachers.

enrollment rates.

Maryland has long prided itself on its education system. A deeper look at the data, however, shows that statewide averages
mask deep inequities in opportunity and achievement for certain groups of students. Across measures, gaps exist between
students of color and White students, as well as between low-income students and higher income students. What's more, racial

inequities persist among students of similar family income levels.

To be clear, these disparities are in no way a reflection of differences in students’ ability to learn — rather, they are a reflection
of how we organize our schools and shortchange certain students when it comes to critical educational opportunities/resourc-
es from early childhood through high school. With the pending recommendations from the Kirwan Commission, the state has
the opportunity to reshape the education system to eliminate persistent income and racial inequities. The future of the state

depends on it.

STATEWIDE ASSESSMENTS AND GRADUATION

Schools prepare fewer students of color for success than their White peers.

On both state assessment results and graduation rates, schools demonstrate lower outcomes for Black, Latino, and low-income
students than for their White and higher income peers.
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In fact, racial disparities are sometimes largest among higher income students. For example, in Algebra |, 11% of Black
students from low-income families met benchmarks, compared to 29% of White students from low-income families. Among
students from higher income families, 22% of Black students met benchmarks, compared with 62% of White students. Racial
disparities are two times larger among higher income than among low-income students.
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POSTSECONDARY ENROLLMENT

A postsecondary degree is becoming increasingly important to compete in today’s economy. A postsecondary education can lead
to higher earnings, greater wealth over time, and thus pathways to the middle class.

Racial/ethnic and income gaps exist in postsecondary enrollment rates.

In the graduating class of 2016, White students were more likely than other racial groups to enroll in college within one year
of graduation. This disparity is even greater among higher income students, where 85% of White students enrolled in college
compared with only 49% of Latino students and 50% of Black students. Low-income students on average enrall in college at
lower rates than their higher income peers, but Black low-income students are more likely to enroll in postsecondary education
than low-income students of other racial/ethnic backgrounds.

B PERCENTAGE OF HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES WITH POSTSECONDARY ENROLLMENT WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER GRADUATION,
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Funding Gap (Actual minus Target)

INEQUITIES IN OPPORTUNITY IN MARYLAND

These disparities in outcomes in Maryland are directly related to disparities in opportunity to learn. Students of color are much
less likely to receive access to the resources they need.

These disparities begin before children enter kindergarten.
Latino children are much less likely to have access to early childhood education than their White peers.

I PERCENT OF 3- AND 4-YEAR-OLDS ENROLLED IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
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And the inequities continue through K-12.

The more students of color a district serves, the more underfunded the district is. As the percentage of students of color
increases, the gap between the funding amount the state considers adequate and the amount a district actually receives gets
waorse. The two districts that serve the greatest percentages of students of color, Baltimore City and Prince George’s County,
have gaps in funding that are more than $3,000 less per pupil than what the state considers adequate per pupil expenditure.
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Schools serving the most students of color rely far more on inexperienced teachers.

Schaals serving the most students of color have more than twice the share of first-year teachers than the schools serving the

fewest students of color.

B PERCENTAGE OF FIRST-YEAR TEACHERS, BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
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Black students are less likely to have access to Advanced Placement programs.

Black students represent 35% of high school students, but only 14% of AP test-takers in Maryland. White students, on the other

hand, are 41% of high school students, but represent 54% of AP test-takers.
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A RACE-FOCUSED EQUITY FRAMEWORK FOR EDUCATION REFORM IN MARYLAND

The state must explicitly address these inequities in opportunity and achievement by, for example:

v" Ensuring that districts and schools serving high concentrations of students of color and low
income students have the resources they need — from early childhood education opportunities,
to a strong and diverse teacher workforce, to sufficient per pupil funding and equitable access
to college and career readiness pathways.

v" Making timely data on racial inequities in achievement — and in access to critical resources —
transparent and readily available to parents, community members, researchers, and policymakers.

v" Holding adults at every level accountable for disrupting these patterns of inequity through the
state’s school rating system, governance responsibilities, and other levers.

This document outlines inequities in opportunities in Maryland schools at only the highest level. Please see our fact sheets
on inequities in access to early childhood education, high quality teachers and leaders, equitable funding, and
rigorous college and career pathways for more detailed data documenting the problems, and for policy recommendations

in each area.
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My name is Catherine Carter from Let Them See Clearly Let Them See Clearly, a grassroots advocacy that works on
policy and legislative changes. We successfully got all vision disorders recognized by schools in Maryland and
nationwide. This past 2018 Maryland legislative session, we got passed bipartisan legislation to improve parent
vision awareness (Atticus Act) and parent following up after a screening fail (Screening Reporting Bill). Our goal to
improve identification of vision disorders and access to vision care.

Imagine:

e A second-grade student squinting your eyes struggling to see the board, using the same trick to pass your
kindergarten and first grade vision screenings. The next time you will be screened is 8t grade.

e A Health department screener each year keeps seeing the same students fail the vision screening and
referred to an eye exam but say they still didn’t get one.

e A nurse and calling parents telling them the child needs an eye exam and still the student lacks access to
vision care, and you have no resources getting to child to see an eye doctor.

e A second teacher who has students who break, lose, never get their glasses and you can’t find an eye
doctor to take the vouchers or resources to bring the eye exams/ glasses to the school.

e An IEP team leader missing a student’s vision disorder because you are following MSDE guidelines to use
their K/1%t/ 8t grade limited school vision screenings that misses more than 50% of vision disorders that an
eye exam could diagnose.

e Being born with a cataract that causes visual strain and headaches, and fighting for four years for vision
accommodations because your school was violating federal IDEA law because they thought only blindness
and low vision were vision disorders.

e Imagine being one of the 98% visually impaired incarcerated youth at the Hickey School Facility whose
vision problem was never discovered, accommodated, or treated.

Finally imagine being a child who fell on the playground at two and when you start kindergarten has words go
blurry, double, and move on a page, whose parents are medicating you for ADHD, you pass the acuity screenings,
teachers are telling you to concentrate, IEP teams are implementing behavior plans, and you fail at school thinking
you are a bad kid. You don’t know that your vision and pain isn’t normal. That child was my son Atticus.

Eye exams/glasses need to be an integrated part of school-based health centers. We should never find it
acceptable that any Maryland student is struggling because they don’t have something as simple as a pair of
glasses. However, that is exactly what is happening in our schools.

A John Hopkin's three-year study is finding in just Baltimore City alone:
-11,768 out of 35,078 students screened failed a limited vision screening

-6,041 got an eye exam / 5,727 students still need an eye exam
-4,734 were found to need glasses. For many older students, this was the first time they had an eye exam/glasses.

The solution school district can refer students who failed a vision screening, referred by staff, or receiving special
ed services via 504/IEP are referred for a comprehensive eye exam as defined. If the student lacks access to vision
care, the school can use the eye exams/glasses program school-based health centers. It seems like a simple
solution to a significant problem. | am asking that the Kirwan Commission send a very clear message to the General
Assembly that making our students’ vision should be an educational priority. If we continue to ignore that
thousands of Maryland students who don’t have glasses will equal diminished returns on educational outcomes.



Catherine Carter
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Mission Statement

Let Them See Clearly, grassroots advocacy that works on policy and legislative changes to improve identification of
vision disorders and access to vision care. We successfully got all vision disorders recognized by schools in
Maryland and nationwide. We also initiated a Department of Defense Taskforce to study Tricare coverage for visual
rehabilitation. This past 2018 Maryland legislative session, we got passed bipartisan legislation to improve parent
vision awareness (Atticus Act) and parent following up after a screening fail (Screening Reporting Bill). We applaud
Maryland and US Department of Education, Department of Defense, and lawmakers for seeing the importance of
ensuring our students can see clearly.

For many struggling students, the answer may be as simple as a pair of glasses.

Vision disorders are the most common disability. However, 70% vision disorders are treatable/preventable,
resulting in significant state cost savings. Increasing the number of students getting eye exams through health
initiatives and school/health department/eye care provider partnerships will improve student performance, special
education cost, and quality of life. Baltimore City created partnerships to provide eye exams and glasses to
students. Doctor Leana Wen, former Health Commissioner at the Baltimore City Department of Health states, “25
percent of our schoolchildren needed glasses, but were not getting them. That’s estimated to be 15,000 to 20,000
of our kids who'll end up having to look at the blackboard, and it’s blurry, and they don’t know why, and think that
it’s normal.”?

However, access to vision care isn’t just a Baltimore City issue. School districts throughout the state have numerous
students who lack access to vision care and do not have resources to initiated vision care partnerships. In
Maryland, 15% of students fail the basic vision screening and ONLY 34% of report getting an eye exam. Studies
show that 25% of children, 70% of students receiving special education services, and 98% of incarcerated youth at
the Hickey School have a vision disorder.

Eye Exam Referrals for Students receiving Special Ed Services

Improve the number of eye exams for students receiving special ed services to avoid misidentification and undiagnosed
vision disorders. Currently MSDE policy is to check a K, 1, 8/9" screening to rule out a vision disorder. Maryland
screenings miss at least 50% of vision disorders, vision can change at any time, and most vision disorders develop in 2-4
grade, vital years for learning to read. Studies in Boston and Baltimore found that 85% of students failed a vision
screening for at least one vision disorder that impacts learning, with highest numbers for students receiving special ed
services.? 3

A state public health initiative on vision, enabled through policy changes and allocated resources, will have significant
impact on both quality of life and cost savings. Since 80% of learning is visual, we need to ensure a student can see what
we are teaching by improving access to vision care. For many struggling students the solution may be as simple as a pair
of glasses. It is time for state and federal lawmakers to enact change to address our vision needs.

! https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2017/08/17/how-free-eyeglasses-are-boosting-test-scores-in-
baltimore-215501

2 Orfield, Antonia, OD, MA, FCOVD, “Vision Problems of Children in Poverty in an Urban School Clinic: Their Epidemic
Numbers, Impact on Learning, and Approaches to Remediation”, 2001

3 Harris, Paul, OD, “Learning-Related Visual Problems in Baltimore City: A Long-Term Program”, 2002




BALTIMORE CITY BOARD OF SCHOOL COMMISSIONERS

Testimony of
Linda Chinnia, Vice-Chair of the
Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners
Before the
Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education

November 29, 2018

The Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners appreciates this opportunity to present
comments on the proposed draft recommendations of the Commission on Innovation and
Excellence in Education (“Kirwan Commission”). The Kirwan Commission will shape the future

delivery of education for many years to come.

As you are aware, Baltimore City Public Schools has a student population with enormous
potential. As a Board we have set high expectations for our students. We expect all of our
students to either graduate college and/or be career ready; this is why the Kirwan Commission’s
work is so important.

The school board would like to again bring attention to the Kirwan Commission that the
Commission heard from the state’s Department of Legislative Services that if the original
Thornton funding was realized and not capped in 2008, as of fiscal year 2015, City Schools
would have received, at a minimum, an additional $290 million more. The State’s sanctioned
Adequacy Report found during that same time frame that City Schools needed an additional
$358 million to address adequacy. These numbers are startling and if received would have made
a significant difference in the delivery of educational services in Baltimore City.

We are encouraged that the Kirwan Commission has recognized the need for a concentration of
poverty weight. The Kirwan Commission understands that educating students in areas with
concentrated poverty requires more resources, and by endorsing a concentration of poverty
weight the Kirwan Commission shows it understands the unique challenges schools with
concentrated poverty face. We look forward to further working with the Kirwan Commission in
developing the actual weight and identifying the additional resources that are necessary for
success, such as extended day, academic coaches, mental health supports and general healthcare,

to name a few.

The school board strong recommends that in order for a school to qualify for additional
concentrated poverty funding the floor be set at 50%, with even more additional support
provided in schools where the rate reaches 75% and beyond. Implementing a sliding scale is
imperative in order to substantially augment resources and account for relative degrees of
concentrated poverty within schools.

Visit us on the web at: www.baltimorecityschools.org




While not yet finalized, $236,784 was previously suggested as the amount that would be
provided for each school in which a certain percentage of students are eligible for free or reduced
price meals, with the mandate that these funds be used to hire a community schools coordinator
and/or health practitioner. Additionally, $2394 was suggested as the per pupil amount to provide
services such as extended day and transportation aides, among others. The school board is
alarmed by these amounts, as they are inadequate of what is needed to ensure the success of our
most vulnerable students.

We are also encouraged that the Kirwan Commission is looking to identify a proxy for poverty.
This is of utmost importance to City Schools because the prior determination of poverty has been
the collection of free and reduced-price meal forms. The school district no longer collects such
forms because it participates in the Community Eligibility Provision program. This program
allows all students to eat for free. Under this program the school district relies on direct
certification, which means low income is classified as the percentage of our students who receive
federal and state assistance in programs such as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance.

We know the Kirwan Commission will need to rectify how to count poverty because under direct
certification a school district only needs to meet a 40% threshold of participation in the state and
federal programs to allow all students to eat free. Using direct certification, Baltimore City’s
participation to establish the low-income percentage is approximately 55% in the 2017-18 school
year. We all know this number is far too low. When the school district was collecting free and
reduced-price meal applications, it was approximately 84% low income, which we believe is the
more accurate number. One reason for this drop is that it may be reflective of our immigrant
population not participating in the federal and state aid programs.

The school board found that when we went to direct certification four years ago, the poverty rate
for Latino students dropped at twice the rate for other students, and over the past year, the
poverty rate for this student population has declined even more. We all need to think through
how to capture all low-income students, particularly the immigrant population. The school board
has floated the idea of using a multiplier to aid in capturing low income students and a slightly
higher multiplier to capture immigrant students. We have also suggested expanding the types of
direct certification allowed in Maryland. Under federal law, states may include as part of the
direct certification count families who qualify for WIC, Medicaid and Federal Foster Care;
however, Maryland currently does not allow these programs within its count. Such a change
may not capture all of the students, but by adding the additional indicators coupled with the
multipliers it will aid in identifying the most needy.

The school board is further encouraged that the Kirwan Commission has recognized the
importance of offering pre-k services. City Schools notes that funding for early childhood should
be captured in the student base and allow for inclusion of all appropriate weights. An additional
add-on to account for the cost of smaller class sizes and para-educators is equally important.



Additionally, the school board cannot discuss the recommendations without urging the Kirwan
Commission to work with local school systems to identify facility challenges that may prevent
them from implementing the recommendations in a robust manner.

As the Kirwan Commission grapples with the question of governance and accountability, we
urge the Commission to encompass the need for a “like school” comparison. Specifically, any
comparison of schools must be made with consideration to the student population. As an
example, schools with similar poverty rates and special education student populations should be
compared with similar schools. Without this, the ensuing result will be an inequitable
governance and accountability system.

It should be noted that student transportation represents another issue that the Kirwan
Commission has not yet fully addressed. As an urban district, City Schools faces significant
costs and challenges associated with specialized transportation, particularly as these relate to
homeless and special needs student populations. Again, this is a tremendous cost-driver that
needs to be taken into consideration as a new funding formula is developed.

We are concerned that the Kirwan Commission’s focus has been on attracting the best and
brightest to the teaching profession, but lack any recommendations on retention strategies, other
than the salary on the career ladder. We are also concerned that recommendations presented
suggest the removal of the Praxis and to adopt a highly rigorous but untested exam such as
edTPA or PPAT. While some Kirwan Commission members feel the current Praxis is not
sufficiently rigorous, we remain concerned about the disproportionate screening effect that
Praxis exams are having on candidates of color. Some national Praxis Core data show that Black
and White test-takers have alarmingly different passage rates. While we would not want the
state to lower the bar across the board for teachers, given the scale of their impact on students,
we also would not want to prevent students from accessing effective teachers who are only held
back by a test. We would like to see a two-prong approach with (1) more flexible standards and
more local educational agency autonomy for issuing initial/conditional licenses followed by (2)
raised standards for professional licensure that include evidence of effective practice and impact

on student learning.

We are concerned that under the current recommendations those students that are not college and
career ready by the end of 10" grade will not have the same opportunities as others that pass the
examinations. There are many students that may have academic challenges but would excel in a
CTE environment and provide them with the encouragement to stay in school.

Again, the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners appreciates this opportunity to
present its perspective and looks forward to working with the Kirwan Commission on these

important issues.

Linda Chinnia Dawana Merritt Sterrette
Vice Chair Director, Legislative and Government Affairs
443-642-4095(0) 443-642-4095(0)

443-250-0290(c)




Leading and Learning. .. Our Mission

Montgomery County Association of Administrators and Principals
30 West Gude Drive, Suite 100, Rockville, Maryland 20850 <* Tel: 301-762-8174 = Fax: 301-762-8179

Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education
November 29, 2018

Good afternoon Dr. Kirwan. My name is Anne Dardarian. I am the Vice-President of the Montgomery County
Association of Administrators & Principals (MCAAP). Previously I served as the principal of Highland View
Elementary in Silver Spring for nine years. MCAAP represents over 750 school-based, central office, and business
operations administrators in Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). I offer this testimony on their behalf. We
are grateful to you and to the commissioners for your commitment to education of our children in the State of Maryland.

MCAAP fully supports the on-going efforts of this commission. We would like to address the recommendation from
Workgroup 2 that assistant principals and principals should teach 20% and 10% of their working hours respectively.
While we recognize the Workgroup’s intention to assure that administrators are fully involved and connected with
teaching and learning in a school, it is our belief that these recommendations do not take into account the significant
workload and responsibilities that administrators currently face. Administrators are not only responsible for ensuring
there is high quality teaching and learning in order to maximize student achievement, they also are charged with a
myriad of other responsibilities including safety and security, data analysis, planning for professional learning, school
improvement, collaborating with staff to ensure a strong school climate, and addressing stakeholder concerns.
Administrators assume a huge responsibility and their work routinely extends well beyond the regular school day as a
result of the complexity of this role. By assigning administrators teaching responsibilities, which would include
instructing, planning and potentially grading, administrators will not be able to complete their tasks in a timely manner
and this will have a negative impact on the overall functioning of the school and an already less than optimal work-

life balance.

As administrators we take our role as instructional leaders seriously. One recommendation from the Workgroup is for
administrators to stay connected to teaching and learning. The best way to have that happen is for administrators to
spend time observing and working with teachers and teacher leaders to identify appropriate supports for differentiated
professional growth. An important administrative responsibility is to observe and analyze teaching, providing both
positive and critical instructional feedback in the spirit of continuous improvement. MCPS’ Professional Growth
System (PGS) has been rightfully lauded by Work Group 2 as a model system. This system not only focuses on
evaluation, but also on the attraction and retention of our workforce through job-embedded support and professional
development. Teacher leaders and administrators are utilizing the PGS and supports to positively impact student
achievement. In order to demonstrate our commitment to outstanding teaching and learning, the State of Maryland
should seek to replicate this type of supportive system rather than reducing the amount of time administrators are

available to provide instructional feedback to teachers.

MCAAP will continue to partner with all stakeholders committed to elevating outcomes and achievement for all
Maryland students.



Parent Advocacy Consortium (PAC)

October 10,2018

Dear Kirwan Commission,

The Parent Advocacy Consortium (PAC) is a grassroots organization of parents of children with
disabilities. Our mission is to promote and protect the civil rights of our children.

In addition to our previous concerns presented to the Commission, we strongly urge the Commission to
ensure that Local Education Agencies (LEA) are required to maintain current spending for special
education through including a Maintenance of Effort (MOE) provision within the special education
funding formula weight. All too often LEAs fail to prioritize equitable outcomes and high expectations
for children with disabilities. We hold significant concern that without a MOE provision LEAs will
redistribute spending currently allocated to special education and outcomes for our children will continue
to remain well below that of their nondisabled peers. Our children with disabilities experience
unconscionable delays in supports and decreased lifetime outcomes. Children with disabilities graduate at
a fraction of the rate of children without disabilities, attend college at far fewer rates, and go on to
experience decreased lifetime earning.

We strongly urge your support for closing the achievement gap and creating polices to fund special
education at an amount that will improve rather than maintain the current unacceptable outcomes for
these children. Effective interventions can alter the course of our children’s futures.

O~
Sarah Davis, Founder
3416 Blandford Way
Davidsonville, Md. 21035
Cell: (702) 994-7848
sarah.rh.davis@gmail.com
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Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education
Testimony: Julia Di Bussolo, Arts Every Day

Dr. Kirwan and Members of the Commission, my name is Julia Di Bussolo and | am the Executive
Director of Arts Every Day, a non for profit that works in partnership with the Baltimore City
Public School District, city arts organizations, and city-based teaching artists. | am here today to
share the work of the Baltimore Arts Education Initiative.

For the past ten years, arts education in Baltimore City Public Schools has been on the decline.
Currently, less than 20% of PK-8 students are enrolled in both visual art and music. Less than 7%
of students are enrolled in dance or theatre courses. In neighboring Anne Arundel County, a
district of similar enrollment, 100% of students receive a base of visual art, general and
instrumental music instruction taught by a certified teacher every year.

In June 2018 the district adopted the Baltimore Arts Education Initiative (BAEI) Strategic Plan
and five year implementation goals to meet COMAR standards and achieve equity and
excellence in arts education for all Baltimore City public school students. The BAEI is the result
of six months of dedicated work between October and June 2018 by more than 100
stakeholders, including students, parents, community members and organizations, principals,
teachers, artists, City Council , and City Schools central office staff. Through direct engagement
with the development and implementation of the plan, CEO Dr. Sonja Santelises and her staff
have taken a proactive stance in addressing the gross inequities in arts education for City
Schools. Arts education is seen as essential to the whole child component of the City Schools
Blueprint for Success.

What is also clear, is that the inequities cannot be addressed without adequate state funding.
All Maryland students deserve access to a world class education. Arts education — dance, media
arts, music, theatre and visual arts — is an essential element of a well-rounded world class
education. Maryland’s educational funding formula should reflect and support what the State
Board of Education, Maryland Department of Education (MSDE), and the legislature through
COMAR recognize as part of that well-rounded education for every student. The state board in
1997 and again in 2017, confirmed standards-based Fine Arts in COMAR, as essential to a
complete education for Maryland students. Unfortunately, the requirements remain an



unfunded mandate. The Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education has the
opportunity and responsibility to change that.

To this end we request that The Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education
consider the following:

1) include arts education within the base adequate funding formula to enable districts to
provide an instructional program in Dance, Media Arts, Music, Theatre, and Visual Art as
outlined in the Code of Maryland regulations (COMAR 13A.04.16);
2) Support a base funding formula that enables districts to support a student to arts teacher
ratio:

0 150-450:1 per arts discipline at elementary school level;

0 750-900:1.5/2 per arts discipline at middle school level;

o 1200-2000:3/5 per arts discipline at high school level;
3) Align instructional systems to include standards, or curricular frameworks with embedded
standards as stipulated in COMAR for core subjects. In Maryland, a core academic subject is one
where students receive core content credit which includes Fine Arts: dance, media arts, music,

theatre and visual arts.

As a Baltimore City parent, an arts advocate, and as a believer in public education | humbly ask
you to make the COMAR arts education regulations a funded mandate so all of Maryland’s
children have the opportunity to learn in and through the arts.

Julia Di Bussolo, Executive Director
Julia@artseveryday.org
410-685-1172
www.artseveryday.org
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CHARTER SCHOOLS

Public Hearing of the Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education

November 29, 2018

Good afternoon My name is Ricarda Easton and | am the President of the Board of the

public charter schools in Maryland and the 22,000 students we educate every day in our state.

I would first like to thank each of you for your work and commitment to a bold vision of making
“Maryland a top performing education system in the world.” The Alliance applauds and
supports this vision.

As you finalize your recommendations, however, | ask the Commrssmn to include publlc charter
schools in your final report for the following reasons:

First, if you are to achieve your stated goal of addressing adequacy and equity for all
public school student in Maryland, public charter schools must be included in your
recommendations. There are 50 public charter schools in Maryland, serving 22,000
students across the state. As a result, if charter schools were a district, we would be the
16" largest district in the state! Your charge is to support all public schools and charter
schools are public schools.  Not to. include«plblic charter “schools in your
recommendations ignores 22,000 Maryland students and their families.

Second, the Commission’s name includes the words excellence and innovation, two
words that are often used for public charter schools. Public charter schools have
demonstrated excellence. In addition, since 2003, public charter schools have been
innovating new educational models including innovative Montessori, STEM, college
preparatory and international school models. In short publlc charter schools have been
innovating in Maryland for well over a decade. Léts acknowledge and build on this

success!
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e Finally, in your recent meetings, the Commission has had many discussions on how to
ensure equity in all of your recommendations. In your discussions, the Commission has
struggled to come up with specific recommendations on this critical issue. We believe
that a recommendation that supports the sustainability and growth of public charter
schools in Maryland would be a powerful way to address the tough issues of inequity in
our public education system. Public charter schools in Maryland and the nation have
demonstrated the ability to achieve results for low-income students of color. In addition,
it allows all families to choose the educational model and academic climate they feel best
fits the needs of their children. This is a choice that middle- and upper-income families
have due to economics but, without the choice public charter schools provide, we are
limiting the options for our low income studerits and-their families.

The Alliance has specific recommendations for your report that | will not detail here but will share
with you in writing. | conclude by asking the commission not to ignore the 22,000 public schools
students and - their families that are served by public charter schools and include

recommendations to insure that all families have the option to choose the public school that is
best for their child.

Thank you.
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Under the current contract, a system of career pathways and salary
intervals encourages teachers to take control of their professional
career and seek ways to improve their effectiveness as a teacher so
that City Schools is able to raise the academic achievement of
every student.

Lead
; Pathway
 Model
Pathway Serve as lead
academic teacher
at a school:
collaborate with the
principal to improve
academic
performance

Professional

Pathway Serve as model
of excellence;

Focus on play a leadership role;
classroom success; create professional
active in school-based 'development

roles opportunities

BALTIMORE CITY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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Table 5

Number and Percent of Teachers* by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Maryland Public Schools - October 2001

Local White African American Other (American Indian, Asian, Hispanic)
Education Grand Total Total
Agency Total No. % Male Female No. % Male Female No. % Male  Female
Total State 55,021 41,706 758 9,779 31,027 11,888 216 2,627 9,261 1,427 26 292 1,135
Allegany 676 672 99.4 216 456 3 04 0 3 1 0.1 1 0
Anne Arundel 4,524 4,059 89.7 803 3256 383 8.5 71 312 82 1.8 19 63
Baltimore City 6,388 2,130 33.3 662 1468 4,145 64.9 880 3265 113 1.8 30 83
Baltimore 7,098 6,180 87.1 1498 4682 783 11.0 204 579 135 1.9 35 100
Calvert 974 858 88.1 208 650 102 10.5 25 77 14 14 5 9
Caroline 346 317 91.6 81 236 27 7.8 6 21 2 0.6 1 1
Carroll 1,624 1,594 98.2 361 1233 19 1.2 5 14 11 0.7 3 8
Cecil 1,083 1,034 95.5 226 808 36 3.3 10 26 13 1.2 3 10
Charles 1,357 1,123 82.8 278 845 210 15.5 36 174 24 1.8 6 18
Dorchester 330 281 85.2 65 216 45 13.6 12 33 4 1.2 1 3
Frederick 2,396 2,287 95.5 576 1711 73 3.0 14 59 36 1.5 8 28
Garrett 358 356 99.4 96 260 0 0.0 0 0 2 0.6 0 2
Harford 2,542 2,407 94.7 566 1841 112 44 27 85 23 0.9 4 19
Howard 3,162 2,705 85.5 586 2119 363 11.5 71 292 94 3.0 18 76
Kent 183 160 87.4 44 116 22 12.0 9 13 1 0.5 0 1
Montgomery 8,994 7,361 81.8 1561 5800 1,026 11.4 231 795 607 6.7 100 507
Prince George's 8,190 3,770 46.0 928 2842 4,192 51.2 957 3235 228 2.8 49 179
Queen Anne's 440 399 90.7 96 303 36 8.2 10 26 5 1.1 1 4
St. Mary's 974 897 92.1 210 687 64 6.6 11 53 13 13 1 12
Somerset 216 177 81.9 34 143 38 17.6 6 32 1 0.5 1 0
Talbot 312 276 88.5 62 214 32 10.3 7 25 4 1.3 0 4
Washington 1,356 1,336 98.5 326 1010 15 1.1 3 12 5 0.4 4 1
Wicomico 1,004 874 87.1 192 682 122 12.2 22 100 8 0.8 2 6
Worcester 494 453 91.7 104 349 40 8.1 10 30 1 0.2 0 1
*Includes teachers reported at the central office level

MSDE-PRIM 6/02
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T
Number and Percent of qemnsnﬂw M< wmnn\mnsz_os and Gender
Maryland Public Schools: October 2007
Other (American Indian, Asian,
— White African American Hispanic)
Education
Agency Total Total | Percent | Male Female | Total Percent | Male | Female Total | Percent | Male Female
State Total 60,207 | 45,198 75.4 10,342 | 34,856 12,054 20.0 2,770 9,284 | 2,955 4.9 558 | 2,397
Allegany 705 697 98.9 192 505 7 1.0 I._ 6 1 0.1 0 1
Anne Arundel 5,070 4,541 896 826 3,715 443 8.7 [ﬂ 380 rﬂ 1.7 %N 64
Baltimore City 5,877 2,322 39.5 722 1,600 3,016 51.3 676 2,340 539 9.2 105 434
Baltimore 7,571 6,509 86.0 1,430 5,079 870 115 %m 658 ,_Iwm 25 .ﬂ 144
Calvert 1,141 1,048 91.8 229 819 81 7.1 21 60 .!._N 1.1 Io 12
Caroline 394 363 92.1 81 282 30 7.6 ’4 19 IIA 0.3 ]o 1
Carroll 1,984 1,946 98.1 433 1,613 23 1.2 !w 15 J 0.8 !w 13
Cecil 1177 1117 94.9 253 864 42 3.6 Iaw 29 ,’Am 1.5 2 16
Charles 1,732 1,441 83.2 398 1,043 261 15.1 ,lmh 207 30 1.7 10 20
Dorchester 379 323 85.2 77 246 48 12.7 14 34 ”m 21 3 5
Frederick 2,751 2,617 95.1 614 2,003 80 2.9 !Am 64 .Im& 2.0 ’ﬂ 44
Garrett 358 358 100.0 93 265 0 0.0 !o 0 Ifo 0.0 Io 0
Harford 2,792 2,619 93.8 585 2,034 145 .m!mlﬂ 110 JAIO 7 21
Howard 3,792 3,223 85.0 739 2,484 413 10.9 79 334 ,A_Imm 4.1 31 125
Kent 181 165 91.2 35 130 15 8.3 5 10 1 0.6 0 1
Montgomery 9,991 7,905 79.1 1,686 6,219 1,212 121 265 947 874 8.7 164 710
Prince George's 9,051 3,100 34.3 813 2,287 5,065 56.0 1,210 3,855 886 9.8 143 743
Queen Anne's 513 479 93.4 11 368 30 5.8 F 20 4 0.8 ﬁ 4
St. Mary's 1,027 950 925 208 742 60 5.8 8 52 17 1.7 4 13
Somerset 243 211 86.8 50 161 32 13.2 lﬂ 25 0 0.0 r’o 0
Talbot 298 277 93.0 60 217 18 6.0 Iw 15 [w 1.0 In 1
Washington 1,515 1,488 98.2 374 1,114 14 0.9 uf,ﬂ 7 J 0.9 2 11
Wicomico 1,081 961 88.9 214 747 107 9.9 vq 83 [6 1.2 3 10
R I S SR — | |
Worcester 584 538 92.1 119 419 42 7.2 8 34 4 0.7 0 4

* Includes teachers reported at the central office level

MSDE-DAA 5/08
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Number and Percent of Teachers® b

Table 5

Yy Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Maryland Public Schools: October 2017
Other (Asian, Hispanie, American indian
or Alaska Native, Natlve Hawailan or
Other Pacific Islander, Two or More
White Black or African American Races)
Local Education LTI |
Agency Total Total Percent Male Female Total Percent Male Female Total Percent Male mcE
State Total 60,740 | 44,657 73.5 9,818 34,839 10,755 17.7 2,445 8,310 5,328 F 1,014 4,314
Allegan 590 582 98.6 162 420 3 0.5 0 3 5 0.8 3 [N
(regany | . " ] ©° | |2
Anne Arundel 5,595 4,859 86.8 883 3,976 370 6.6 74 296 366 6.5 67 299
— | T N W
Baltimore City 4,919 2,233 454 605 1,628 2,021 411 458 1,563 665 13.5 127 538
Baltimore 7,366 6,296 85.5 1,407 4,889 753 10.2 172 581 317 4.3 72 245
Calvert 998 920 92.2 177 743 51 51 13 38 27 2.7 4 23
Caroline 418 390 93.3 82 308 17 4.1 3 14 11 26 4 7
Carroll 1,822 1,770 97.1 369 1,401 20 14 6 14 32 1.8 10 22
Cecil 1,180 1,095 92.8 220 875 40 3.4 12 28 45 38 8 37
Charles 1,762 1,385 78.6 336 1,049 303 17.2 64 239 74 4.2 14 60
Dorchester 393 350 89.1 83 267 33 8.4 14 19 10 25 3 7
Frederick 2,646 2,464 93.1 539 1,925 62 23 8 54 120 4.5 24 96
Garrett 286 282 98.6 62 220 0 0.0 0 0 4 14 3 1
Harford 2,556 2,394 93.7 485 1,909 95 3.7 23 72 67 2.6 12 55
Howard 4,294 3,520 82.0 798 2,722 425 9.9 82 343 349 8.1 61 288
Kent 149 133 89.3 27 106 10 6.7 3 7 6 4.0 2 4
e —
Montgomery 11,182 8,285 74.1 1,811 6,474 1,277 11.4 284 993 1,620 145 282 1,338
Prince George's 9,226 2,766 30.0 710 2,056 5,020 54.4 1,164 3,856 1,440 15.6 285 1,155
Queen Anne's 520 490 94.2 99 391 16 3.1 7 9 14 2.7 4 10
St. Mary's 1,077 962 89.3 204 758 65 6.0 13 52 50 4.6 9 41
SEED School 44 26 59.1 8 18 14 31.8 6 8 4 9.1 1 3
Somerset 238 209 87.8 44 165 26 10.9 11 15 3 13 0 3
b ] l’l!//l////
Talbot 318 295 92.8 66 229 16 5.0 4 12 7 2.2 3 4
—_— | V"] ——— S S b ]
Washington 1,439 1,391 96.7 321 1,070 12 0.8 6 6 36 2.5 7 29
e ¥ ] VG W L U S S — 1 | = |
Wicomico 1,142 1,022 89.5 214 808 77 6.7 14 63 43 3.8 7 36
_— ] e - S B /]//If/
Worcester 580 538 92.8 106 432 9 5.0 ;i
oo S B !/IL[N!!#FLF/N "

* Includes teachers reported at the central office level

MSDE-DCRAA 01/18
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EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES OF EDUCATION
PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS*

ALAN B. KRUEGER

This paper analyzes data on 11,600 students and their teachers who were
randomly assigned to different size classes from kindergarten through third grade.
Statistical methods are used to adjust for nonrandom attrition and transitions
between classes. The main conclusions are (1) on average, performance on
standardized tests increases by four percentile points the first year students
attend small classes; (2) the test score advantage of students in small classes
expands by about one percentile point per year in subsequent years; (3) teacher
aides and measured teacher characteristics have little effect; (4) class size has a
larger effect for minority students and those on free lunch; (5) Hawthorne effects

were unlikely.

I. INTRODUCTION

The large literature on the effect of school resources on
student achievement generally finds ambiguous, conflicting, and
weak results. Even quantitative summaries of the literature tend
to reach conflicting conclusions. For example, based on the fact
that most estimates of the effect of school inputs on student
achievement are statistically insignificant, Hanushek [1986] con-
cludes, “There appears to be no strong or systematic relationship
between school expenditures and student performance.” By con-
trast, Hedges et al. [1994] conduct a meta-analysis of (a subset of)
the studies enumerated by Hanushek and conclude, “the data are
more consistent with a pattern that includes at least some
positive relation between dollars spent on education and output,
than with a pattern of no effects or negative effects.”

Much of the uncertainty in the literature derives from the fact

* ] thank Helen Bain, a founder and principal director of Project STAR, for
providing me with the data used in this study, Jayne Zaharias, DeWayne Fulton,
and Van Cain for answering several questions regarding the data, and Jessica
Baraka, Aaron Saiger, and Diane Whitmore for providing outstanding research
assistance. The STAR data have been collected and maintained by the Center of
Excellence for Research in Basic Skills at Tennessee State University. The STAR
data are available from www.telalink.net/~heros. Helpful comments on my
research were provided by Charles Achilles, Jessica Baraka, Ronald Ehrenberg,
William Evans, Jeremy Finn, John Folger, Victor Fuchs, Joseph Hotz, Lawrence
Katz, Cecilia Rouse, James P. Smith, two referees, and seminar participants at the
Milken Institute, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, National Bureau of
Economic Research, Princeton University, Vanderbilt University, University of
California at Los Angeles, the Kennedy School (Harvard University), the London
School of Economics, Stockholm University, the Econometric Society, World Bank,
and Society of Labor Economists. Financial support was provided by the National

Institute of Childhood Health and Development.

© 1999 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of

Technology.
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, May 1999
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that the appropriate specification—including the functional form,
level of aggregation, relevant control variables, and identifica-
tion—of the “education production function” is uncertain.! Some
specifications do consistently yield significant effects, however.
Notably, estimates that use cross-state variation in school re-
sources typically find positive effects of school resources, whereas
studies that use within-state data are more likely to find insignifi-
cant or wrong-signed estimates (see Hanushek [1996]).2 Many of
these specification issues arise because of the possibility of
omitted variables, either at the student, class, school, or state
level. Moreover, functional form issues are driven in part by
concern for omitted variables, as researchers often specify educa-
tion production functions in terms of test-score changes to differ-
ence out omitted characteristics that might be correlated with
school resources (although such differencing could introduce
greater problems if the omitted characteristics affect the trajec-
tory of student performance). A classical experiment, in which
students are randomly assigned to classes with different re-
sources, would help overcome many of these specification issues
and provide guidance for observational studies.

This paper provides an econometric analysis of the only
large-scale randomized experiment on class size ever conducted in
the United States, the Tennessee Student/Teacher Achievement
Ratio experiment, known as Project STAR. Project STAR was a
longitudinal study in which kindergarten students and their
teachers were randomly assigned to one of three groups beginning
in the 1985-1986 school year: small classes (13-17 students per
teacher), regular-size classes (22—25 students), and regular/aide
classes (22—25 students) which also included a full-time teacher’s
aide. After their initial assignment, the design called for students
to remain in the same class type for four years. Some 6000-7000
students were involved in the project each year. Over all four
years, the sample included 11,600 students from 80 schools. Each
school was required to have at least one of each class-size type,
and random assignment took place within schools. The students

1. There is also debate over what should be the appropriate measure of school
outputs (see Card and Krueger [1996]). Whereas education researchers tend to
analyze standardized test scores, economists tend to focus on students’ educational
attainment and subsequent earnings.

2. Hanushek attributes this difference to omitted state-level variables that
bias the state-level studies, although it is possible that endogenous resource
decisions within states (e.g., assignment of weaker students to smaller classes as
required by compensatory education) bias the within-state micro-data estimates,
and that the interstate estimates are unbiased.
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were given a battery of standardized tests at the end of each
school year. In a review article Mosteller [1995] described Project
STAR as “a controlled experiment which is one of the most
important educational investigations ever carried out and illus-
trates the kind and magnitude of research needed in the field of
education to strengthen schools.”

The STAR data have been examined extensively by an
internal team of researchers. This analysis has found that stu-
dents in small classes tended to perform better than students in
larger classes, while students in classes with a teacher aide
typically did not perform differently than students in regular-size
classes without an aide (see Word et al. [1990], Finn and Achilles
[1990], and Folger and Breda [1989]). Past research primarily
consists of comparisons of means between the assignment groups,
and analysis of variance at the class level. In this research, little
attention has been paid to potential threats to the validity of the
experiment or to the longitudinal structure of the data.

As in any experiment, there were deviations from the ideal
experimental design in the actual implementation of Project
STAR. First, students in regular-size classes were randomly
assigned again between classes with and without full-time aides
at the beginning of first grade, while students in small classes
continued on in small classes, often with the same set of class-
mates.? Re-randomization was done to placate parents of children
in regular classes who complained about their children’s initial
assignment. Because analysis of data for kindergartners did not
indicate a significant effect of a teacher aide on achievement in
regular-size classes, it was felt that this procedure would create
few problems. But if the constancy of one’s classmates influences
achievement, then the experimental comparison after kindergar-
ten is compromised by the re-randomization.

A second limitation of the experiment is that approximately
10 percent of students switched between small and regular classes
between grades, primarily because of behavioral problems or
parental complaints. These nonrandom transitions could also
compromise the experimental results. Furthermore, because some
students and their families naturally relocate during the school
year, actual class size varied more than intended in small classes
(11 to 20) and in regular classes (15 to 30). Finally, as in most

3. Ifaschool had more than one small class, students could be moved between
small classes.
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longitudinal studies of schooling, sample attrition was common—
half of students who were present in kindergarten were missing in
at least one subsequent year. And some students may have
nonrandomly switched to another public school or enrolled in
private school upon learning their class-type assignments. These
limitations of the experiment have not been adequately addressed
in previous work.

This paper has three related goals. First, to probe the
sensitivity of the experimental estimates to flaws in the experimen-
tal design. Second, to use the experiment to identify an appropri-
ate specification of the education production function to estimate
with nonexperimental data. Third, to use the experimental re-
sults to interpret estimates from the literature based on observa-
tional data. The conclusion makes a rough attempt to compare the
benefits and costs of reducing class size from 22 to 15 students.

II. BACKGROUND ON PROJECT STAR AND DATA

A. Design and Implementation

Project STAR was funded by the Tennessee legislature, at a
total cost of approximately $12 million over four years.? The
Tennessee legislature required that the study include students in
inner-city, suburban, urban, and rural schools. The research was
designed and carried out by a team of researchers at Tennessee
State University, Memphis State University, the University of
Tennessee, and Vanderbilt University. To be eligible to participate
in the experiment, a public school was required to sign up for four
years and be large enough to accommodate at least three classes
per grade, so within each school students could be assigned to a
small class (13-17), regular class (22—25 students), or regular plus
a full-time aide class.® The statewide pupil-teacher ratio in
kindergarten in 1985-1986 was 22.3, so students assigned to
regular classes fared about as well as the average student in the
state [Word et al. 1990]. Schools with more than 67 students per
grade had more than three classes. One limitation of the compari-
son between regular and regular/aide classes is that in grades 1-3
each regular class had the services of a part-time aide 25-33

4. This section draws heavily from Word et al. [1990] and Folger [1989].
5. Participating schools had an average per-pupil expenditure in 1986-1987
of $2724, compared with the statewide average of $2561.
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percent of the time on average, so the variability in aide services
was restricted.®

The cohort of students who entered kindergarten in the
1985-1986 school year participated in the experiment through
third grade. Any student who entered a participating school in a
relevant grade was added to the experiment, and participating
students who repeated a grade, skipped a grade, or left the school
exited the sample. Entering students were randomly assigned to
one of the three types of classes (small, regular, or regular/aide) in
. the summer before they began kindergarten.” Students were
typically notified of their initial class assignment very close to the
beginning of the school year. Students in regular classes and in
regular/aide classes were randomly reassigned between these two
types of classes at the end of kindergarten, while students initially
in small classes continued on in small classes. Notice, however,
that results from the kindergarten year are uncontaminated by
this feature of the experiment.

Because kindergarten attendance was not mandatory in
Tennessee at the time of the study, many new students entered
the program in first grade. Additionally, students were added to
the sample over time because they repeated a grade or because
their families moved to a school zone that included a participating
school. In all, some 2200 new students entered the project in first
grade and were randomly assigned to the three types of classes.
Another 1600 and 1200 new students entered the experiment in
the second and third grades, respectively. Newly entering stu-
dents were randomly assigned to class types, although the uneven
availability of slots in small and regular classes often led to an
unbalanced allocation of new students across class types.

A total of 11,600 children were involved in the experiment
over all four years. After third grade, the experiment ended, and
all students were assigned to regular-size classes. Although data
have been collected on students through ninth grade, the present
study only has access to data covering grades K-3. Data were

6. The reason that regular classes often had a teacher aide is that the ethic
underlying the study was that students in the control group (i.e., regular classes)
would not be prevented from receiving resources that they ordinarily would
receive.

7. The procedure for randomly assigning students was as follows. Each school
prepared an alphabetized enrollment list. Algorithms were centrally prepared
which assigned every kth student to a class type; the algorithm was tailored to the
number of enrolled students. A random starting point was used by each school to
apply the algorithm. The schools were audited to ensure that they followed

procedures for random assignment.
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collected on students each fall and spring during the experiment.
Class type is based on the class attended in the fall. All students
who attended a STAR class in either the fall or spring are included
in the database.

Unfortunately, the STAR data set does not contain students’
original class type assignments resulting from the randomization
procedure; only the class types that students actually were
enrolled in each year are available. It is possible that some
students were switched from their randomly assigned class to
another class before school started or early in the fall. To
determine the frequency of such switches, we obtained and
(double) entered data on the initial random assignments from the
actual enrollment sheets that were compiled in the summer prior
to the start of kindergarten for 1581 students from 18 participat-
ing STAR schools.? It turns out that only 0.3 percent of students in
the experiment were not enrolled in the class type to which they
were randomly assigned in kindergarten. Moreover, only one
student in this sample who was assigned a regular or regular/aide
class enrolled in a small class. Consequently, in the analysis
below, we will refer to the class type in which students are
enrolled during the first year they enter the experiment as their
initial random assignment.

A limitation of the experiment is that baseline test score
information on the students is not available, so one cannot
examine whether the treatment and control groups “looked
similar” on this measure before the experiment began. Nonethe-
less, if the students were successfully randomly assigned between
class types, one would expect those assigned to small- and
regular-size classes to look similar along other measurable dimen-
sions at base line. Tables I and II provide some evidence on the
differences among students assigned to the three class types.

Table I disaggregates the data into waves, based upon the
grade the students entered the program, because this was the first
time the students were randomly assigned to a class type. The
sample consists of all students who were enrolled in a STAR class
when the fall or spring data were collected. Sample means by class
type for several variables are presented. As one would expect,
students assigned to small classes had fewer students in their
class than those in regular classes, on average. There are small

8. I thank Jayne Zaharias for providing the enrollment sheets. The sample I
analyze excludes twins; schools were allowed to assign twins to the same class if
that was the school’s ordinary practice.
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TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF MEAN CHARACTERISTICS OF TREATMENTS AND CONTROLS:
UNADJUSTED DATA

A. Students who entered STAR in kindergarten®

Joint
Variable Small Regular Regular/Aide P-Value?
1. Free lunch® 47 48 .50 .09
2. White/Asian .68 .67 .66 .26
3. Agein 1985 5.44 5.43 5.42 .32
4. Attrition rate? 49 52 .53 .02
5. Class size in kindergarten 15.1 22.4 22.8 .00
6. Percentile score in kindergarten 54.7 49.9 50.0 .00
B. Students who entered STAR in first grade
1. Free lunch .59 .62 .61 .52
2. White/Asian .62 .56 .64 .00
3. Agein 1985 5.78 5.86 5.88 .03
4. Attrition rate .53 .51 47 .07
5. Class size in first grade 15.9 22.7 23.5 .00
6. Percentile score in first grade 49.2 42.6 47.7 .00
C. Students who entered STAR in second grade
1. Free lunch .66 .63 .66 .60
2. White/Asian .53 .54 44 .00
3. Agein 1985 5.94 6.00 6.03 .66
4. Attrition rate 37 .34 .35 .58
5. Class size in third grade 15.5 23.7 23.6 .01
6. Percentile score in second grade  46.4 45.3 41.7 .01
D. Students who entered STAR in third grade
1. Free lunch .60 .64 .69 .04
2. White/Asian .66 .57 .55 .00
3. Agein 1985 5.95 5.92 5.99 .39
4. Attrition rate NA NA NA NA
5. Class size in third grade 16.0 24.1 24.4 .01
6. Percentile score in third grade 47.6 442 41.3 .01

a. p-value is for F-test of equality of all three groups.
b. Sample size in panel A ranges from 6299 to 6324, in panel B ranges from 2240 to 2314, in panel C ranges

from 1585 to 1679, and in panel D ranges from 1202 to 1283.

c. Free lunch pertains to the fraction receiving a free lunch in the first year they are observed in the
sample (i.e., in kindergarten for panel A; in first grade in panel B; etc.) Percentile score pertains to the average
percentile score on the three Stanford Achievement Tests the students took in the first year they are observed
in the sample.

d. Attrition rate is the fraction that ever exits the sample prior to completing third grade, even if they
return to the sample in a subsequent year. Attrition rate is unavailable in third grade.
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TABLE II
P-VALUES FOR TESTS OF WITHIN-SCHOOL DIFFERENCES AMONG SMALL, REGULAR,
AND REGULAR/AIDE CLASSES

Variable Grade entered STAR program

K 1 2 3
1. Free lunch .46 .29 .58 .18
2. White/Asian .66 .28 .15 .21
3. Age .38 A2 .48 .40
4. Attrition rate .01 .07 .58 NA
5. Actual class size .00 .00 .00 .00
6. Percentile score .00 .00 .46 .00

Each p-value is for an F-test of the null hypothesis that assignment to a small, regular, or regular/aide
class has no effect on the outcome variable in that grade, conditional on school of attendance.

All rows except 4 pertain to the first grade in which the student entered the STAR program. The attrition
rate in row 4 measures whether the student ever left the sample after initially being observed.

differences in the fraction of students on free lunch, the racial mix,
and the average age of students in classes of different size,
although some of these differences are statistically significant (see
rows 1—4).° Because random assignment was only valid within
schools, these differences suggest the importance of controlling for
school effects as is done in Table II.

Table II presents p-values for joint F-tests of the differences
among small, regular, and regular/aide classes for the variables
presented in Table I. Unlike results reported in Table I, these
p-values are conditional on school effects. None of the three
background variables displays a statistically significant associa-
tion with class-type assignment at the 10 percent level, which
suggests that random assignment produced relatively similar
groups in each class size, on average. As an overall test of random
assignment, I regressed a dummy variable indicating assignment
to a small class on the three background measures in rows 1-3
and school dummies. For each wave, the student characteristics
had no more than a chance association with class-type assign-
ment. Furthermore, if the same regression model is estimated for
a sample that pools all four entering waves of students together,
the three student characteristics are still insignificantly related to
assignment to a small class (p-value = .58). Within schools, there

9. To be precise, the fraction on free lunch actually measures the fraction who
receive free or reduced-price lunch.
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is no apparent evidence that initial assignment to class types was
correlated with student characteristics.

To check whether teacher assignment was independent of
observed teacher characteristics, I regressed each of three teacher
characteristics (experience, race, or education) on dummies indi-
cating the class type the teachers were assigned to and school
dummies, and then performed an F-test of the hypothesis that the
class-type dummies jointly had no effect. These regressions were
calculated for each of the four grade levels, so there was a total of
twelve regressions. In each case, the p-value for the class-type
dummies exceeded .05.1° These results are as one would expect
with random assignment of teachers to the different class types.

There was a high rate of attrition from the project. Only half
the students who entered the project in kindergarten were
present for all grades K-3. For the kindergarten cohort, students
in small classes were three—four percentage points more likely to
stay in the sample than those in regular-size classes. This pattern
was reversed among those who entered in first grade, however.
Attrition could occur for several reasons, including students
moving to another school, students repeating a grade, and stu-
dents being advanced a grade. Although I lack data on retention
rates for the early grades, Word et al. [1990] report that over the
four years of the project, 19.8 percent of students in small classes
were retained, while 27.4 percent of students in regular classes
were retained. This is consistent with the lower attrition rate of
students in small classes. Some of the analysis that follows makes
a crude attempt to adjust for possible nonrandom attrition.

It is virtually impossible to prescribe the exact number of
students in a class: families move in and out of a school district
during the course of a year; students become sick; and varying
numbers of students are enrolled in schools. As a result, in some
cases actual class size deviated from the intended ranges. Table
III reports the frequency distribution of class size for first graders,
by assignment to small, regular, or regular/aide classes. Although
students assigned to small classes clearly were more likely to
attend classes with fewer students, there was considerable vari-
ability in class size within each class-type assignment, and some
overlap between the distributions.

10. In two cases the p-value was less than .10. Third grade teachers assigned
to small classes were less likely to have a master’s degree or higher than were
teachers assigned regular-size classes, and first grade teachers in small classes
had two more years of experience than those in regular-size classes (although less

experience than those in regular/aide classes).
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TABLE III
DisSTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN ACROSS ACTUAL CLASS SIZES BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
GROUP IN FIRST GRADE

Actual Assignment group in first grade
class size
in first grade Small Regular Aide
12 24 0 0
13 182 0 0
14 252 0 0
15 465 0 0
16 256 16 0
17 561 17 0
18 108 36 0
19 57 76 57
20 20 200 120
21 0 378 378
22 0 594 329
23 0 437 460
24 0 384 264
25 0 175 225
26 0 130 234
27 0 54 108
28 0 28 56
29 0 29 58
30 0 30 30
Average class size 15.7 22.7 234

Actual class was determined by counting the number of students in the data set with the same class
identification.

It is also virtually impossible to prevent some students from
switching between class types over time. Table IV shows a
transition matrix between class types for students who continued
from K-1, 1-2, and 2-3 grades. If students remained in their same
class type over time, all the off-diagonal elements would be zero.
The re-randomization of students in regular classes in first grade
is apparent in panel A. But in second and third grades, when
students were supposed to remain in their same type of class, 9-11
percent of students switched class-size types. Students were
moved between class types because of behavioral problems or, in
some cases, parental complaints. Obviously, if the movement
between class types was associated with student characteristics
(e.g., students with stronger academic backgrounds more likely to
move into small classes), these transitions would bias a simple
comparison of outcomes across class types.
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TABLE IV
TRANSITIONS BETWEEN CLASS-SIZE IN ADJACENT (GRADES
NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN EAcH TYPE OF CLASS

A. Kindergarten to first grade

First grade
Kindergarten Small Regular Reg/aide All
Small 1292 60 48 1400
Regular 126 737 663 1526
Aide 122 761 706 1589
All 1540 1558 1417 4515
B. First grade to second grade
Second grade
First grade Small Regular Reg/aide All
Small 1435 23 24 1482
Regular 152 1498 202 1852
Aide 40 115 1560 1715
All 1627 1636 1786 5049
C. Second grade to third grade
Third grade

Second grade Small Regular Reg/aide All
Small 1564 37 35 1636
Regular 167 1485 152 1804
Aide 40 76 1857 1973
All 1771 1598 2044 5413

To address this potential problem, and the variability of class
size for a given type of assignment, in some of the analysis that
follows initial random assignment is used as an instrumental
variable for actual class size.

B. Data and Standardized Tests

Students were tested at the end of March or beginning of
April of each year. The tests consisted of the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test (SAT), which measured achievement in reading, word
recognition, and math in grades K-3, and the Tennessee Basic
Skills First (BSF) test, which measured achievement in reading
and math in grades 1-3. The tests were tailored to each grade
level. Because there are no natural units for the test results, I
scaled the test scores into percentile ranks. Specifically, in each
grade level the regular and regular/aide students were pooled
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together, and students were assigned percentile scores based on
their raw test scores, ranging from 0 (lowest score) to 100 (highest
score). A separate percentile distribution was generated for each
subject test (e.g., Math-SAT, Reading-SAT, Word-SAT, etc.). For
each test I then determined where in the distribution of the
regular-class students every student in the small classes would
fall, and the students in the small classes were assigned these
percentile scores. Finally, to summarize overall achievement, the
average of the three SAT percentile rankings was calculated.!! If
the performance of students in the small classes was distributed
in the same way as performance of students in the regular classes,
the average percentile score for students in the small classes
would be 50.

An examination of the correlations among the tests indicates
that the strongest correlations typically are between tests of the
same subject matter; for example, in second grade the SAT and
BSF reading tests have a correlation of .80. Tests of the same
subjects tend to have a higher correlation from one grade to the
next than tests of different subjects. The SAT and BSF tests are
also highly correlated with each other: the correlation between the
average SAT percentile and average BSF percentile is .79 in first
grade and .85 in second grade. For most of the subsequent
analysis, the SAT exam is the primary focus of study because this
test has been used on a national level for a long period of time. The
main findings are similar for the BSF test, however.

The average of the three SAT exams by class type is presented
in the last row of Table I. Figure I displays the kernel density of
the average test score distributions for students in small and
regular classes at each grade level.!? In all grades, the average
student in small classes performed better on this summary test
measure than did those in regular or regular/aide classes. There
does not seem to be a very strong or consistent effect of the teacher
aide, however. The rest of the paper probes the robustness of these
findings.

11. Formally, denote the cumulative distribution of scores on test j (denoted
TY) of students in the regular and regular/aide classes as FE(TV) = prob [T%; <
TJ] = y/. For each student i in a small class, we then calculated FE(T%;) = y%,.
Naturally, the distribution of 3’ for students in regular classes follows a uniform
distribution. We then calculated the average of the three (or two for BSF)
percentile rankings for each student. If one subtest score was missing, we took the
average of the two percentiles that were available; and if two were missing, we
used the percentile score corresponding to the only available test.

12. Note that because we have averaged over three percentile scores, the
distributions are not uniform for students assigned to regular classes.
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FIGURE I
Distribution of Test Percentile Scores by Class Size and Grade

Observe also that the average test score of students in all
class types tends to be lower for those who entered the experiment
in higher grades. This pattern is likely to reflect the fact that
kindergarten was optional and higher-achieving students were
more likely to attend kindergarten, as well as the tendency of
lower-achieving students to be retained and disproportionately
added to the sample at higher grade levels. Because of this feature
of the data, I control for the grade in which the student entered
Project STAR in some of the analysis below.

The Appendix presents means for several variables that are
available in the data set.

IIT1. STATISTICAL MODELS

To see the advantage of a randomized experiment in estimat-
ing the effect of school resources on student achievement, consider
the following general model:
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where Y;; is the achievement level of student i in school j, S;;is a
vector of school characteristics, Fj; is a vector representing the
family background of the student, and ¢; is a stochastic error
component. In principle, S;; and Fj; include information cumulated
over the student’s life; for example, classroom size and teacher
qualifications for each year the student attended school. The
entire history of family background variables and school resources
may contribute to students’ achievement in a given year. In
addition, children’s unobserved inherent ability may contribute to
their achievement. In any actual application we will generally
lack data on some relevant school, family, or student characteris-
tics. These omitted variables will then appear in the error term. If
the omitted variables are correlated with the included variables,
then the estimated parameters will be biased.

If a school characteristic such as class size is determined by
random assignment, however, it will be independent of the
omitted variables. Thus, with random assignment, a simple
comparison of mean achievement between children in small and
large classes provides an unbiased estimate of the effect of class
size on achievement.

We begin analyzing the STAR data by estimating the follow-
ing regression equation for students in each grade level:

(2) Yvics = BO + BISMALLCS + BZREG/ACS + B.?v}(ics + as + €ics)

where Y. is the average percentile score on the SAT test of
student i in class ¢ at school s, SMALL, is a dummy variable
indicating whether the student was assigned to a small class that
year, REG/A,,is a dummy variable indicating whether the student
was assigned to a regular-size class with an aide that year, and X;,
is a vector of observed student and teacher covariates (e.g.,
gender). The independence between class-size assignment and
other variables is only valid within schools, because randomiza-
tion was done within schools. Consequently, a separate dummy
variable is included for each school to absorb the school effects, ..

The equation is estimated by ordinary least squares (OLS). In
calculating the standard errors, however, the error term g; is
modeled in a components-of-variance framework. Specifically, ;.
is assumed to consist of two components: €;; = p1.s + €}, Where p
is a class-specific random component that is common to all
members of the same class, and €; is an idiosyncratic error term.
The class-specific component p, may exist because of unobserved
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teacher characteristics, or because some students may exert a
common influence over others in the class.

Because several students were reassigned to different classes
after their initial random assignment, in part based on their
performance, equation (1) was also estimated using dummies
indicating students’ initial assignment the first year they entered
the program, rather than their actual assignment each year.
Models including initial assignment are labeled “reduced-form”
models, because one can think of initial assignment as an
excluded variable that is correlated with actual class size. The
initial assignment and actual assignment variables are identical
in kindergarten, so the OLS and reduced-form estimates are
identical for kindergarten students.

Regression results are presented in Table V.}¥ Columns 14
use actual assignment, and columns 5-8 use initial class assign-
ment. Columns 1 and 5 omit the school dummies. As earlier
analyses of the data have found, students in small classes tend to
perform better than those in regular and regular/aide classes.
Here, the gap in average performance is about 5 percentile points
in kindergarten, 8.6 points in first grade, and 56 points in second
and third grade. Columns 2 and 6 add unrestricted school
dummies to the model. In three of four grades, including the
school dummies leads to a slight increase in the effect of being
assigned to a small class.

If class size were truly randomly assigned, including addi-
tional exogenous variables would not significantly alter the
coefficient on the class-size dummies. In fact, including covariates
seems to have a very modest effect on the class-size coefficients
conditional on school effects. The student characteristics in col-
umns 3 and 5 add considerable explanatory power. White and
Asian students tend to score eight percentile points higher than
black students in kindergarten, and this gap is about six points in
third grade.!* Students on free lunch score thirteen percentile
points less than those not on free lunch, and girls score three—four
points higher than boys in each grade level.

The teacher characteristics have notably weak explanatory
power. Teacher education—as proxied by a dummy indicating

13. The robust standard errors are about two-thirds larger than the OLS
standard errors. The estimated standard deviation of the class effects (u.) is about
8 in the models in column 4.

14. Ninety-nine percent of the students are white or black. The small number
of Asian students are included with white students in the analysis. The small
number of hispanic students and others are included with the black students.
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whether the teacher has a master’s degree—does not have a
systematic effect. Hardly any of the teachers are male, so the
gender results are not very meaningful. Teacher experience has a
small, positive effect. Experimentation with a quadratic in experi-
ence indicated that the experience profile tends to peak at about

TABLE V
OLS AND REDUCED-FORM ESTIMATES OF EFFECT OF CLASS-SIZE ASSIGNMENT ON
AVERAGE PERCENTILE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

OLS: actual class size Reduced form: initial class size
Explanatory
variable 1 @ (3) 4) (5) (6) )] (8)
A. Kindergarten
Small class 482 5.37 5.36 537 4.82 5.37 5.36 5.37
(2.19) (1.26) (1.21) (1.19) (2.19) (1.25) (1.21) (1.19
Regular/aide class .12 .29 .53 81 12 .29 .53 31
(2.23) (1.13) (1.09) (1.07) (2.23) (1.13) (1.09) (1.07)
White/Asian (1 = —_ — 8.35 844 — — 8.35 8.44
yes (1.35) (1.36) (1.35) (1.36)
Girl (1 = yes) — — 4.48 439 — — 4.48 4.39
(.63) (.63) (.63) (.63)
Free lunch (1 = — — -=—13.15 —13.07 — — -—=13.15 -13.07
yes) 77 .77 77 77
White teacher —_ — — -.57 — —_ — —.57
(2.10) (2.10)
Teacher experience —  — — 26 — _- . - .26
' (.10) (.10)
Master’s degree —_ - — -51 — — — —.51
(1.06) (1.06)
School fixed effects No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

R2 .01 .25 .31 31 .01 .25 31 31

B. First grade

Small class 8.57 8.43 7.91 740 7.54 17.17 6.79 6.37
(1.97) (1.21) (1.17) (1.18) (1.76) (1.14) (1.10) (1.11)
Regular/aide class 3.44 2.22 2.23 1.78 1.92 1.69 1.64 1.48
(2.05) (1.00) (0.98) (0.98) (1.12) (0.80) (0.76) (0.76)

White/Asian (1 = — —_ 6.97 6.97 — — 6.86 6.85
yes) (1.18) (1.19) (1.18) (1.18)
Girl (1 = yes) —_ —_ 3.80 3.85 — —_ 3.76 3.82
(.56) (.56) (.56) (.56)

Free lunch (1 = — — —13.49 —-13.61 — — -—13.65 -13.77
yes) (.87) (.87) (.88) (.87)
White teacher —_ — — —4.28 — —_ — —4.40
' (1.96) 1.97)

Male teacher —_ —_— —_ 11.82 — — — 13.06
(3.33) (3.38)

Teacher experience —  — — 05 — — — .06
(0.06) (.06)

Master’s degree —_ - — 48 — — — .63
(1.07) (1.09)

School fixed effects No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
R? 02 24 .30 30 .01 .23 .29 .30
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OLS: actual class size

Reduced form: initial class size

Explanatory

variable 1 @ 3) 4 (5) (6) (7 €)
C. Second grade

Small class 593 6.33 5.83 5.79 5.31 5.52 5.27 5.26
(1.97) 1.29) (1.23) (1.23) (1.70) (1.16) (1.10) (1.10)
Regular/aide class 1.97 1.88 1.64 158 .47 1.44 1.16 1.18
(2.05) (1.10) (1.07) (1.06) (1.23) (0.87) (0.81) (0.81)
White/Asian (1 = —_  — 6.35 6.36 — — 6.27 6.29
yes) (1.20) (1.19) (1.21)  (1.20)
Girl (1 = yes) — — 3.48 345 — — 3.48 3.44
(.60) (.60) (.60) (.60)
Freelunch (1 = — — -13.61 —13.61 — — —13.75 -—13.77
yes) (.72) (.72) (.73) (.73)
White teacher — - — 39 — — — 43
(1.75) (1.76)
Male teacher e — 132 — — — .82
(3.96) (4.23)
Teacher experience — — — A0 — — — .10
(.06) (.07)
Master’s degree — — — -1.06 — — — —1.16
(1.06) (1.05)

School fixed effects No  Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
R? .01 22 .28 28 .01 .21 .28 .28

D. Third grade

Small class 5.32 5.58 5.01 5.00 551 542 5.30 5.24
(1.91) (1.22) (1.19) (1.19) (1.46) (1.08) (1.03) (1.04)
Regular/aide class —.22 —.16 -33 -.75 —-30 .12 .13 -.10
(1.95) 1.12) (1.11) (1.07) (1.17) (0.85) (0.81) (0.78)
White/Asian (1 = - - 6.12 6.11 — — 5.97 5.96
yes) (1.45) (1.44) (144) (143
Girl (1 = yes) —_ - 4.16 416 — — 4.17 4,18
(.66) (.65) (.66) (.66)
Free lunch (1 = — — -—13.02 —12.96 — — —13.21 -13.16
yes) (.81) (.81) (.82) (.81)
White teacher — — — .64 — — — .19
(1.75) (1.75)
Male teacher —_ — — -742 — — — —6.83
(2.80) (2.76)
Teacher experience — — — 04 — — — .03
(.06) (.06)
Master’s degree — — — 1.10 — — — .88
(1.15) (1.15)

School fixed effects No  Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
R? .01 .17 .22 23 .01 .16 .22 .22

All models includ e constants. Robust standard errors that allow for correlated residuals among students
in the same class are in parentheses. Sample size is 5861 for kindergarten, 6452 for first grade, 5950 for second

grade, and 6109 for third grade.
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twenty years of experience, and students in classes where the
teacher has twenty years of experience tend to score about three
percentile points higher than those in classes where the teacher
has zero experience, all else being equal. As a whole, however,
consistent with much of the previous literature, the STAR data
suggest that measured teacher characteristics explain relatively
little of student achievement on standardized tests.

Estimates of the effect of being in a small class which use
initial assignment (columns 5-8) are only slightly smaller than
the estimates which use the actual class assignment (columns
1-4), and are always statistically significant. This finding sug-
gests that possible nonrandom movement of students between
small and regular classes was not a major limitation of the
experiment.

To summarize these results, based on column 4 it appears
that students in small classes score about five—seven percentage
points higher than those assigned to regular-size classes. Stu-
dents assigned to a regular/aide class perform slightly better (one
or two percentile points, on average) than students assigned to a
regular class without a full-time aide, but the gap is only
statistically significant in one grade level. Thus, it is possible that
a teacher aide has only a trivial effect on student achievement, or
that the availability of part-time aides in regular classes con-
founds the true effect of an aide.

Is the impact of attending a small class big or small?
Unfortunately, it is unclear how percentile scores on these tests
map into tangible outcomes. Nevertheless, a couple of compari-
sons are informative. First, relative to the standard deviation
(S.D.) of the average percentile score, the effect sizes are .20 in
kindergarten, .28 in first grade, .22 in second grade, and .19 in
third grade (based on the model in column 4). Second, one could
compare the estimated class-size effects with the effects of other
student characteristics. For example, in kindergarten the impact
of being assigned to a small class is about 64 percent as large as
the white-black test score gap, and in third grade it is 82 percent
as large. By both metrics, the magnitudes are sizable.

A. Effects of Attrition

Table VI provides some simple evidence on the impact of
sample attrition. As is common in longitudinal studies of educa-
tion, attrition was very high from Project STAR classes. If the
students originally assigned to regular classes who left the sample
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TABLE VI
EXPLORATION OF EFFECT OF ATTRITION DEPENDENT VARIABLE: AVERAGE
PERCENTILE SCORE ON SAT

Actual and imputed

Actual test data test data
Coefficient Coefficient
on small Sample on small Sample
Grade class dum. size class dum. size
K 5.32 5900 5.32 5900
(.76) (.76)
1 6.95 6632 6.30 8328
(.74) (.68)
v 2 5.59 6282 5.64 9773
(.76) (.65)
3 5.58 6339 5.49 10919

(.79) (.63)

Estimates of reduced-form models are presented. Each regression includes the following explanatory
variables: a dummy variable indicatin g initial assignment to a small class; a dummy variable indicating initial
assignment to a regular/aide class, unrestricted school effects; a dummy variable for student gender; and a
dummy variable for student race. The reported coefficient on small class dummy is relative to regular classes.

Standard errors are in parentheses.

had higher test scores, on average, than students assigned to
small classes who also left the sample, then the small class effects
will be biased upwards. One reason why this pattern of attrition
might occur is that high-income parents of children in larger
classes might have been more likely to subsequently enroll their
children in private schools over time than similar parents of
children in small classes. At heart, adjusting for possible nonran-
dom attrition is a matter of imputing test scores for students who
exited the sample. With longitudinal data, this can be done
crudely by assigning the student’s most recent test percentile to
that student in years when the student was absent from the
sample.!®

The sample used in the first panel of Table VI includes the
largest number of students with nonmissing data available each
grade. These results correspond to the model estimated in column
7 of Table V, except the free lunch variable is omitted because it

15. In the case of a student who left the sample but later returned, the
average test score in the years surrounding the student’s absence was used. Test
scores were also imputed for students who had a missing test score but did not exit
the sample (e.g., because they were absent when the test was conducted). This
technique is closely related to the “last-observation-carry-forward” method that

has been used in clinical studies.
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changes over time.'® For simplicity, only the coefficient on the
dummy variable indicating initial assignment to a small class is
reported in the table. The sample used in the second panel is
larger than the sample in column 1 because it includes the column
1 sample plus any student who entered the program in an earlier
grade and exited the sample by the current grade, assigning
imputed test percentiles to students who exited the sample. To be
included in the sample, it is necessary to have test data in at least
some year. (Because kindergarten students could not have previ-
ously exited the sample, the sample size is the same in the first
row.) The estimates using imputed test percentiles for missing
observations are qualitatively quite similar to the estimates using
the subsample of observations who were present in each particu-
lar grade.l” Thus, nonrandom attrition does not appear to bias the
estimated class size effects in Table V.

The sample used in column 2 of Table VI excludes students
who were listed on the enrollment logs for kindergarten but
withdrew from school prior to the start of school. For example, if a
parent chose to withdraw a child from a STAR public school and
enroll him or her in a private school immediately upon learning
that the child was assigned to a regular-size class, the student is
excluded from the sample. This type of behavior appears to have
been rare (based on our inspection of notes on a sampling of
enrollment sheets), but 12 percent of students who were listed on
the enrollment logs and assigned to a class prior to the start of
school were not actually enrolled in the school the following fall.
These students moved to another school zone, enrolled in private
school, or were withdrawn from kindergarten over the summer for
some other reason. Using data for eighteen of the participating
schools for which we were able to obtain initial kindergarten
enrollment sheets, we calculate that 10.4 percent of students who
were listed on the enrollment sheets and assigned to small
kindergarten classes were missing from our sample by the start of
kindergarten; the corresponding figures for regular/aide and
regular classes are 12.2 percent and 14.3 percent, respectively.
The differential withdrawal rate between the regular and small
classes is statistically significant (# = 1.86), while the difference

16. The estimated model uses initial class assignment to avoid imputing
actual class size for missing observations. The sample in column 1 is a little larger
than thatin column 7 of Table V because Table V uses a balanced sample, and some
observations were excluded due to missing data on free lunch status and teacher
characteristics.

17. The coefficient on the regular/aide initial assignment dummy is also quite
similar if the model is estimated with or without the imputed data.
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between the regular/aide and small class is not (¢ = 0.86). These
findings suggest that 2 to 4 percent of students may have been
withdrawn from the STAR schools because they were not assigned
to a small class.

An upper bound estimate of the impact on test scores of the
higher kindergarten withdrawal rate for students in regular and
regular/aide classes can be calculated. Suppose that the 2—4
percent extra students who withdrew from regular and regular/
aide classes all would have scored in the one-hundredth percentile
of the SAT exams. With this intentionally extreme assumption,
the average score of students in the regular and regular/aide
classes would only have increased by one—two percentile points if
the extra students had not withdrawn from kindergarten. At the
opposite extreme, if the higher withdrawal rate is due to the
lowest achieving students leaving regular-size classes, the regular-
size class students would have scored one—two points lower, on
average, if they had remained. The actual impact is probably even
smaller, however, because the extra withdrawals probably would
have scored closer to the average student if they remained in the
STAR schools. But even the upper and lower bounds estimates
suggest that the higher withdrawal rate from regular-size classes
does not have much impact on the results.

B. Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS) Models

As noted, students in the Project STAR experiment who were
assigned to small classes had varying numbers of students in
their classes because of student mobility and enrollment differ-
ences across schools. Similarly, students in the regular-size
classes had variable class sizes. A more appropriate model of
achievement would take actual class size into account. A natural
model for this situation is a triangular model of student achieve-
ment in which the actual number of students in the class is
included on the right-hand side, and initial assignment to a class
type is used as an instrumental variable for actual class size.
Specifically, we estimate the following model by 2SLS:

(3) CSics = Ty + 7.cl‘S’ios + TC2Rios + TCSXics + 63 + Tics
(4) Ifics = BO + BICSics + B2-Xics + Ol + €icsy

where CS,. is the actual number of students in the class, S;, is a
dummy variable indicating assignment to a small class the first
year the student is observed in the experiment, R;,; is a dummy
variable indicating assignment to a regular class the first year the
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TABLE VII
OLS AND 2SLS ESTIMATES OF EFFECT OF CLASS SIZE ON ACHIEVEMENT
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: AVERAGE PERCENTILE SCORE ON SAT

Grade OLS 2SLS Sample size

1) (2) (3)

K —.62 —171 5,861
(.14) (.14)

1 —.85 —.88 6,452
(.13) (.16)

2 -.59 —.67 5,950
(.12) (.14)

3 —.61 —.81 6,109
(.13) (.15)

The coefficient on the actual number of students in each class is reported. All models also control for school
effects; student’s race, gender, and free lunch status; teacher race, experience, and education. Robust standard
errors that allow for correlated errors among students in the same class are reported in parentheses.

student is observed in the experiment, and all other variables are
defined as before. Again, the error term (g;,) is treated as
consisting of a common class effect and an idiosyncratic individual
effect, and the standard errors are adjusted for correlation in the
residuals among students in the same class.!®

In this setup, only variation in class size due to initial
assignment to a regular or small class is used to provide variation
in actual class size in the test score equation. Due to the random
assignment of initial class type, one would expect that this
excluded instrumental variable is uncorrelated with g, as re-
quired for 2SLS to be consistent.!® If attending a small class has a
beneficial effect on students’test scores, B; would be negative.

Table VII presents OLS and 2SLS estimates of equation (4).
The 2SLS estimates tend to be a little larger in absolute value,
especially in third grade. According to the 2SLS estimates, a
reduction of ten students is associated with a seven-to-nine point
increase in the average percentile ranking of students, depending
on the grade. There is no obvious trend over grade levels in the
effect of class size in these data.

18. Because the teacher aide was found to have a small effect in Table V, we do
not hold constant the availability of an aide in equation (4). One could, however,
add a dummy indicating the presence of a full-time aide to equation (4).

19. Tointerpret this model as yielding the causal effect of current class size on
achievement, it is necessary to assume that initial class assignment only affects
current test scores by affecting current class size. If previous class sizes affect
current performance, initial assignment will be correlated with the error term in
equation (4). Of course, in the kindergarten year this assumption is not controver-
sial, but it may not hold in later grades.
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Table VIII presents additional 2SLS estimates of the effect of
actual class size on achievement, disaggregating the sample by
the grade the student entered Project STAR and current grade.
The model and identification strategy are the same as in Table
VII, column 2. The results indicate that for each cohort of
students, those attending smaller classes tend to score higher on
the standardized test by the end of the first year they entered the
experiment. If assignment to small or regular classes was some-
how nonrandom, then the initial assignment would have to have
been skewed in the direction of producing higher test scores in the
small classes for each wave of students who entered the pro-
gram—an unlikely event. Interestingly, for the wave of students
who entered in kindergarten, the beneficial effect of attending a
small class does not appear to increase as students spend more
time in their class assignment. For students entering the ex-
periment in first or second grade, however, the test score gap
between those in small- and regular-size classes grows as stu-
dents progress to higher grades. The effect of time spent in a small
class is explored further by pooling students in all grades together

below.

C. Models with Pooled Data

To explore the cumulative effects of having been in a small or
regular class, several models were estimated with the data pooled

TABLE VIII
2SLS ESTIMATES OF EFFECT OF CLASS SIZE ON ACHIEVEMENT,
BY ENTRY GRADE AND CURRENT GRADE
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: AVERAGE SCORE ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Current grade Entering grade
K 1 2 3
K -.71
(.15)
1 —-.89 —.49
(.17) (.23)
2 —.49 -.70 —-.24
(.16) (.29) (.21)
3 —.66 —-1.21 -.7 —.66
(.17) (.34) (.28) (.21)

— =

The coefficient on the actual number of students in each class is reported. All models also control for school
effects; student’s race, gender, and free lunch status; teacher race, experience, and education. Robust standard
errors that allow for correlation of residuals among students in the same class are reported in parentheses.
Sample size in column 1 begins at 5901 and ends at 3124; sample size in column 2 begins at 2190 and ends at
1110; sample size in column 3 begins at 1492 and ends at 1010; sample size in column 4 is 1110.
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over students and grades. The general model was of the form,

(6) Y= Bo+ B1Sio + BoREG/A;, + B3N;'ir + BW@ + BsX;,
+ OLg + Otf-i- (0.8 + 8ig7

where g indicates grade level (K, 1, 2, or 3) and i indicates
students, Y, is the test score, S, and REG/A;, are dummy
variables indicating a student’s class type in the first year he or
she participated in the program, N fg and N‘-:g, are the cumulative
number of years (including the current grade) the student has
spent in a small or regular/aide class, Xj, is a vector of student,
teacher, and class characteristics, 0, is a set of three current grade
dummies, ois a set of three dummies indicating the first year the
student entered the STAR sample, and o is a set of school fixed effects.
Estimation is done by OLS, and robust standard errors that allow for a
random individual component in the error term are reported.

Results including various sets of explanatory variables are
reported in Table IX. Estimates shown in column 1 exclude
student, teacher, and classmate characteristics. In column 2,
regressors for measured student and teacher characteristics are
included. Both of these models indicate that achievement of
students in small classes jumps up by about four percentile points
the first year a student attends a small class (B; + Bs), and
increases by about one percentile point for each additional year
the student spends in a small class thereafter. Both the initial
effect of being in a small class and the cumulative effect are
statistically significant in these models.

Column 3 adds four variables reflecting the composition of a
student’s classmates. Students in small classes were more likely
to remain with their classmates in first grade because students in
regular classes were randomly reassigned between regular classes
with and without full-time aides. Two variables are included to
control for the impact of the constancy of one’s classmates. First,
the fraction of each student’s classmates who were in that
student’s class the preceding year is included. If a student is new
to the school in a particular grade, this variable will have a value
of 0; and if a student attends a class that consists only of students
who were in that student’s class the preceding year, the variable
will have a value of 1. As a second measure of the environment in
the class, we take the average of this variable over all the other
students in the class. This variable might influence achievement
because the extent to which other students in a class know each
other could influence one’s adjustment to the class.
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TABLE IX
ESTIMATES OF POOLED MODELS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: AVERAGE PERCENTILE RANKING ON SAT TEST
COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES WITH ROBUST STANDARD ERRORS IN PARENTHESES

Variable (1) (2) 3)
Initial class small (1 = yes) 2.87 3.16 2.99
(.83) (.80) (.80)
Initial class regular/aide (1 = yes) .29 .49 .58
(.69) (.67) (.67)
Cumulative years in small class 1.19 1.05 .65
(.39) (.38) (.39)
Cumulative years in reg/aide class .37 .25 .14
(.39) (.37) (.37)
Fraction of classmates in class previous year — — .60
(1.03)
Average fraction of classmates together previous — — —.46
year (1.52)
Fraction of classmates on free lunch — — —2.73
(1.62)
Fraction of classmates who attended kindergarten — — 6.85
(1.67)
Student and teacher characteristics No Yes Yes
3 current grade dummies; 3 dummies indicating Yes Yes Yes
first grade appeared in sample; school effects
R? ¢ .18 .23 .23

Sample size 25,249 24,350 24,349

Student and teacher characteristics are as follows: student race, gender, and free lunch status; and
teacher race, gender, experience, and master’s degree or higher status. OLS estimates are reported, with
robust standard errors that adjust for a possible correlation of residuals for the same student over time in

parentheses.

In addition to these two “class constancy” variables, the
regression includes the fraction of students in a class who receive
free lunch and the fraction of students in the class who were
present in the experiment during kindergarten. Because students
on free lunch score lower on standardized tests than other
students, a higher proportion of classmates on free lunch in a class
may lower overall performance. The fraction of a class that
attended kindergarten could affect achievement because kinder-
garten attendance is likely to make the class more socialized for
school, which should enable the teacher to convey more material.
Due to the random assignment of students, these variables should
be uncorrelated with any omitted variables within schools.

Including these four variables hardly changes the initial
jump in test scores associated with attending a small class (see
column 3), although the cumulative effect of time spent in a small
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class is reduced by one-third when they are included, and is only
on the margin of statistical significance (¢ = 1.66). Also notice that
attendance in classes with a higher proportion of classmates who
attended kindergarten has a large, positive effect on a student’s
own achievement. A two-standard-deviation change in the frac-
tion of one’s classmates who attended kindergarten is associated
with about a three-percentile-point change in test scores. Test
scores are not significantly related to the variables measuring the
constancy of one’s classmates. However, these variables are set to
zero in kindergarten as all kindergarten students are new to the
class. If the model in column 3 is estimated using the subsample
from first grade on, students who are new to classes that include
many students who were together the previous grade tend to score
significantly lower on the SAT exam (¢ = —3.2). Thus, if a student
is new to a class, he or she does better if most of the other students
are new to the class as well. A higher fraction of classmates on free
lunch has a negative, marginally statistically significant effect on
achievement in this sample.

The pooled models in Table IX allow for a one-time, dlscrete
improvement in test scores from attending a small class, and for a
constant increase for each additional year the student spends in a
small class. One could estimate a more general model. Most
obviously, the initial effect of being in a small class could vary by
grade level (i.e., interact grade dummies and SMALL), and the
linear effect of cumulative years in a small class could be
generalized by including a set of unrestricted dummies indicating
the number of past years spent in a small class. In results not
presented here, such a less restrictive model was estimated. The
estimates in Table IX are nested in this model, so they can be
tested against it. An F-test rejects the parsimonious specification
in Table IX at the .01 level. However, inspection of the coefficients
suggests that the main reason for the rejection is that the initial
effect of being in a small class is smaller in grades 2 and 3 than in
kindergarten and first grade; the linear trend appears to be a
plausible representation of the cumulative effect of time spent in
a small class. Despite this rejection, the parsimonious model is
a convenient way to summarize the dynamic effects of attending a
small class in the early grades.

The relationship between the pooled model and the “value-
added” specification, which Hanushek and Taylor [1990] suggest
is superior to other specifications of the education production
function, should be emphasized. The value-added model only
identifies the cumulative effect of time spent in a small class; the
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initial effect is differenced out. This can be seen by taking the
first-difference of equation (5). If the estimates in Table IX had
indicated that there was no effect of the initial year spent in a
small class, the value-added specification would capture the only
parameter of interest. But the pooled estimates and the results in
Table VIII indicate that perhaps the most important benefit of
attending a small class occurs the first year a student is placed in
a small class. This benefit is missed in the value-added specification.
This point is illustrated by estimating the following value-

added specification by OLS:

(6)
},ics,g - Yics,g—l + BO + BISMALLics,g =5 Bz&cs,g + ag + Olg + 8ics,g7

where the dependent variable is the change in students’ percentile
test scores between the end of grade g and g-1, and SMALL; ¢ is
class size during grade g. The coefficient ; essentially corre-
sponds to the coefficient on cumulative time spent in a small class
in equation (5). When this specification is estimated, the estimate
of By is 1.2, with a ¢-ratio of 3.1.2° This value-added effect is of
similar magnitude to the coefficient on the cumulative years in a
small class variable in the models in Table IX. Thus, although the
estimated value-added specification indicates that students gain
from attending small classes, the benefit is less than the full effect
that accounts for the discrete gain that occurs the first year
students are in a small class.

Prais [1996] and Hanushek [1998] interpret the STAR experi-
ment as providing evidence that smaller classes did not improve
performance because previously published cross-sectional results
do not show the achievement test gap between students in small
and regular classes expanding significantly over time. For ex-
ample, Hanushek [1998] writes: “If smaller classes were valuable
in each grade, the achievement gap would widen. It does not. In
fact, the gap remains essentially unchanged through the sixth
grade. . .. The inescapable conclusion is that the smaller classes
at best matter in kindergarten.” This conclusion strikes me as
questionable for two reasons. First, the mix of students compared
at various grade levels in the results cited by Hanushek changes
over time; half of the students exit or enter the sample after
kindergarten. When the same students are tracked over time, the
value-added and pooled specifications show students in small

20. The other. covariates in this regression are the same as in column 3 of
Table IX.



524 QUARTERLY JOURNAL OF ECONOMICS

classes gaining about one percentile rank per year relative to
students in regular classes. Second, students appear to benefit
particularly from attending a small class the first year they attend
one, whether that is in kindergarten, first, second, or third grade
(see Table VIII). The discrete jump in scores occurring the first
year students attend a small class, combined with the entry of
new waves of students over time, can distort the simple cross-
sectional comparison of gains for the changing mix of students.

D. Heterogeneous Treatment Effects

The effect of being in a small class may vary for students with
different backgrounds. Table X presents OLS estimates of the
pooled model (equation (5)) for several subsamples of students.
The pooled model was selected to summarize the class-size effects
over all grade levels, although a less restrictive model would fit
the data better.

Smaller classes tend to have a larger initial effect, but a
smaller cumulative effect, for boys as compared with girls. Stu-
dents on free lunch and black students tend to have both a larger
initial effect and larger cumulative effect than those not on free
lunch and white students. Finally, inner-city students tend to
have a more beneficial effect of attending a small class in the first
year they attend one than students from other areas, and a
sharper gain over time from remaining in a small class.?! Word et
al. [1990] similarly found that smaller classes had a more
beneficial effect for black students, students on free lunch, and
inner-city students, but did not examine whether these differ-
ences were due to the initial effect or cumulative effect of time
spent in a small class. In general, the pattern of effects reported in
Table X suggests that the lower achieving students benefit the
most from attending smaller classes. Summers and Wolfe [1977]
also find that attending a small class is more beneficial for low
achieving students than for high achieving students.

The effect of attending a small class can also be estimated for
each of the 80 schools in Project STAR. To estimate school-level
small-class effects, I pooled the data for students across grades,
and for each school regressed the percentile score on dummies
indicating attendance in small and regular/aide classes, current

21. Inner-city schools were defined as schools in metropolitan areas in which
more than half of students received free lunch; suburban was defined as the
balance of metropolitan area schools; towns were defined as areas with more than
2500 inhabitants; and rural was defined as areas with fewer than 2500 inhabit-
ants.
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SEPARATE ESTIMATES FOR SELECT SAMPLES

TABLE X

925

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: AVERAGE PERCENTILE RANKING ON SAT TEST
COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES WITH ROBUST STANDARD ERRORS IN PARENTHESES

Boys Girls
Small 4.18 1.28
(1.11) (1.13)
Cumulative years in small class .60 .92
(.56) (.54)
Sample size 12,576 11,773
Not on
Free lunch free lunch
Small 3.14 2.85
(1.10) (1.12)
Cumulative years in small class .94 .55
(.59) (.51)
Sample size 12,064 12,285
Black White
Small 3.84 2.58
(1.29) (1.02)
Cumulative years in small class 1.04 .66
(.68) (.48)
Sample size 8,150 16,069
Inner
city Metropolitan Towns Rural
Small 3.74 2.92 3.09 2.58
(1.68) (1.55) (2.83) (1.23)
Cumulative years in small class 1.71 .57 —-1.35 1.03
(.90) (.83) (1.50) (.56)
5,154 5,906 1,872 11,417

Sample size

Model and covariates are the same as column 3 of Table IX.

grade dummies, and dummies indicating the grade the student
entered project STAR. A parsimonious model was estimated for
simplicity and to preserve degrees of freedom. A kernel density for
the coefficients on the small-class dummy is shown in Figure II.
Two-thirds of the school-specific small-class effects are positive,
while one-third are negative. Furthermore, 2.5 percent of the 80
coefficients had ¢-ratios less than —2, while 30 percent had ¢-ratios
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exceeding +2. The mean coefficient estimate is 4.6. The standard
deviation of the coefficients (after adjusting for sampling variabil-
ity) 7.5 percentage points.?? Thus, some schools are more adept at
translating smaller classes into student achievement than are

other schools.

E. Hawthorne and John Henry Effects

It has been suggested by some that the effectiveness of small
classes found in the STAR experiment may have resulted from
“Hawthorne effects,” in which teachers in small classes responded
to the fact that they were part of an experiment, rather than a
true causal effect of small classes themselves.??> Others have
suggested that the effect sizes might actually be larger than
measured by the STAR experiment because teachers in regular
classes provided greater than normal effort to demonstrate that

22. To adjust for sampling variability in the coefficient estimates, the average
squared standard error was subtracted from the variance of the estimated
coefficients.

23. For an interesting study that finds little evidence of Hawthorne effects in
the original Hawthorne experiments, see Jones [1992]. One could argue in the
current context that each individual teacher in small classes has an incentive to
free ride rather than work extra hard.
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they could overcome the bad luck of being assigned more students:
a “John Henry” effect. Either set of responses could limit the
external validity of the results of the STAR experiment.

As a partial check on these potential “reactive” effects, I
examined the relationship between class size and student achieve-
ment just among students assigned to regular-size classes. Recall
that there is considerable variability in class size even in the
regular-size classes (see Table III).2¢ Obviously, Hawthorne and
John Henry effects do not apply to a sample in which all teachers
were randomly assigned to the control group. On the other hand,
variability in class size is likely to be due primarily to idiosyn-
cratic factors in this sample, such as integer effects in assigning
classes and student mobility during the school year. Moreover,
there is limited variability in class sizes within schools because
many schools had only one regular-size class per grade.

To estimate the effect of class size on achievement for the
control sample, I pooled the sample of students in regular-size
classes across all grade levels, and regressed the average SAT test
score on the number of students in the class, grade level dummies,
and student and teacher characteristics.?? The coefficient on class
size in this regression is —.55, with a ¢-ratio of —4.3. If school
dummies are added to this model, the coefficient on class size falls
to —.39, but remains statistically significant ({ = —3.1). Based on
these estimates, an eight-student reduction in class size is
associated with a three-to-four-percentile increase in test scores,
which is insignificantly different from estimates derived from the
experimental variations in class size. These regression results do
not provide much evidence of either Hawthorne or John Henry
effects. And given that much of the variability in class size in the
control group may be due to measurement errors (e.g., students
moving in and out of class during the school year), it is noteworthy
that these regressions find any evidence of class-size effects.

F. Separate Subject Test Results for SAT and BSF

Table XI presents estimates of the pooled data model corre-
sponding to column 3 of Table IX for each of the main subsections
of the SAT test, as well as for the subsections of the BSF test and
the average of the math and reading percentile scores on the BSF
test. These results indicate relatively minor differences in the
initial and cumulative effects of attending a small class on the

24. The standard deviation of class size in the sample of students assigned to
regular classes is 2.3, as compared with 4.1 among all students in the experiment.
25. These regression results are reported in Table 12 of Krueger [1997].
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TABLE XI
EsTIiMATES OF POOLED DATA MODEL BY SUBJECT TEST
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PERCENTILE SCORE ON SAT orR BSF TEST
COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES WITH ROBUST STANDARD ERRORS IN PARENTHESES

Stanford Achievement Test Basic Skills First

Math Reading Word Math Reading Avg.

Small 2.83 3.52 2.97 1.09 3.04 2.02
(.88) (.88) (.87) (1.05) (1.08) (.96)

Cumulative years in small .45 43 .80 1.23 41 .83
class (.42) (.43) (.42) (.44) (.46) (41)
Sample size 23,794 23,461 23,630 18,174 18,010 18,250

Model and covariates are the same as in column 3 of Table IX.

math, reading and word recognition tests. Furthermore, the BSF
test shows the same basic pattern as the SAT test—a discrete
increase in performance for attending a small class, with a small
(statistically insignificant) increase thereafter. On the whole,
little seems to have been lost by focusing on the average of the SAT
tests as the mainstay of the analysis.

IV. CONCLUSION

One well-designed experiment should trump a phalanx of
poorly controlled, imprecise observational studies based on uncer-
tain statistical specifications. The implementation of the STAR
experiment was not flawless, but my reanalysis suggests that the
flaws in the experiment did not jeopardize its main results.
Adjustments for school effects, attrition, re-randomization after
kindergarten, nonrandom transitions, and variability in actual
class size do not overturn the main findings of Word et al. [1990],
Folger and Breda [1989], and Finn and Achilles [1990]: students
in small classes scored higher on standardized tests than students
in regular-size classes. The results also indicate that the provision
of a full-time teacher aide has only a modest effect on student
achievement, although this effect may be attenuated because of
the frequent availability of part-time aides in regular classes.

Interestingly, at least for the early grades, my analysis
suggests that the main benefit of attending a small class seems to
arise by the end of the initial year a student attends a small class.
After the first year, additional time spent in a small class has a
positive but smaller effect on test scores. One possible explanation
for this pattern is that attending a small class in the lower grades
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may confer a one-time, “school socialization effect” which perma-
nently raises the level of student achievement without greatly
affecting the trajectory.

Because much of the previous literature estimates class-size
effects using a “value-added” specification that uses student test
score gains as the dependent variable and current class size as the
main explanatory variable, much of the past research may miss
the main benefit of smaller classes. More research is needed to
develop an appropriate model of student learning. But for now,
one should be concerned that the value-added specification may
miss much of the value that is added from attending a smaller
class. Moreover, studies that identify class-size effects by compar-
ing differences in the level of test scores between students who
were subject to different class sizes for exogenous reasons, such as
Angrist and Lavy’s [1999] clever use of Maimonides’ law, may
stand a better chance of uncovering the total effect of class size
than estimates based on the value-added specification.

No single study, even an experimental one, could be defini-
tive. The STAR results suggest that the magnitude of the achieve-
ment gains from attending smaller classes varies across schools
and student characteristics. It is possible (though probably un-
likely) that Tennessee has a much higher concentration of stu-
dents or schools that benefit from smaller classes than other
states. It is also possible that reducing class size does not have a
beneficial effect for students after the third grade. Obviously, more
experimentation would help resolve these issues. It would also be
helpful to compare the STAR findings with the rest of the
literature. Before concluding that the weight of the literature
suggests that attending a small class does not matter for the
average student, it would be useful to know how many of the
studies enumerated in Hanushek’s [1986, 1996] surveys have
sufficient power to reject either the level effect (for level specifica-
tions) or cumulative effect (for value-added specifications) of
attending a small class that is implied by the Project STAR data.

Experiments of the scale and quality of Project STAR are
disappointingly rare in the education field. When these experi-
ments are conducted, they should be analyzed and followed up to
the fullest extent possible. The students who participated in
Project STAR were returned to regular classes after third grade,
and have been followed up through the ninth grade. Nye et al.
[1994] find that students who were placed in small classes have
lasting achievement gains through at least the seventh grade,
although it is difficult to compare the magnitude of the benefits
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with those at earlier grades because of changes in the tests that
were administered. The students studied in Project STAR are
currently in high school. To learn more about the long-term benefits of
attending smaller classes, it would be useful to continue studying the
academic—and just as importantly, nonacademic—outcomes of
the STAR participants as they enter early adulthood.

In the meantime, we can perform the following rough benefit-
cost analysis to gauge the likely order of magnitudes of the
economic effects of reducing class size in the early grades. The
STAR experiment reduced class size by seven or eight students, or
about by one-third. Folger and Parker [1990] estimate that the
cost of reducing class size in Tennessee (including capital costs)
would be proportional to the total annual educational expendi-
tures per student. In 1995-1996 total expenditures per enrolled
public school student in the United States were $6459 [National
Center for Educational Statistics 1996], so reducing class size by
one-third would increase costs per student by about $2151 per
year. We discount all benefits and costs to the present. Using a 3
percent real discount rate, the present value of the additional
costs of reducing class size by one-third for the wave of entering
kindergarten students for four years would be approximately
$7400.

The economic benefits of the STAR experiment are much
more difficult to assess than the costs. The Table V results suggest
that test scores for students in small classes rose by about 0.22
standard deviations. I am not aware of any study that links
achievement on the Stanford Achievement Test to later economic
outcomes. Furthermore, it is possible that the cognitive gains
from attending smaller classes will dissipate or grow by the time
the STAR students enter the labor market. As a rough assump-
tion, suppose that the 0.22 S.D. gain persists. How does this
translate into economic benefits? Estimates based on the High
School and Beyond sample in Murnane, Willet, and Levy [1995]
indicate that male high school seniors who score 0.22 S.D.’s higher
on the basic math achievement test in 1980 earned 1.7 percent
higher earnings six years later. The comparable figure for females
was 2.4 percent. Average earnings for workers age 18 and older in
the United States in 1996 were $34,705 for men and $20,570 for
women [U.S. Census Bureau 1996]. If we assume that real
earnings will be unchanged in the future and that Murnane,
Willet, and Levy’s estimates can be applied to the STAR experi-
ment, then the present value of the earnings gain from raising
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test scores .22 S.D.’s is $9603 for men and $7851 for women,
assuming that students enter the workforce at age 20 and retire at
age 65, and using a real discount rate of 3 percent.

Many assumptions underlying this cost-benefit calculation
could turn out to be wrong, including the following: real earnings
may grow or shrink; the effect of test scores on future earnings
may be different than assumed; class size may influence other
economic outcomes, such as crime and dependency; the cost of
reducing class size may be different than assumed. There is no
substitute for directly measuring the economic outcomes that may
be affected by reducing class size. Nonetheless, these calculations
suggest that the benefit of reducing class size in terms of future
earnings is in the same ballpark as the costs.

APPENDIX: SUMMARY STATISTICS
MEANS WITH STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN PARENTHESES

Grade
Variable K 1 2 3 All
Class size 20.3 21.0 21.1 21.3 20.9
(4.0) (4.0) 4.1) 4.4) 4.1
Percentile score avg. SAT 514 51.5 51.2 51.0 51.3
(26.7) (26.9) (26.5) (27.0) (26.8)
Percentile score avg. BSF NA 51.8 51.6 51.4 51.6
(26.1) (26.2) (26.1) (26.1)
Free lunch .48 .52 b1 .50 .51
White .67 .67 .65 .66 .66
Girl .49 .48 48 .48 47
Age? 5.43 6.58 7.67 8.70 7.12
(0.35) (0.49) (0.56) (0.59) (1.31)
Exited sampleP .29 .26 21 NA 43
Retained NA NA NA .04 NA
Percent of teachers® with MA+ .35 .35 .37 44 .38
degree
Percent of teachers who are .83 .82 .79 .79 .81
White
Percent of teachers who are .00 .00 .01 .03 .01
male
No. of schools 79 76 75 75 80
No. of students 6,323 6,828 6,839 6,801 11,599
No. of small classes 127 124 133 140 524
No. of reg. classes 99 115 100 89 403
No. of reg/aide classes 99 100 107 107 413

a. Age as of September of the school year they are observed.
b. The fraction that exited the sample in the next year, for K-2; for All it is the fraction that ever exited the

sample.
c. Teacher characteristics are weighted by the number of students in each teacher’s class.
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Good afternoon members of the Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education; Senators,
Delegates; colleagues, neighbors and friends. My name is Jessica T. Fauntleroy, LCSW-C and I am a
Baltimore City resident, licensed mental health provider, mother of three children at Thomas Jefferson
Elementary/Middle School and founding co-chairperson of the Coalition of Black Leaders in

Education (CBLE).

I am here to deliver testimony of behalf of the Coalition of Black Leaders in Education (CBLE). We are a
Baltimore based collective of community leaders working to empower the community to direct the
education and educational outcomes of its children. Our membership includes parents, community
members, community organizers, business owners, educators and education equity experts. Leadership is
primarily defined by willingness to invest time and thought partnership in building great schools for our
children. We envision a fair and equitable school system that provides high quality, culturally relevant

education and resources to Black students.



In regards to the final policy recommendations of the Commission, CBLE’s position is as follows:
1. Working Group 4: Considering racial disparities to ensure policies are implemented equitably
should be one of the primary considerations of the Commission. Funding cannot be proxy for
those disparities to the extent all of Maryland’s people of color aren’t in poverty.
2. Working Group 2: Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU’s) should be
prioritized for funding as it relates to creating centers of excellence in recruiting a more

diverse workforce.

3. Working Group 2: Teacher and principal credentialing and annual evaluations should require
metrics showing proficiency in using culturally relevant pedagogy.

4. Regarding Accountability and Governance: Any accountability system established must
Include mechanisms for community input and include membership of the grassroots

community on any formal body that is established.

Thank you for your time. We appreciate this opportunity to provide testimony regarding the

future of education for students all over Maryland.



¥

STRONG
MARYLAND
strongichoolsmanytand.org.

Strong Schools Maryland Kirwan Commission Testimony, November 29, 2018

Thank you Chairman Kirwan and members of the commission for the opportunity to speak to you today. My
name is Shannen Coleman Siciliano and | serve as Co-Executive Director of Strong Schools Maryland. To
date, Strong Schools Maryland has over 150 teams in 17 counties, representing over 1,500 Marylanders
across the state committed to ensuring a world-class, equitable education for Maryland students.

| sit before you today to stress 3 important things: the timeline, race equity and your advocacy.

As you are well aware, the legislative session begins on January 9th. The commission’s original task only
required that you reevaluate the funding formula. We recognize and applaud that the commission chose to
focus substantially and programmatically instead of just fiscally. Many did not anticipate the complexity and
the amount of time this would require. With that said, we urge you to complete your work and pass it along
to others to build upon your efforts in the coming weeks. Given the magnitude of the policy
recommendations, the legislature needs time to review and consider all of the recommendations. We
anticipate that this Commission will have finalized the report and submitted it to the legislature by the start of

the session. |

We continue to organize and engage leaders across the state and one point is clear, a final report is
necessary. Just last week, Strong Schools Maryland convened a small group of business leaders to stress
the importance of their engagement and advocacy. The sentiment in the room remained, “We need
something to respond to. We need a final report.” We all need to know the bottom line. Without final
numbers, important partners, ready to advocate for children in Maryland, remain hesitant to engage due to
a lack of details. While all of the details may not be fully determined, the legislature and the identified
oversight board will continue to work on the new system and the details of implementation.

While we urge you to complete your work soon, there is an area that needs your continued focus- race
equity. The Commission examined its work from a race equity lens but there’s still more work to do. Data ;
shared from our partners of the Equity Alliance prove that a student’s race, particularly Black and Latino
students, regardless of income, results in differences in educational outcomes and opportunities. “At risk”
does not just embody kids in poverty, it also includes Black and Latino students. Poverty is not a proxy to
barriers due to racial discrimination and bias or institutional race-based barriers. We ask that you make race
more pronounced in your work by framing the case that race is an independent variable.

Finally, we call upon the Commission to play an active role during the legislative session. The commission
needs to encourage the legislature to hold onto the commitment of systems change in order to build a
world-class education. All of the recommendations, working in concert, are necessary to achieve the goal of
a world class education, but we worry that the legislature might take a siloed/piecemeal approach to the
recommendations. Your continued advocacy is critical to the success of the next legislative session.

Thank you for the time you’ve dedicated over the last two years and the work you have in front of you in the
coming months!
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Dr. William E. Kirwan, Chair

Maryland Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education
c/o Office of Policy Analysis

Department of Legislative Services

90 State Circle

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Kirwan,

I am providing comments on the Commission’s preliminary recommendations on behalf of the
Maryland Association of Counties.

As the County Executive of Frederick County, education is a top priority of my administration.
Public education lifts our students, their families, our property values and ensures our long-term
economic prosperity by providing the workforce for the future.

The counties and the state have a shared responsibility to keep the promise of public education and
ensure that all students receive a high quality and equitable education no matter their zip code or
circumstance. MACo appreciates the work of the Commission and looks forward to partnering
with the Commission to ensure adequate, fair, and feasible funding for all of Maryland’s students.

As the Commission sharpens its focus on education funding formulas, counties request to be an
integral part of those conversations. Most Maryland counties spend as much on education as they
do on everything else put together. In fact, in 2018 more than half of Maryland’s counties exceeded
the required education funding, also called “maintenance of effort,” for a total of more than $174
million in additional education funding.

For example, in 2014 when I took office, Frederick County had the lowest teacher starting salary
in the entire state due to years of flat funding following the recession. Immediately upon taking
office, I began to fund a new pay scale for teachers and equitable increases for our other school
system employee groups. After 4 years of a phased implementation, which added $32M over
maintenance of effort for salary improvements all while facing growing enrollment, our starting
teacher salary is no longer last in the state.

However, even with this significant investment, specifically for salaries, we are not close to
bringing starting teacher pay to $60,000 per year, as is being suggested by this Commission. It
would take a significant and sustained investment to achieve this goal. Plus, we have not begun to
examine the impact this potential recommendation would have on our other school system
employee groups, not to mention other public workers such as police, firefighters, EMTs, etc.

Frederick County: Rich History, Bright Future
Winchester Hall ® 12 East Church Street, Frederick, MD 21701 e 301-600-1100 e Fax 301-600-1050
www.FrederickCountyMD.gov
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In Frederick County, education funding accounts for nearly 52% of the Frederick County budget.
This past year, Frederick County Public Schools grew by nearly 800 additional students. The
County is provided $5 million in mandated funding increases to meet our maintenance of effort
obligation, and we funded $7.2M more for salary improvements for teachers and staff. Our
capital budget reflects a $240 million investment in school construction over the past four years.

Although these examples are specific to Frederick County, many counties are making similar
financial commitments to Maryland schools and students and are proud to do so. Further, each
year counties spend millions more that is not even incorporated into the “maintenance of effort”
calculation, such as commitments through their health departments, law enforcement agencies, and
other programs not technically inside the school budget, including pre-kindergarten.

MACo urges the Commission to avoid making recommendations that create a “winners and losers™
situation for county governments. For example, mandating pre-kindergarten for all for all four
year-old students must also include capital funding to accommodate this mandate. Creating a
voucher system for outside pre-kindergarten providers without also ensuring proper oversight will
compound the complexity of this issue. !

Counties recognize that a strong commitment to public education is an investment in our state’s
future prosperity. As the Commission finalizes their recommendations, MACo remains concerned
with the lack of specificity regarding the pattern and role of county funding required to effectuate
the Commission’s recommendations. The Commission has developed or received documents that
make vary vague references to “shared responsibilities” and “reallocation of funds”, but there has
been no funding estimates or specific details regarding how those goals will be achieved and
funded. Specific details are very, very important in being able to reach the academic goals the
Commission has in mind, and counties must be to be a central part of that conversation.

MACo appreciates that the Commission’s recommendations are looking toward educational
excellence for every Maryland school. We must bring the whole state together toward that goal,
ensuring that the counties are able to strive for educational excellence and meet imposed financial
obligations without sacrificing public safety, public infrastructure, or other critical services our
citizens rely upon.

Maryland is a diverse state with vast differences between our counties geographically and
economically. I urge the Commission to finalize goals that respect those differences.

Sincerely,
A Bndbse)

Jan H. Gardner
County Executive

Frederick County: Rich History, Bright Future
Winchester Hall ® 12 East Church Street, Frederick, MD 21701 e 301-600-1100 e Fax 301-600-1050
www.FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, | am Michael Garman, President of the
Talbot County Board of Education, and a member of MABE’s Board of Directors.

| appreciate this opportunity to speak to the decisions being considered by the Kirwan
Commission regarding local board governance and accountability.

Local boards of education strongly oppose the Commission’s adoption of a
recommendation for a new governance and compliance body to oversee the
implementation of the Commission’s recommendations and subsequent legislation.
Local boards do not believe that an independent oversight body is necessary or
appropriate to coordinate, monitor, and evaluate implementation of the Commission’s
recommendations, as these functions are already within the purview of MSDE and the
State Board.

Local boards urge the Commission to recognize that accountability is a two-way street,
and involves the provision of adequate and equitably available state and local funding.
We believe that in order to succeed, the Commission’s bold set of innovative
recommendations must garner the shared commitments of the Governor, General
Assembly, State Board, local governments, and local school systems.

State and local officials must commit to providing constitutionally adequate and
equitable funding to support the world class education for all students envisioned by the
Commission. Then, commensurate with available funding, including capital funding to
support world class school facilities, local boards and school systems commit to
implementing the personnel and educational programs envisioned by the Commission.

Given the uneven, wealth-equalized, role of state funding in local school system
budgets, and the proposal to phase in increased state funding for Commission
initiatives, local boards strongly oppose proposals to reduce or eliminate the
governance and decision-making authority of local boards and school systems as a
condition for receiving increased state funding.

Local boards are extremely concerned about the proposal to grant an independent body
the authority to withhold state funding, when the Commission has a clear mandate to
close the funding adequacy gap. Likewise, local boards are troubled by any proposal to
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restrict additional funding through a competitive grant system. Such a system would
pose a potential threat to equity, and the access of all school systems to additional
funding. Most importantly, this could limit equitable access of all students to innovative
and enriched learning opportunities.

Again, local boards urge the Commission to not adopt the recommendation relating to
withholding funding, and instead focus efforts on developing a rigorous system of local
school system accountability for student performance including comprehensive local
school system master plans with budgetary alignment to demonstrate that the
Commission’s innovative plan elements are implemented in accordance with available
state and local funding.

Similarly, local boards support the Commission’s focus on expanding and strengthening
the system of comprehensive high schools with specialized Career and Technology
Education (CTE) programs, and specialized CTE high schools. However, we oppose
the separate proposal to remove governance and decision-making control from local
school systems and program oversight from MSDE.

The CTE initiatives envisioned by the Commission should be developed in accordance
with local board decisions that reflect local school system priorities, and collaborative
partnerships with community colleges and employers, and available state and local
funding.

In conclusion, | respectfully request that the Commission shift its focus away from a new
governance system and develop much clearer proposals to dramatically increase state
funding to support the recommended expansion of CTE programs, and the many other
educational programs recommended for innovative expansion across the State. Local
boards stand ready to govern and oversee the implementation of the Commission’s
recommendations and forthcoming legislation.

Respectfully,

Michael T. Garman

President, Talbot County Board of Education
Member, MABE Board of Directors
mgarman@talbotschools.org




My name is Kate Gentry and | am the owner and operator of Cedarcroft School in Baltimore,
Maryland. We care for and educate children aged 2 years to Kindergarten. | spent 25 years in
the Financial and Insurance Industry as an executive. My experience includes taking a private
insurance company public as their Senior Vice President of Operations and IT, Vice President of
MetLife and MetraHealth's Fortune 100 and 500 corporate insurance plans with office and
service sites around the country. | served as the Chief Operating Officer for United Health
Group's AARP's Insurance group, a 5 million member group of enrollees at the time and
achieving the Baldridge Quality Award with AT&T's Universal Card as their Information
Technology Quality Manager. -

Cedarcroft School is a private nursery school founded in 1947 by Edith Shallenberger Gentry
prior to her marriage and continued throughout marriage, children and 60 years of teaching.
This was not an easy task in 1947, just as it is not easy to launch and maintain a small business
as a woman in 2018. Cedarcroft has always been owned and operated by women, employing
primarily women throughout our 71 year history. | have been the director of Cedarcroft School
since 2006. | have chosen to work in this industry at a vastly reduced salary because | believe
passionately in what we do with our programs.

As a small school and business we, along with many other nursery schools, child care centers
and family child care providers are now facing a new and serious development that threatens
our continued existence. The current recommendations for the rollout of Universal Pre-K for all
will result in serious hardship and cause many, if not the majority , of programs to close.
Resulting in thousands of women out of work, severe economic impact to churches who
receive rent from their spaces, as well as other land lords while tax dollars are used to build
additional space to provide child care and Early Childhood Education in the Public School
setting. We are also facing school districts requesting waivers to avoid partnerships with
current Early Childhood Education providers. A second area of serious concern are the staff
qualifications under the proposal. This will make it impossible or cause extreme hardship for
women who have been successfully caring for and teaching for years, if not decades, to
continue working in this industry. A further result of the providers closing will be a vastly
increased cost for infant, toddler and two year old care. These age groups have extremely slim
"break even" margins and many cases are a "loss leader" balanced out by the three and four
year olds in our schools, centers and homes. This is due primarily to the staffing ratios for these
young age groups and trying to maintain the "affordability of infant, toddler and two year old
care for parents.

After the dismal picture | have just presented, what would we propose for an alternative? We
believe the focus should be on refundable tax credits and assistance for middle class families to
help offset the cost of child care and early childhood education. We support the doubling of



the number of Judy Centers and family support centers as addressed in the report and hope to
have our schools and programs partner with more Judy Centers. Our private nursery schools
and child care centers currently provide superior, high quality care and Early Childhood
Education. The children graduating from our programs are well prepared at a higher level for

Kindergarten.

On the behalf of small business owners, many of whom are female business owners and the
many female employees in this industry, | ask you to reconsider the approach for rollout as
currently presented, reconsider the current proposed qualifications for teachers and aides, as
well as Work group 2's career ladder recommendations that include a minimum of $60,000
annual salary for certified teachers in MD. We agree with pay increases for teachers but this
amount of state funding is not included in the per pupil rubric for quality.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak with you regarding my concerns and for your
consideration how the proposals will actually impact our businesses, students, their families,

future generations and the tax payers of the state of Maryland.
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Hello, my name is Kensington Hand. | am 9 years old and | am in 4th grade. |
think you should screen people early because | was screened late and | may not
get the help | need to learn and the materials that would help me. Being dyslexic in
the class- you stick out. When the teacher says to use something in the class that
no one else has, they start asking questions of why you use them and why can't
they use them? That makes me stick out. It is hard because everyone else in the
class gets it and | don’t. When | ask for help from a fellow classmate to spell a sight
word, they say “you should know this by now.” They also say that to me with math
facts. The dyslexia affects me because | have to pause to figure out which way the
numbers go- for example, is it 2-1 or 1-2? When | write my numbers down | have to
figure out which was they face. In math, when they say to do it on paper, | have to
write down the numbers which | write down wrong, which gets me the wrong
answer. If we were screened early we would not have the hard time | am having
because | would have had help earlier and | would have the rules already in my

head. | would also not be writing a letter to the president asking for help.

Thank you for your time.
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Chairman Kirwan and Commissioners,

I am Justin Hartings, President of the Maryland State Board of Education. First, I want to thank
each of you for your work on this commission and on behalf of the students of Maryland. The
three Commissioners who also serve on our Board, Drs. Finn, Steiner, and Salmon, have
provided us with regular updates on the Commission’s work. We are deeply appreciative of the
time, passion, and commitment you all have brought to the Commission’s work.

On September 4", I sent a letter to Dr. Kirwan on behalf of, and with the approval of, our Board.
That letter addressed the State Board view on governance and accountability. I speak today to
reinforce that perspective from the State Board.

We are enthusiastic about bringing the Commission’s recommendations to life in Maryland
schools. Count the State Board as a partner committed to seeing the working group
recommendations implemented across the State.

As we also said in our September 4™ letter, we believe that the existing State structures of
government offer the best mechanism to provide the governance and accountability that we all
are seeking. MSDE, under the oversight of the State Board, has the staff, expertise, and
experience to ensure that the recommendations are implemented with fidelity both at MSDE and
in each of Maryland’s 24 LEAs. We would embrace that role.

In the last six months the State Board has shown its commitment to holding local systems
accountable. We have promulgated regulations that direct the 24 school systems to conduct
yearly audits of grade changes and report the results to MSDE; strengthened the regulations
governing identification of gifted and talented students and the programs to serve them; reviewed
closely and reversed local board decisions denying charter school applications. And perhaps
most significantly to this Commission’s governance and accountability considerations, the State
Board has twice in the last month voted to withhold State funds from local systems when they
have failed to comply with requirements of State law — once for failing to comply with the
State’s audit requirements, and once for failing to comply with the State’s ESSA plan. I think
this demonstrates that when the law is clear, we will use the tools at our disposal to enforce
accountability in Maryland’s education system.

Rather than creating new government structures, make the metrics and accountability measures
clear. Recommend that the legislature pass those metrics and measures into law. And let the
existing structures of State government, including the State Board of Education, bring that
accountability to life. We are enthusiastic about playing that role. We have shown that we are
willing to cast the hard votes to do so. And we are accountable to the State’s elected branches of
government.
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Dear Dr. Kirwan and Commission Members,

I’'m writing to offer recommendations for your report on behalf of innovation and excellence in education. As
director and founder of the International Montessori Society (IMS) in Maryland since 1979, | have a long experience
with Maryland education, especially as related to its regulation and involvement in the non-government sector.
Besides my leadership of IMS, | am also founder and director of an in-home tutoring program, Trust Tutoring, which
has been operating in its present form in Maryland since 1992. In both positions, | have observed and experienced
first-hand the operation of education in Maryland, which has afforded much opportunity to study its various
problems and how to improve quality and value in this area.

The main problem with Maryland education has been its heavy reliance on top-down, centralized government
control through such means as academic content censorship and monopoly operation in the field. Needed instead
is accountability through the normal functioning of personal choice and competition at the grassroots level. While
public funding requires government oversight and accountability, parents, educators and local jurisdictions need
more space to assume their own direct accountability for quality results, to learn through their own experience
how to change and adjust educational activity to meet the needs of their own particular situation. With this
greater freedom naturally comes innovation and personal responsibility for quality and value, which will ultimately
assure excellence in Maryland education for the benefit of all. My recommendations reflect this conviction as

related to various specific issues.

Funding and expanding pre-k education

Rather than expanding the operation of direct government programs, such as through the current public school
system, use the existing network of successful pre-k programs that function around the state by allowing parents to
freely choose what best suits their own need and situation. [n this way, parents assume a leading role and
responsibility in the education of their children, which is the best assurance of quality in every situation. Where
parents are unable to pay, the government could qualify parents for welfare assistance based on availability of
taxpayer funds, and specific level of poverty. In dysfunctional family circumstances, employ the greater
involvement of social services in making these choices, such as through the operation of local foster care agencies.

Repeal Compulsory School attendance law
Current compulsory school laws threaten parents with punishment for failure to send their children to some type of

government approved schooling. Since government holds a monopoly over public education, parents are forced to
attend only the local public school, or some equivalent non-government alternative which it controls through
licensing approval or special interest accommodation. Repealing compulsory school attendance would free
parents from this intimidating power and control of government, and force the public schools to compete for
parents to enroll their child with them.

Uniform Funding of Public Schools

At present, the funding of public schools is conducted through a complex combination of specific state level
allocations and sharing taxes at the state and local level. In this situation, funding is considerably political, with
each jurisdiction fighting for its own issues with the General Assembly from one year to the next. Recommended is

Creating the Ticor Edecarion
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a uniform per-pupil funding for ALL jurisdictions through an objective mathematical formula, with some percentage
differential to adjust for local funding effort and available tax base. Within this system, each

jurisdiction should have freedom to experiment with its own manner of spending, with the caveat of state level
accountability to prevent waste, fraud and abuse.

Financial Accountability in Public Education
Support the Governor’s commission on accountability over all public schools in the state. Such a commission

should be empowered to investigate fraud, interview educational personnel in confidence, and inspect documents,
as well as refer cases for prosecution or other action where deemed suitable.

De-centralize Public School operation and control

Empower each local jurisdiction with freedom to experiment with its own delivery of curriculum and format.
Reduce state mandates for programmatic content and approach, so that uniform testing is the main essential
means of quality control of content at the state level. Coupled with other choice and competition enhancements at
the state level, such as ease of charter school formation and operation, objective per-pupil funding formula, and
greater availability of options in the free market economy, individual parents will have sufficient practical means to
find better educational options when the existing public school system fails to deliver adequate quality.

Expand freedom for non-government education

At present, the government imposes burdensome, restrictive, and unfair licensing control over the operation of
non-government education. It is recommended, therefore, to lift these unnecessary burdens, such as special
interest benefits to one group over another, and the censorship of academic content. In this way, parents have a
wider field of options outside the public school system, and this creates competition for better quality and value
among all schools, both public and private.

Expand choice in charter school operation

In Maryland, forming and operating charter schools is especially difficult due to such factors as hiring staff that is
confined to state-approved certification only. It is recommended to change this, for example, by using a less
restrictive condition for hiring, such as “skilled and competent” rather than state certificate. In addition, charter
schools should be able to more easily obtain approval to operate, since a local board of education may resist
approval for political reasons, such as fear of “competition.”

More simple, objective state testing
Current state testing is so detailed and time-consuming that it interferes with classroom instruction. Itis
recommended to replace the current testing with a simpler, more objective format, based on essential basic skills

only. Whatever further testing for quality and curriculum content should be left to the discretion and judgment of
the local jurisdiction.

Reduce Excessive Administrative Costs and Salaries

Maryland has a serious problem of bloated administrative personnel and high salary levels than misallocate
taxpayer funds away from actual instruction needs and basic facility maintenance. In Maryland higher education,
for example, excessive salary levels are common, approaching 1 million dollars per year, even while student tuition
and other costs to students grows higher all the time. It is recommended to cap all salary levels of education
personnel, such as no greater than the highest paid public officer in the jurisdiction.

Finally, let me thank you for this opportunity to offer these recommendations to consider in preparing the
Commission’s final report. Please contact me if you have questions or wish further discussion on these matters.

Sincgrely,

Lee Havis
Director, International Montessori Society
Director, Trust Tutoring
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Kimberly Hurlock
Salisbury University Social Work Intern
Judy Center Partnership of Queen Anne’s County

Good Afternoon, Kirwan Commission Members, Esteemed Guests, and Members of the Public:

My name is Kimberly Hurlock, and I am a Salisbury University Social Work student, and I am
currently a Bachelor of Social Work Intern for the Judy Center Partnership of Queen Anne S
County (Judy Center). Thank you for allowing me to speak to you today.

I have had the privilege and pleasure of being assigned to the Judy Center, during my internship.
The particular Judy Center I have been assigned to, is located in the Northern region of Queen
Anne’s County in a Title I school zone. During my assignment as a Social Work Intern, I have
come to realize the incredibly important function of the Judy Center in our rural area, where
public transportation is sparse, and other public agencies are twenty (20) miles away. I would
like to explain a little of what I have come to realize, during my time as a Social Work Intern for

the Judy Center.

I have seen first-hand, the time, attention, and dedication it takes for the Judy Center staff to
identify young children, and their families, who reside in a rural community; to offer them an
array of services the program, and partners are able to provide to them, if they so desire. The
services are voluntary, and families are encouraged to take advantage of the services, available to
them, in an effort to prepare their children for “school success” which is the program’s number

one goal.

You ask, how do the Judy Center staff and I do this? We do this by building relationships with
families, prior to their children entering school, through home-visiting services, playgroup
opportunities, field trips, and parent education events, sponsored by the Judy Center, at their
neighborhood elementary school. The Judy Center staff also provide referral services, and
conduct follow-up through internal case management, and service coordination with partnering
agencies, in an effort to ensure families linked to other agencies and programs obtain the much
needed service, or services. Case management and service coordination ensure all referrals to
other agencies, and/or programs result in the appropriate outcome, services.

The Judy Center staff also use an evidenced-based curriculum, and follow the Maryland common
language standards, to ensure all activities are aligned with the Kindergarten Readiness

Assessment.

In conclusion, the Judy Center’s mission is to assist all families in preparing their children for
“school success” by providing families with access to important resources, families may need in
the course of rearing their children. Often times, the Judy Center staff are the first individuals to
meet families, and many times, are the first individuals to realize a child may not be “on target”



developmentally. Children are referred to partners for further assessment, assisting families in
obtaining access to much needed services, well in advance of their child entering Kindergarten.

Kirwan Commission Members, esteemed guests, and members of the public. It is crucial that the
important work of the collective Judy Centers continues, in the effort of preparing all children for
“school success” in the state of Maryland. The efforts and interventions are much more cost-
effective in the beginning of a child’s life, rather than later in life. From my front row seat, as a
Social Work Intern at a Judy Center, the efforts of the Judy Center, are making a difference, and

the work needs to continue.

My concern is, how are the Judy Centers going to be funded by the state?
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The Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) supports a multi-stakeholder review of education funding
requirements and formulas, many of which could benefit from updating and reconsideration. MACo also
appreciates the inclusion of two county representatives on the Commission, analogous to those on the
“Thornton” Commission during the last major review.

Counties are the principal unit of local government in Maryland, and — unlike in many states — Maryland
counties share responsibility with the State for funding public schools, libraries, and local community
colleges. While local boards of education develop local school budgets and oversee education-related
spending, they are dependent on financing from county governments. In fiscal 2018, local governments
provided 49% of total revenues for local school systems.

In fact, in 2018, more than half of Maryland’s counties exceeded the required education funding, also
called “maintenance of effort,” for a total of more than $174 million in additional education funding.
Further, each year counties spend millions on schools — money which is not accounted for in the
“maintenance of effort” calculation — with commitments through their health departments, law
enforcement agencies, after-school activities, and other programs not technically inside the school budget.

As the Commission sharpens its focus on education funding formulas, counties continue to be concerned
with the lack of specificity regarding the pattern and role of county funding required to effectuate the
Commission’s recommendations. These details are vital for counties and other stakeholders to fully
understand the impact of any changes to State education aid formulas.

Accordingly, MACo urges the Commission to provide this information, as well as any underlying data
necessary to independently evaluate costs and fiscal impacts, as soon as possible so that counties may
provide feedback and insight on draft recommendations.

MACo advocates for a partnership approach to meeting the education needs of Maryland’s students, one
that fairly balances state responsibilities with local obligations and seeks equitable and efficient solutions
to meet current expenses and future goals. With this approach in mind, MACo urges the Commission to
avoid creating a “winners and losers” situation for county governments. The Commission’s
recommendations must be the proverbial “rising tide that lifts all boats.”

County governments share other concerns regarding current education funding law, including the State’s
wealth calculation, funding of jurisdictions with declining enrollment, and the effect of nonrecurring costs
on “maintenance of effort” calculations. MACo will continue to advocate on these issues through the
county membership on the Commission.

MACo reiterates its willingness to provide testimony, data, and any other information requested by the
Commission. Maryland’s counties appreciate and value this relationship and the Association looks
forward to working with the Commission to ensure adequate, fair, and feasible funding for all of
Maryland’s students.

169 Conduit Street, Annapolis, MD 21401
410.269.0043 BALT/ANNAP ¢ 301.261.1140 WASH DC « 410.268.1775 FAX
www.mdcounties.org



PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS AND TEACHER EpucATION BOARD
Maryland State Department of Education

November 29, 2018

Dear Or. Kirwan and Commission members,

On behalf of the Professional Standards and Teacher Education Board (PSTEB), we appreciate
the opportunity to provide feedback on Elements 2A and 2B.

Element 2A
PSTEB believes effective teacher preparation programs and impactful induction are vital to the

success of educators. We agree a 180-day practicum that is representative of all elements and
seasons of a school year would be beneficial, and consistent with the recommendation of the
Teacher Induction, Retention, and Advancement (TIRA) workgroup.

PSTEB believes this 180-day practicum should be embedded into the regular coursework of a 4-
year course of study (with the flexibility for locals and IHEs to potentially expand this to a 4 %-
year program). PSTEB also concurs with the recommendation that such a practicum should be
cost neutral to students, with associated charges split between LEAs and IHEs, so as to avoid
placing additional financial barriers on candidates.

Element 2B
PSTEB shares an interest in having high standards for licensing new teachers in the State of

Maryland, comparable to those found in high-performing countries. Under our existing
authority, in partnership with the State Board of Education, we desire to not only adopt
regulations to implement any new requirements stemming from the Commission’s report, but
to engage in robust discussion as to how best to implement new requirements. Given the
expertise and experience of PSTEB members, who represent a wide cross-section of the
educational community in Maryland, we stand ready to engage in this critical work.

PSTEB supports the use of PPAT or edTPA as an exit requirement from an IHE program for in-
state candidates, with the understanding it would not place an additional financial hardship on
candidates. PSTEB would support the use of these assessments for out-of-state candidates but
is concerned the 18-month window for such candidates to complete the assessment could have
a deleterious impact on hiring and retention in LEAs. The Board believes an analysis would
have to be completed following implementation, to determine the impact of this requirement

on out-of-state candidates.

In addition, while the Board recognizes the powerful impact of content-specific tests developed
and implemented by the State of Massachusetts, we also believe that Maryland is uniquely

o
s
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different from Massachusetts. Given this, PSTEB supports an analysis of available content-
specific tests, which would present Maryland with the opportunity to choose an existing set of
exams, or to create assessments uniquely curated for Maryland’s population and needs.

We appreciate your thoughtful and dedicated discussions and recommendations and thank you

for the opportunity to provide feedback on Elements 2A and 2B. We know young scholars will
benefit from our collective work, and continued commitment.

(ot 0 2l

Christopher W. Lloyd, NBCT
Chair, PSTEB
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c¢/o Office of Policy Analysis

Department of Legislative Services
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Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Chair Kirwan and members of the Commission:

The Maryland Developmental Disabilities Council (DD Council) works to advance the inclusion of people
with developmental disabilities in all facets of community life and seeks to ensure that people with
developmental disabilities have the same rights, opportunities, choices, and protections as other citizens.
With the following comments, we seek to ensure that the needs of students with developmental
disabilities and their families are addressed as the Commission’s recommendations move forward.

Access to prekindergarten for children with disabilities: We are pleased the recommendations expand

access to early childhood education as well as services and supports for children with and without
disabilities and their families. The DD Council strongly supports the following recommendations because
they provide young children with disabilities more opportunity to learn and play alongside their peers
without disabilities:

1.

Priority in prekindergarten expansion be given to children receiving special education services, in a

variety of settings, regardless of income. (Element 1a, pg. 4). This is important not only because
Maryland is required by state and federal law to provide special education and related services for
eligible preschool children with disabilities, ages three through five; but, because doing so in a way
that supports children with disabilities alongside children without disabilities leads to improved child
outcomes on critical school readiness skills, resulting in a narrowing of the performance gap with non-
disabled peers.

Participating providers accepting public funds must agree not to discriminate, and may not
discriminate, in either student admissions or retention on the bases of disability. (Element 1a, pg. 3).

By including disability in the anti-discrimination language, the Commission is reiterating a critical
requirement that already exists for early childhood education programs, including child care

programs.
Expand access to support to children with disabilities and their families by increasing funding for the

Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program (MITP). (Element 1d, pg. 12). The Maryland State Department
of Education reports that the MITP has remained level funded since State Fiscal Year 2009. A 30.5%
increase in the number of children eligible for services has resulted in a 23.4% decrease in State
General Fund dollars per child.’

-over-
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Kalani Brown, Chairperson - Brian Cox, Executive Director



Funding for students with disabilities: The DD Council and the Education Advocacy Coalition (EAC) both
previously submitted comments and participated in discussions regarding the funding formula and the
proposed stop-gap weight for students with disabilites. While we do not believe the stop-gap weight is
enough to adequately address the needs of all students with disabilities, we acknowledge this is
considerably more State money. However, we are concerned that the increase in State funding will be _
used to supplant local funding instead of supplement it. Encouraging school districts to “reinvest a portion
back into special education as appropriate” does not go far enough to ensure the needs of students
receiving special education are met. Funds should remain within the school districts to build capacity and
ensure students with disabilities receive appropriate services and supports in the least restrictive
environment, alongside their peers without disabilities that meet the legal requirements set out by state
and federal law as well as Endrew F. v. Douglas Council School District. (See Element 4c, Design
Assumptions 4 and 5).

Therefore, we propose the following language to amend Working Group 4’s recommendation that
“although school districts will have discretion in repurposing approximately $529 million in local funds,
they are encouraged to reinvest a portion back into special education as appropriate to provide a robust
level of services to meet the needs of the special education students”: (See Element 4c, Implementation
Consideration 2) _

1. Acertain amount of the money that may otherwise be “repurposed” shall be placed in a fund
designated for student support and capacity building in local school buildings or local school
jurisdictions.

2. Ajurisdiction may seek money from this fund to provide “extra” supplementary aids and services and
programmatic supports to individual children in an amount or frequency not currently available within
the jurisdiction. In its written request for release of money from the fund, the jurisdiction must
explain what services or supports, and the amount and frequency of provision of the services or
supports the child will receive, as well as why the amount/frequency of the service or support is not
currently available within the jurisdiction.

3. Ajurisdiction may seek money from this fund to undertake activities to increase the ability of its staff
to serve children appropriately within its general education classrooms and schools. These activities
may include partnerships with institutions of higher education for professional development, long-
term engagements with consultants for technical assistance and training, partnerships with nonpublic
schools for training and support, and other activities.

4. The Department of Education shall implement regulations addressing the disbursement of funds
under this Section.

5. Monies obtained through this fund for the provision of services are additional funds designed to assist
local schools and local districts in meeting the needs of their students and in building their capacity to
serve students in less restrictive settings. Such monies may not be used to replace lost funds or to
supplant general or special education revenue that is otherwise received.

Additional assurances are needed to make sure school districts provide a robust level of services to meet
the needs of students receiving special education services.

Career readiness: When determining how the State can better prepare students to be competitive in the
workforce, addressing the needs of students with disabilities is critical. Marylanders with disabilities and
their families clearly express their desire for jobs in the community, earning living wages with benefits,
and with opportunities for career advancement. However, the unemployment and under-employment
rate of people with developmental disabilities is disproportionately higher than the general public.




Working Group 3 proposes a new Committee of the Governor’s Workforce Development Board to be
created, the Career and Technical Education (CTE) Committee. The DD Council recommends that at least
one member of that new CTE Committee be someone with the skills and knowledge to ensure students
with disabilities have equal access and opportunity to participate in CTE programs throughout Maryland.

In addition, the Skills Standard Advisory Board should include employers who train, hire, and employ
people with disabilities as well as parents of students with disabilities and community organizations that
support people with disabilities to be employed. This will help create more career options for people with
disabilities and ensure the needs of people with disabilities are addressed as different standards and

credentials are developed and considered.

For the reasons stated above, it is important to be explicit and use language in each recommendation that
creates opportunities for all of Maryland’s students, including students with disabilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and please contact me with any questions. | can be
reached at RLondon@md-council.org or 430-533-1929.

Respectfully submitted,

Rached | odd

Rachel London
Deputy Director

iMoving Maryland Forward: Building a Birth through Five System of Services for Children with Disabilities and Their Families,
.MSDE, January 2018. Pg. 11.
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Maryland Association for the Education of Young Children is the state affiliate of the
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC). The National
Association for the Education of Young Children (MDAEYC) is a professional
membership organization that works to promote high-quality early learning for all
young children, birth through age 8, by connecting early childhood practice, policy,
and research. We advance a diverse, dynamic early childhood profession and support
all who care for, educate, and work on behalf of young children.

MDAEYC comprises nearly 2,400 individual members of the early childhood
community across all sectors, all committed to delivering on the promise of high--
quality early learning. Together, we work to achieve a collective vision: that all young
children thrive and learn in a'society dedicated to ensuring they reach their full
potential. We are grateful for the opportunity to speak to you today.

We support the Commission’s recommendation to provide funding for full-day Pre-K
funding for 3- and 4-year-olds from low-income families as the top priority, to be
followed by a sliding scale for 4-year-olds based on family income.

We also support the recommendation of a mixed delivery system, as we believe this
will provide a means to bring the programs to scale and also encourage important and
critical partnerships between diverse sectors of the field; ultimately creating
communities of practice around the important work of educating and caring for our

youngest citizens.

We appreciate that the commission also acknowledges the critical importance of the
earliest years of life, from birth to three. We represent early childhood educators and
professionals working with the youngest children, and know that they also need quality
services and supports. We support your recommendation for expansion of Judy
Centers and Family Support Centers to serve all low-income families with children who
need them. Increasing funding for child care subsidies to help working families access
high-quality child care, and expansion of infant and toddler program services for these
youngest children with special needs and their families.

www.mdaeyc.org ¢ info@mdaeyc.org
10003 Wedge Way ¢ Montgomery Village, MD 20886
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We support to teacher compensation and preparation. Early childhood education
teachers are starkly underpaid, yet perform important work. We are pleased and
encouraged to see the work of Power to the Profession, reflected in the commission’s
recommendations. We encourage the commission to stay connected to the work to
elevate the profession with the release of decision cycles 3, 4, and 5.

MDAEYC applauds your call to elevate the teaching profession, so that we may retain
and attract the best and brightest into this very important and crucial work. Teachers
working in the early childhood years also have a need for career ladders, and increased
compensation. Creating pathways for those that provide direct services ensures future
leaders that are knowledgeable of the practical and realistic implications educational
policies and decisions have on the children and families they serve.

We commend your call for quality measures and standards and hope for an improved
alignment of Pre-K to third grade by ensuring developmentally appropriate education
approaches. Early childhood education is birth to age eight, and an excellent
education system should reflect that. Structure educational settings accordingly,
considering all aspects of the systemic structures, both local and state, that may
interfere with the implementation of the recommendations or the delivery of equitable
programming. Therefore, we need to continue to build on the steps MD has already
taken to align preschool with K-3", including the development of the R4K assessment
system and the summer symposiums. Ensure young children in K thru third have
developmentally appropriate education that will best prepare them for eventual
college and career success and later life success. Massachusetts, best in the nation on
education, as your commission has noted, has adopted a similar approach to early
elementary years in Boston, including a developmentally appropriate curriculum for K
and now expanding up to 2™ and 3%, and NAEYC accredited public prekindergarten
programs. We encourage you to look to Boston as you move forward in development
of a comprehensive plan.

We are in a critical time that could define a new era for early childhood education. We
must be clear-eyed both about the challenges we face and the solutions we must offer,
along with a courageous commitment to elevating the voices of early childhood
educators themselves as we collectively define and advance this most important
profession. Together, we know so much about how to do this right. So let's go! It's
time to build it better. Again, we commend you for your work and its reflection of the -
findings and suggestions of the leaders in the field, such as NAEYC and the National
Academy of Sciences. Furthermore, we are hopeful for a strong partnership moving
forward as the work to create an innovative comprehensive plan.

www.mdaeyc.org °© info@mdaeyc.org
10003 Wedge Way ° Montgomery Village, MD 20886
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Committee for Montgomery (CfM)

Good afternoon Members of the Commission. My name is Maria Maisto and | am the new Executive
Director of Committee for Montgomery (CfM). On behalf of our Board Chair, David Rodich and the rest

of the board, | thank you for the opportunity to testify before you.

CfM is a unique, broad coalition of community leaders representing business, labor, education, civic, and
community groups that advocates to the Maryland State Government on behalf of the people of
Montgomery County. Our priority is to support initiatives that serve Montgomery County as well as the
state as a whole.

During the 2019 Maryland General Assembly Session, CfM will focus its efforts on the Kirwan
Commission recommendations and implementation. While the Commission has yet to release its
recommendations, we have been following its work closely. We have already determined that we will
advocate for funding formula metrics that are based on more accurate assessments of the
demographics and needs of our student population. These demographics and needs are more similar to
those of students in other counties than is often acknowledged.

We have also been closely following discussion of investment in early childhood education, wraparound
services that are crucial to student success, and support that extends from “K through J” — early
education through higher education and job training.

The values that inform our decision making about our advocacy include cooperation, inclusiveness, and
community. We want to work across county lines and with other organizations on shared interests in
order to ensure fair and equitable education funding not only for Montgomery County, but for the State

as a whole.

As the Kirwan Commission recommendations are developed, CfM will be evaluating their implications
for effective, practical legislation and policy that can advance the Commission’s, the state’s, and CfM’s
goals of truly improving public education for all. We look forward to working with the delegation on this
important project and encourage active communication and cooperation in pursuit of our common

goals.

Thank you very much for your time and we look forward to working with you this upcoming session.
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Dear Commissioners

SUBJECT: Working Group 3 — College and Career Readiness Pathways

The Maryland Agricultural Education Foundation, Inc. (MAEF) is pleased to
offer the following comments regarding the Working Group 3 — College and
Career Readiness Pathways draft report dated October 31, 2018. For nearly 30
years MAEF has worked very closely with every school system in Maryland and
particularly with the Career and Technology Education programs (CTE).

The Working Group 3 report reflects a considerable amount of investigative and
assessment work before outlining the recommendations. We appreciate that
agriculture is mentioned as one of the high-tech career pathways. From our close
working relationship with the MSDE’s Division of Career and College
Readiness we have gained considerable insight related to CTE and MSDE’s
commitment supporting quality career and college readiness programs. Our
close work with the teachers and administrators has also been very informative
for recognizing the needs and concerns that affect CTE.

We understand and appreciate the recommendations outlined in the working
group’s report. We are concerned that schools are already challenged by limited
budgets, standardized testing, and inadequate facilities resulting in diminished
support for CTE programs in their schools. These constraints also affect the
amount of support the schools provide for CTE leadership trainings and student
educational events that occur off campus.

We hope the Commission’s final recommendations will help to relieve or at
least not further congest the school systems’ ability to fund, accommodate and
support CTE in the schools. We also recognize the challenges middle school
students face when being asked to decide on high school academic & career
preparation pathways without first being formally introduced to careers in
school. Formally providing significant exposure to career pathways while in



middle school will allbw students to make informed decisions about their future education.

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Commission and for your efforts to improve the
educational experiences and outcomes for Maryland students. Please contact me if you have
questions or if you need additional information.

Best wishes for success.

Sincerely,
#
EXN
George mayo
Executive Director



November 29, 2018

Dr. William (Brit) Kirwan

Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education
Room 121, House Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Chairman Kirwan and Commission Members:

On behalf of the Calvert County Board of Education, | offer the following comments to the work group
recommendations before the Commission for consideration.

Calvert County is not Denmark, nor is it Shanghai, nor does either of those countries resemble
Montgomery or Somerset Counties. We had hoped the Commission framework would reflect
Maryland’s diverse students, staff, and community educational goals and aspirations. We were hopeful
that the Commission would come up with a plan for education reform that would reflect the needs of
each school system to ensure excellence in education for all students. Unfortunately, the
recommendations before you assume all systems have the same needs.

For example, although Calvert County’s Board of Education agrees with the recommendation that
attention and resources should be directed to at-risk students; work group 4’s identification of poverty
and special education as the only subgroups needing additional resources does not capture the varied
ways students may be at-risk academically. We ask that the Commission use a framework to allocate
additional resources to support students at-risk, as identified by local system student achievement data.

Calvert County’s Board of Education believes that teachers in Maryland are highly skilled professionals
and that State and local counties should allocate resources to support compensation accordingly.
Workgroups 2 and 3’s recommendations for teacher development and advancement ignores the fact
that each county’s Board of Education and public school employee associations have negotiated
agreements that clearly delineate teacher and administrator authority and responsibilities. We
recommend the Commission revise its recommendations to more closely align to public school
employee labor law. To consider any changes in teacher authority and responsibility will have to be
negotiated by the county’s Board of Education and employee associations, which may create outcomes
very different from the Commission’s goals.

Finally, we are surprised that policy area 5 creates an additional level of bureaucracy, an oversite body
that duplicates the duties and responsibilities of the Maryland Department of Education and State Board
of Education. We believe establishing a duplicative office is not the best use of limited resources and
may risk educators receiving conflicting guidance. We ask, that instead, the Commission place
responsibility for governance and accountability with MSDE.

Sincerely, ‘
N AL (,‘f \;'/// i f iitr |
Tracy H. McGuire

President, Calvert County Board of Education
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Arts Educaotion in Maryland Schools Alliance

November 29, 2018
Dear Members of the Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education,

We commend you, Chairman Kirwan and members of the Commission on Innovation and Excellence in
Education in Maryland for the excellent work and open process that has taken place as you have undertaken this
daunting charge. Arts education in Maryland Schools (AEMS) Alliance supports your work and agrees that all
Maryland students deserve access to a world class education. AEMS also believes that Arts education — dance,
media arts, music, theatre and visual arts--is an essential element of a well-rounded world class education.
AEMS supports the language from the current draft of the report in that:

aligned instructional systems should include standards, or curricular frameworks with embedded
standards core subjects we would add as stipulated in COMAR (English language arts, mathematics,
sciences, history/social studies, music and fine arts) that map out the core learning goals of each
subject at each grade level and lay these out in a logical sequence reflecting the content that students
should previously have acquired as well as solid developmental science on how students absorb new

Skills, knowledge, and ways of thinking.

When we talk about acquiring knowledge and college and career readiness, the arts play a key role. The
arts are vital to innovation at all levels.

Our educational funding formula should reflect and support what the State Board of Education, Maryland
Department of Education (MSDE), and the legislature through COMAR recognize as part of that well-rounded
education for every student. Funding for arts staffing and arts instructional programs should be included in

the foundation (base) formula.

Wesupport compensatory funding, Pre-K expansion, community schools and other important initiatives
layered over a base level of funding that provides access to high quality arts education for all students.

AEMS also supports the need for accountability that ensures that every child, in every school, in every district is
provided the quality arts education that as stipulated in COMAR and ensures districts are using the funding they

receive to staff and implement these programs.

AEMS is in the process of developing a pilot for statewide arts education data platform that will expand our
capacity to monitor and evaluate access to arts instruction in schools across the state. Data including the number
of arts instructors, amount of arts instructional time students receive, arts course offerings, specific types of
programming, and arts partners at each school, will be presented on a searchable on-line database that can be
used by district and school leaders, funders and stakeholders, and arts partners and communities to make
informed decisions about where to target resources to improve equitable and high-quali