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A Curriculum Audit™

of the
Tucson Unified School District No. 1

Tucson, Arizona

I. INTRODUCTION

This document constitutes the final report of a Curriculum Audit™ of the Tucson Unified School District No.
1. The audit was commissioned by the Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Board of Education/Governing
Authority within the scope of its policy-making authority. It was conducted during the time period of January
27-31, 2014. Document analysis was performed off site, as was the detailed analysis of findings and site visit
data.

A Curriculum Audit™ is designed to reveal the extent to which officials and professional staff of a school district
have developed and implemented a sound, valid, and operational system of curriculum management. Such a
system, set within the framework of adopted board policies, enables the school district to make maximum use
of its human and financial resources in the education of its students. When such a system is fully operational,
it assures the district taxpayers that their fiscal support is optimized under the conditions in which the school
district functions.

Background

The Tucson Unified School District is located in Pima County, Arizona. The Tucson Unified School District has
served the Tucson community since 1867, and at the time of this Curriculum Audit™, enrollment was 49,300
students, making TUSD the second largest school district in Arizona.

The Tucson Unified School District operates 89 schools, with 61 elementary schools (Pk-grade 5), 19 middle
schools (grade 6-8 and K-8), and nine high schools (grade 9-12). The district was established as “School
District No. 17 in 1867—45 years before Arizona became a state—and assumed its current name in 1977. The
district will celebrate its 150" anniversary in three years (2017).

Tucson’s first school district has served the community with distinction for decades, and many national and
international leaders have attended and graduated from its schools. Eight years ago, TUSD had more than
60,000 students and approximately 3,700 faculty members. District enrollment has declined over the last 10
years, and TUSD lost 1,700 to 2,000 students per year for the two or three years prior to 2014. There are many
reasons for the change, including the population in general becoming more suburban and regional. Changes
in school choice included increasing availability of Charter Schools and the authorization to cross district
boundaries for school selection.

The Tucson Unified School District ranked ninth among 107 large school districts in the nation for its open
enrollment policies and practices and scored 57 points, earning a B- rating on the Education Choice and
Competition Index, which uses 13 criteria to gauge school districts. The rankings were released Wednesday,
Jan. 8, 2014, by the Brown Center on Education Policy at the Brookings Institution.

The district boundaries encompass much of the City of Tucson, the city of South Tucson, and segments of
Catalina Foothills and Tanque Verde. TUSD is currently under a federal desegregation order to help balance
district schools in terms of race and ethnicity.

TUSD’s demographics have changed over the past decade, and as of February 2014, the population was diverse,
with approximately 22.5 percent White, 5.6 percent African-American, 62.7 percent Hispanic, 3.9 percent
Native American, 2.3 percent Asian-American, and approximately three percent from two or more races.
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Exhibit 0.1

Enrollment Diversity and Frequency
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
TUSD Ethnicity
Asian American Mul;i‘;acial White
N 22%
Native American /_
4%
African
American
[ 6%

Hispanic/

63%

TUSD’s schools suffered controversy over desegregation efforts in the Tucson Unified School District that
started with a lawsuit filed 40 years ago. In 1974, two families filed separate lawsuits against the district to
address disparities in the education of African-American and Mexican-American students. In 1975, the lawsuits
were consolidated, and following a 1977 trial, the court found that TUSD “had acted with segregative intent” in
the past and failed to fix the problem. In 2005, the district asked the court to grant it unitary status—meaning
that all of disparities in the district had been fixed. In 2007, preliminary findings showed the district was in
unitary status, and in 2009, the court accepted what is called a post-unitary status plan. One of many elements of
that plan was that the district expand its Mexican-American studies program. However, the Mexican American
Legal Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), a nationwide Latino civil-rights group, appealed the court’s
decision and in 2011, the ninth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals reversed the decision to give TUSD unitary status.

Meanwhile, the State of Arizona Department of Education sought to dismantle Mexican-American Studies,
which began in 2006. Despite an independent audit commissioned by the Arizona Department of Education
that found that the school district was not breaking the state law aimed at dismantling the program, the state
schools’ Superintendent, John Huppenthal, ignored the audit and issued a ruling against the district forcing them
to halt the program and remove the course materials.

On Sept. 13, 2011, the U.S. District Court ordered that the post-unitary status plan remain in place, and a special
master was appointed to help the district develop new ways to solve its equity problems.

Critics argued that if a federal court ruling said that the district must expand Mexican-American studies, the
district must keep the Mexican American studies classes in place. Attorneys with MALDEEF tried to have the
classes reinstated, but the request was denied by the court’s special master. MALDEF filed a motion for the
court to reconsider, but that motion was also denied.

Since that time, the district has been working to help the court’s special master develop another unitary status
plan that will address the disparities that still exist for Latino students in graduation rates, provisions for English
language learners, the district’s GATE program for gifted students, Advanced Placement classes, special
education placement, and other issues.
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Governance and Leadership of Tucson Unified Schools

The current superintendent, Dr. H.T. Sanchez, was hired by the Tucson Schools’ governing board in July 2013.
Dr. Sanchez serves under the supervision of the five-member governing board, elected by the voters in the
school system. The governing board sets policy for the district and approves the district’s annual operating
budget.

School board members serve four-year terms. Current members, and their term expiration dates, are as follows:
Term Expires: 12/31/2014

Term Expires: 12/31/2016

Term Expires: 12/31/2014

Term Expires: 12/31/2016

Term Expires: 12/31/2016

Financial Stability of the Tucson Unified Schools

Adelita S. Grijalva, President
Kristel Ann Foster, Clerk
Michael Hicks, Member
Cam Juarez, Member

Mark Stegeman, Member

The auditors reviewed the financial standing of the Tucson Unified School District and examined the
Maintenance and Operations Fund annual financial reports for the past five years. The financial reports revealed
the relationship between revenues and expenditures for TUSD from 2009-2013, as shown in Exhibit 0.2 below:

Exhibit 0.2

Annual Financial Reports of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances
Maintenance and Operations Fund (01)
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Fiscal Year Revenue Expenditures Fund Balance
FY2009 $360,473,113 $350,164,939 $10,308,174
FY2010 369,056,881 335,626,237 33,430,644
FY2011 328,332,948 309,648,657 18,694,291
FY2012 330,622,932 308,923,209 21,699,723
FY2013 323,831,804 308,760,158 14,357,901
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The graphic representation of the relationship between TUSD revenues and expenditures is demonstrated with
the following Exhibit 0.3:

Exhibit 0.3

Graph of Relationship Between Revenues and Expenditures
Maintenance and Operations Fund (01)
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

$380,000,000
$370,000,000

$360,000,000 /\
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$330,000,000 \ \ ~—_
$320,000,000 \

$310,000,000 \

$300,000,000

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013

—Revenue = Expenditures

As shown in the exhibits above, the district has been prudent in keeping expenditures within available revenues
within the M & O Fund. Solvency in the system has not been at risk for the past five years in the Maintenance
and Operations Fund.

Academic Aspirations of the Tucson Unified Schools

The Tucson Unified School District has published a statement, entitled TUSD Vision for action and Core Values,
and a slogan that calls for the following:

Delivering Excellence in Education Every Day
Grow | Reach | Succeed

In the vision statement, the district stated its core values:
» Student-Centeredness—Making every decision with student success in mind
» Caring—acting with respect, dignity, and concern for all
» Diversity—Celebrating and accepting our differences as our strength
» Collaboration—Partnering to reach common goals
» Innovation—Embracing new ideas and challenging assumptions

*  Accountability—Taking responsibility to do things right and to do the right thing
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The actual enrollment pattern of the Tucson Unified School District is shown in Exhibit 0.4, below:

Exhibit 0.4
Total Enrollment
Tucson Unified Schools

2008-2014

58,000
56,515
56,000
54,753
54,000
52,683
52,000 51,430
50,506
50,000
49,577*

48,000
46,000

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

In the graphic above, the pattern indicates that enrollment over the past five years has been declining gradually
and is projected to continue decreasing through school year 2013-14.

A factor often associated with student demographics is the phenomenon of socioeconomic status of students.
In the Tucson Unified School District, approximately 64.7 percent of TUSD students are eligible to receive free
and reduced-price meals, indicating a high incidence of low income in the system.

Audit Background and Scope of Work

The Curriculum Audit™ is a process that was developed by Dr. Fenwick W. English and first implemented in
1979 in the Columbus Public Schools, Ohio. The audit is based upon generally-accepted concepts pertaining
to effective instruction and curricular design and delivery, some of which have been popularly referred to as the
“effective schools research.”

A Curriculum Audit™ is an independent examination of three data sources: documents, interviews, and site
visits. These are gathered and triangulated, or corroborated, to reveal the extent to which a school district is
meeting its goals and objectives, whether they are internally or externally developed or imposed. A public
report is issued as the final phase of the auditing process.

The audit’s scope is centered on curriculum and instruction, and any aspect of operations of a school system
that enhances or hinders its design and/or delivery. The audit is an intensive, focused, “postholed” look at how
well a school system such as Tucson Unified School District No. 1 has been able to set valid directions for
pupil accomplishment and well-being, concentrate its resources to accomplish those directions, and improve its
performance, however contextually defined or measured, over time.

The Curriculum Audit™ does not examine any aspect of school system operations unless it pertains to the
design and delivery of curriculum. For example, auditors would not examine the cafeteria function unless
students were going hungry and, therefore, were not learning. It would not examine vehicle maintenance
charts, unless buses continually broke down and children could not get to school to engage in the learning
process. It would not be concerned with custodial matters, unless schools were observed to be unclean and
unsafe for children to be taught.
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The Curriculum Audit™ centers its focus on the main business of schools: teaching, curriculum, and learning.
Its contingency focus is based upon data gathered during the audit that impinge negatively or positively on its
primary focus. These data are reported along with the main findings of the audit.

In some cases, ancillary findings in a Curriculum Audit™ are so interconnected with the capability of a school
system to attain its central objectives, that they become major, interactive forces, which, if not addressed, will
severely compromise the ability of the school system to be successful with its students.

Curriculum Audits™ have been performed in hundreds of school systems in more than 28 states, the District of
Columbia, and several other countries, including Canada, Saudi Arabia, New Zealand, Bangladesh, Malaysia,
and Bermuda.

The methodology and assumptions of the Curriculum Audit™ have been reported in the national professional
literature for more than a decade, and at a broad spectrum of national education association conventions and
seminars, including the American Association of School Administrators (AASA), Association of Supervision and
Curriculum Development (ASCD), National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), Association
for the Advancement of International Education (AAIE), American Educational Research Association (AERA),
National School Boards Association (NSBA), and the National Governors Association (NGA).

This audit was conducted in accordance with a contract between Tucson Unified School District No. 1 and
Curriculum Management Systems, Inc. All members of the team were certified by Curriculum Management
Systems, Inc.

The names of the curriculum auditors in this audit included the following individuals:

*  William K Poston Jr, EdD e Zollie Stevenson, Jr, PhD
» Holly J Kaptain, PhD e James A Scott, PhD

» Eve Proffitt, EdD » Diana Gilsinger, EdD

e Sarah McKenzie, PhD e Penny Gray, PhD

e Jim Farrell, EdD » Jeffrey Tuneberg, PhD

e Maureen Cotter, EdD e Sue Shidaker, MEd

e Meredith Hairell, MEd » Kay Coleman, MEd

¢ Jean Stoddard, MA  Stephanie Streeter, MEd
¢ Susan N VanHoozer, MEd ¢ Susan L Townsend, MA

Biographical information about the auditors is found in the appendix.

System Purpose for Conducting the Audit

According to information from the Tucson Unified School District, the system decided to undertake a Curriculum
Audit™ “so that it will know what it knows” and so that it can use the information gathered from the Curriculum
Audit™ to help craft the district’s five-year strategic plan. The Curriculum Audit™ is hoped by system officials
to “highlight or expose district curriculum deficiencies, gaps, and instructional efficiency.” Moreover, the data
from the Curriculum Audit™ is intended to be used for realigning the district’s organization and addressing
needs for curriculum development.

Approach of the Audit

The Curriculum Audit™ has established itself as a process of integrity and candor in assessing public school
districts. It has been presented as evidence in state and federal litigation concerning matters of school finance,
general resource managerial effectiveness, and school desegregation efforts in Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey,
and South Carolina. The audit served as an important data source in state-directed takeovers of school systems
in New Jersey and Kentucky. The Curriculum Audit™ has become recognized internationally as an important,
viable, and valid tool for the improvement of educational institutions and for the improvement of curriculum
design and delivery.
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The Curriculum Audit™ represents a “systems” approach to educational improvement; that is, it considers
the system as a whole rather than a collection of separate, discrete parts. The interrelationships of system
components and their impact on overall quality of the organization in accomplishing its purposes are examined
in order to “close the loop” in curriculum and instructional improvement.
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. METHODOLOGY

The Model for the Curriculum Audit™

The model for the Curriculum Audit™ is shown in the schematic below. The model has been published widely
in the national professional literature, including the best-selling book, The Curriculum Management Audit:
Improving School Quality (1995, Frase, English, Poston).

A Schematic View of Curricular Quality Control

Assessed Curriculum

General quality control assumes that at least three elements must be present in any organizational and work-
related situation for it to be functional and capable of being improved over time. These are: (1) a work standard,
goal/objective, or operational mission; (2) work directed toward attaining the mission, standard, goal/objective;
and (3) feedback (work measurement), which is related to or aligned with the standard, goal/objective, or
mission.

When activities are repeated, there is a “learning curve,” i.e., more of the work objectives are achieved within
the existing cost parameters. As a result, the organization, or a subunit of an organization, becomes more
“productive” at its essential short- or long-range work tasks.

Within the context of an educational system and its governance and operational structure, curricular quality
control requires: (1) a written curriculum in some clear and translatable form for application by teachers in
classroom or related instructional settings, (2) a taught curriculum, which is shaped by and interactive with the
written one, and (3) a tested curriculum, which includes the tasks, concepts, and skills of pupil learning and
which is linked to both the taught and written curricula. This model is applicable in any kind of educational
work structure typically found in mass public educational systems, and is suitable for any kind of assessment
strategy, from norm-referenced standardized tests to more authentic approaches.

The Curriculum Audit™ assumes that an educational system, as one kind of human work organization, must
be responsive to the context in which it functions and in which it receives support for its continuing existence.
In the case of public educational systems, the support comes in the form of tax monies from three levels: local,
state, and federal.

In return for such support, mass public educational systems are supposed to exhibit characteristics of rationality,
i.e., being responsive to the public will as it is expressed in legally constituted bodies such as Congress, state
legislatures, and locally elected/appointed boards of education.

In the case of emerging national public school reforms, more and more this responsiveness is assuming a
distinctive school-based management focus, which includes parents, teachers, and, in some cases, students. The
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ability of schools to be responsive to public expectations, as legally expressed in law and policy, is crucial to
their future survival as publicly-supported educational organizations. The Curriculum Audit™ is one method
for ascertaining the extent to which a school system, or subunit thereof, has been responsive to expressed
expectations and requirements in this context.

Standards for the Auditors
While a Curriculum Audit™ is not a financial audit, it is governed by some of the same principles. These are:

Technical Expertise

CMSi certified auditors must have actual experience in conducting the affairs of a school system at all levels
audited. They must understand the tacit and contextual clues of sound curriculum management.

Members of the audit team represented key diverse areas of educational expertise and possessed many decades of
experience in educational fields. Eleven (11) members of the 18-member audit team have doctoral degrees, and
the other seven of the auditors have postgraduate degrees in educational disciplines. The audit team represented
13 states including Arizona (three members), Arkansas, California, Colorado, lowa (two members), Kentucky,
Maryland, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Texas (three members), Virginia, and Washington. All members
of the audit team have valid licensure in curriculum management auditing from the National Curriculum
Management Audit Center in lowa.

The Principle of Independence

None of the Curriculum Audit™ Team members had any vested interest in the findings or recommendations of
the Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Curriculum Audit™. None of the auditors has or had any working
relationship with the individuals who occupied top or middle management positions in the Tucson Unified
School District No. 1, nor with any of the past or current members of the Tucson Unified School District No. 1
Board of Education.

The Principle of Objectivity

Events and situations that comprise the data base for the Curriculum Audit™ are derived from documents,
interviews, and site visits. Findings must be verifiable and grounded in the data base, though confidential
interview data may not indicate the identity of such sources. Findings must be factually triangulated with two
or more sources of data, except when a document is unusually authoritative such as a court judgment, a labor
contract signed and approved by all parties to the agreement, approved meeting minutes, which connote the
accuracy of the content, or any other document whose verification is self-evident.

Triangulation of documents takes place when the document is requested by the auditor and is subsequently
furnished. Confirmation by a system representative that the document is in fact what was requested is a form
of triangulation. A final form of triangulation occurs when the audit is sent to the superintendent in draft
form. If the superintendent or his/her designee(s) does not provide evidence that the audit text is inaccurate, or
documentation that indicates there are omissions or otherwise factual or content errors, the audit is assumed
to be triangulated. The superintendent’s review is not only a second source of triangulation, but is considered
summative triangulation of the entirety of audit.

The Principle of Consistency

All CMSi-certified Curriculum Auditors have used the same standards and basic methods since the initial audit
conducted by Dr. Fenwick English in 1979. Audits are not normative in the sense that one school system is
compared to another. School systems, as the units of analysis, are compared to a set of standards and positive/
negative discrepancies cited.
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The Principle of Materiality

CMSi-certified auditors have broad implied and discretionary power to focus on and select those findings
that they consider most important to describing how the curriculum management system is functioning in a
school district, and how that system must improve, expand, delete, or reconfigure various functions to attain an
optimum level of performance.

The Principle of Full Disclosure

Auditors must reveal all relevant information to the users of the audit, except in cases where such disclosure
would compromise the identity of employees or patrons of the system. Confidentiality is respected in audit
interviews.

In reporting data derived from site interviews, auditors may use some descriptive terms that lack a precise
quantifiable definition. For example:

“Some school principals said that ... ”
“Many teachers expressed concern that ... ”
“There was widespread comment about ... ”

The basis for these terms is the number of persons in a group or class of persons who were interviewed, as
opposed to the total potential number of persons in a category. This is a particularly salient point when not all
persons within a category are interviewed. *“Many teachers said that...,” represents only those interviewed by
the auditors, or who may have responded to a survey, and not “many” of the total group whose views were not
sampled, and, therefore, could not be disclosed during an audit.

In general these quantifications may be applied to the principle of full disclosure:

Descriptive Term General Quantification Range
Some ... or a few ... Less than a majority of the group interviewed and less than 30 percent
Many ... Less than a majority, more than 30 percent of a group or class of people

interviewed

A majority ... More than 50 percent, less than 75 percent
Most ... or widespread 75-89 percent of a group or class of persons interviewed
Nearly all ... 90-99 percent of those interviewed in a specific class or group of persons
All or everyone ... 100 percent of all persons interviewed within a similar group, job, or class

It should be noted for purposes of full disclosure that some groups within a school district are almost always
interviewed in toto. The reason is that the audit is focused on management and those people who have policy
and managerial responsibilities for the overall performance of the system as a system. In all audits an attempt
is made to interview every member of the board of education and all top administrative officers, all principals,
and the executive board of the teachers’ association or union. While teachers and parents are interviewed, they
are considered in a status different from those who have system-wide responsibilities for a district’s operations.
Students are rarely interviewed unless the system has made a specific request in this regard.

During the site visit in Tucson, the auditors interviewed approximately 310 different individuals and groups,
including teachers, principals, parents, community patrons, administrators, the Executive Board of the Tucson
Education Association, school board members, support staff, students (secondary only), representatives of the
School-Community Partnership Committee, and representatives of student services and community support
groups for African-American, Asian/Pacific-American, Native-American, and Mexican-American students.
In addition, open time was provided in the afternoon for unscheduled interviews with teachers, parents, and
community representatives in two different central locations. Moreover, comprehensive surveys were conducted
online for teachers, principals, and parents. Parent surveys were provided in English and Spanish. Bilingual
auditors were available to conduct some interviews in Spanish for parents when needed.
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Data Sources of the Curriculum Audit™

A Curriculum Audit™ uses a variety of data sources to determine if each of the three elements of curricular
quality control is in place and connected one to the other. The audit process also inquires as to whether pupil
learning has improved as the result of effective application of curricular quality control.

The major sources of data for the Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Curriculum Audit™ were:
Documents

Documents included written board policies, administrative regulations, curriculum guides, memoranda, budgets,
state reports, accreditation documents, and any other source of information that would reveal elements of the
written, taught, and tested curricula and linkages among these elements.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted by auditors to explain contextual variables that were operating in the school system
at the time of the audit. Such contextual variables may shed light on the actions of various persons or parties,
reveal interrelationships, and explain existing progress, tension, harmony/disharmony within the school system.
Quotations cited in the audit from interviews are used as a source of triangulation and not as summative averages
or means. Some persons, because of their position, knowledge, or credibility, may be quoted more than once
in the audit, but they are not counted more than once because their inclusion is not part of a quantitative/
mathematical expression of interview data.

Site Visits

All building sites were toured by the CMSi audit team. Site visits reveal the actual context in which curriculum
is designed and delivered in a school system. Contextual references are important as they indicate discrepancies
in documents or unusual working conditions. Auditors attempted to observe briefly all classrooms, gymnasiums,
labs, playgrounds, hallways, restrooms, offices, and maintenance areas to properly grasp accurate perceptions
of conditions, activities, safety, instructional practices, and operational contexts.

Standards for the Curriculum Audit™

The CMSi Curriculum Audit™ used five standards against which to compare, verify, and comment upon the
Tucson Unified School District No. 1’s existing curricular management practices. These standards have been
extrapolated from an extensive review of management principles and practices and have been applied in all
previous Curriculum Audits™.

As a result, the standards reflect an ideal management system, but not an unattainable one. They describe
working characteristics that any complex work organization should possess in being responsive and responsible
to its clients.

A school system that is using its financial and human resources for the greatest benefit of its students is one that
is able to establish clear objectives, examine alternatives, select and implement alternatives, measure results
as they are applied against established objectives, and adjust its efforts so that it achieves a greater share of the
objectives over time.

The five standards employed in the CMSi Curriculum Audit™ in Tucson Unified School District No. 1 were:
1. The school district demonstrates its control of resources, programs, and personnel.
2. The school district has established clear and valid objectives for students.

3. The school district demonstrates internal consistency and rational equity in its program development
and implementation.

4. The school district uses the results from district-designed or -adopted assessments to adjust, improve,
or terminate ineffective practices or programs.

5. The school district has improved productivity.
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A finding within a Curriculum Audit™ is simply a description of the existing state, negative or positive, between
an observed and triangulated condition or situation at the time of the CMSi audit and its comparison with one
or more of the five audit standards.

Findings in the negative represent discrepancies below the standard. Findings in the positive reflect meeting
or exceeding the standard. As such, audit findings are recorded on nominal and ordinal indices and not ratio
or interval scales. As a general rule, audits do not issue commendations, because it is expected that a school
district should be meeting every standard as a way of normally doing its business. Commendations are not given
for good practice. On occasion, exemplary practices may be cited.

Unlike accreditation methodologies, audits do not have to reach a forced, summative judgment regarding the
status of a school district or subunit being analyzed. Audits simply report the discrepancies and formulate
recommendations to ameliorate them.
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[ll. FINDINGS

STANDARD 1: The School District Demonstrates Its Control of Resources,
Programs, and Personnel.

The governing board is elected by the community to plan, organize, implement, fund, and improve the quality
of a well-managed educational program. It is one of the major premises of local educational control within any
state’s educational system. The critical premise involved is that, through the will of the electorate, a local board
of education establishes local priorities within state laws and regulations. A school district’s accountability and
quality control rests with the school board and the public.

The board is responsible for the development of an effective policy framework, providing a focus for
management, and establish accountability for administrative and instructional staffs, as well as for its own
responsibilities. The board’s policies establish the means for the district to make meaningful assessments
and use student learning data as a critical factor in determining the system’s success. Without the elements
of quality control in place, the governing board may not reasonably expect satisfactory performance of the
organization or accomplishment of its mission and goals.

Although educational program control and accountability are often shared among different components of a
school district, ultimately, fundamental control of and responsibility for a district and its operations rest with
the elected governing board and its only direct employee — the superintendent.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

A school system meeting CMSi Curriculum Audit™ Standard One is able to demonstrate its control of resources,
programs, and personnel. Common indicators are:

* A curriculum that is centrally defined and adopted by the board of education;

* A clear set of policies that establish an operational framework for management that permits
accountability;

* Aclear set of policies that reflect state requirements and local program goals and the necessity to use
achievement data to improve school system operations;

* A functional administrative structure that facilitates the design and delivery of the district’s
curriculum;

* A direct, uninterrupted line of authority from school board/superintendent and other central office
officials to principals and classroom teachers;

* Organizational development efforts that are focused to improve system effectiveness;

*  Documentation of school board and central office planning for the attainment of goals, objectives, and
mission over time; and

* A clear mechanism to define and direct change and innovation within the school system to permit

maximization of its resources on priority goals, objectives, and mission.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard One. Details follow within
separate findings.

Standard One addresses the Tucson Unified School District’s control and governance functions in curriculum
management. The auditors found that the governing board’s operations and activities provided an inadequate
policy framework to guide the system in delivering high quality, equitable, and adequate student achievement.
Moreover, the auditors found that current policies and regulations are inadequate to establish and direct a sound
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curriculum management system and to provide a framework for quality control of the educational program
and organizational operations. The auditors found the Tucson Unified School District’s board policies, rules
,and regulations to be inadequate in both content and specificity to guide all necessary aspects of curriculum
management and the educational programs. Several policies in the curriculum management areas of control,
direction, connectivity and equity, feedback, and productivity were either weak or absent.

Planning was found to be underway with a system-wide strategic planning program, but district-wide and
school-based planning was not of sufficient quality to lead the district toward the achievement of intended
goals. The district leaders’ concern about planning often having been conducted “in silos” and with inconsistent
implementation and minimal integration was echoed by the audit team. Nevertheless, the planning process
reviewed by the auditors included recent procedures as documented and explained in interviews and was found
to have the minimum characteristics of quality planning.

Job descriptions were examined and compared to the district’s organizational chart, but not all positions had
a job description. There were several positions that were found to be missing a description of duties and
responsibilities.

The TUSD organizational structure was found to be inadequate according to most audit criteria, and some
essential and critical positions for quality control were missing. The TUSD 2013-2014 Organizational Chart,
examined by the auditors, was revised by the superintendent on August 27, 2013, and the Office of Student
Equity and Intervention 2013-2014 Organizational Chart was created on November 20, 2013. The auditors
found that the organizational charts did not meet audit criteria for sound organizational management, included
conflicting lines of authority, and were missing key functions in curriculum management quality control, as
delineated in the narrative that follows.

Without departments and positions assigned to the basic elements of quality control, the system cannot expect
to achieve acceptable levels of educational progress. These elements of progress require a unified, relevant,
and high quality curriculum across the system; focus and connectivity with staffing, training, and materials; as
well as a sound and functional assessment system that gives useful feedback to the board and superintendent in
monitoring the system’s operations.

Specific and comprehensive findings are provided below.

Finding 1.1: Board policies are inadequate to provide local curriculum management direction and to
establish quality control of the educational program and organizational functions.

In order for policies to provide the necessary operational framework, they must be useful in controlling and
directing decision making. Policies must reflect the expectations set by the board and focus the resources of the
district toward specific goals. In order for policies to drive practice, they must be specific, easily referenced,
and the first-source documents to provide individual and system guidance. Conversely, when policies are
absent, outdated, vague, or ignored, there is not effective guidance for administrators or staff. The result may
be that decision making is left to individual or special interest discretion. In such instances, there is a lack of
coherence in systems, operations, and actions. Educational outcomes may be unpredictable and/or fragmented
and may not reflect the intent of the board.

The auditors examined all policies, rules and regulations provided by the school district. They selected for
further analysis those policies most directly related to curriculum management and organizational support and
assessed them by comparing their content to 26 policy criteria that comprise the Curriculum Management
Improvement Model (CMIM). This model serves as the basis for evaluating key documents in a CMSI
Curriculum Management audit. Interviews were conducted with board members, administrators, and staff to
identify the extent to which board policies are used in the district to guide decisions about educational programs
and the curriculum.

The auditors found the Tucson Unified School District’s board policies, rules and regulations to be inadequate
in both content and specificity to guide all necessary aspects of curriculum management and the educational
programs. Several policies in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, connectivity and equity,
feedback, and productivity were either weak or absent.
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Arizona statutes give school boards broad powers and wide discretion in exercising the powers granted by the
legislature. The following statutes grant school boards the authority to manage the school district:

* ARS 15-341: “The governing board shall Prescribe and enforce policies and procedures for the
governance of the schools, not inconsistent with law or rules prescribed by the state board of education.

* AR.S. 15-321: “The board shall prescribe rules for its own government. It shall hold a regular meeting
at least once each month during the regular school year and may hold other meetings as often as called.”

* AR.S. 15-323: “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a governing board member is eligible to
vote on any budgetary, personnel or other question which comes before the board...”

The governing board, through its adopted policies, establishes its governance role in developing polices and
directing the superintendent to develop such rules and regulations as are necessary. The following policies
reference the role of the school board in establishing district policies:

*  Policy Code BBAA: “The role of the Governing Board is to establish District wide policy and direction
and otherwise to direct the affairs of the District in the manner specified by law, with day-to-day
management of the District primarily being the responsibility of District Administration.”

* Policy Code BDAA: “Generally, the role of the Governing Board is to establish District Policy. The
daily operation of the District is the responsibility of the District Administration.”

* Policy Code BG describes the process for the development, implementation, and review of board
policies. Policy Code BG also includes the following statement, which reinforces the critical nature
of school board policies: “Creating policy is a crucial school board role in our system of education
governance. Like Congress, state legislatures, and city or county councils, school boards establish the
direction and structure of their school district by adopting policies through the authority granted by
state legislatures. School board policies have the force of law equal to statutes or ordinances.”

* Policy Code BG-E| presents a flow chart of the policy development process in support of Policy Code
BG.

Auditors obtained for review and analysis copies of 398 local board policies, rules, and regulations from the
Tucson Unified School District’s website. Exhibit 1.1.1 lists the 63 curriculum management system policies,
rules, and regulations that were selected by auditors for analysis.

Exhibit 1.1.1

TUSD Board Policies and Administrative Regulations Reviewed by Audit Team
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Policy/ Date of Most
Regulation Policy/Regulation Title Recent Adoption/

Number Revisions
A District Mission, Vision and Values Dec. 2013
ADF Intercultural Proficiency July 2013
ADF-R Intercultural Proficiency Nov. 2006
BBAA Board Member Authority and Responsibilities Dec. 2013
BDAA Procedures for Governing Board Members July 2012
BDFA Stakeholder Input and Advisory Committees June 2013
BG Board Policy Process Dec. 2013
BG-E1 Policy Development Process Apr. 2013
CBCA Delegated Authority Oct. 2013
CF Leadership Principles June 2013
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)

TUSD Board Policies and Administrative Regulations Reviewed by Audit Team

Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Policy/ Date of Most
Regulation Policy/Regulation Title Recent Adoption/
Number Revisions
CF-R Leadership Principles July 2013
CFC School Council Oct. 2011
CG School Improvement Models Nov. 2011
CG-E1 Restart Model Nov. 2011
CG-E2 Closure Model Nov. 2011
CG-E3 Turnaround Model Nov. 2011
CG-E4 Transformation Model Nov. 2011
CH Policy Implementation Mar. 2012
DBC Budget, Planning, Preparation and Schedules May 2013
DD Funding Proposals, Grants, and Special Projects Apr. 2013
DDA Funding Sources Outside the School System Oct. 2012
DEG Revievy and action of Impact to the District Based on Growth and Mar. 2013
Rezoning

EB Environmental and Safety Program June 2013
ECF Energy Conservation June 2008
EEA Student Transportation in School Buses Sept. 2012
FCB Closing Schools Apr. 2013
GA Personnel Goals/Priority Objectives July 2012
GBB Staff Involvement in Decision Making June 2013
GBB-R Staff Involvement in Decision Making July 2011
GBEB-R Staff Conduct Dec. 2004
GCAB Filling Vacancies Oct. 2010
GCH Employee Orientation Apr. 2013
GClI Professional Staff Development Apr. 2012
GCO Evaluation of Certificated Staff Members Nov. 2013
GCO-R Evaluation of Certificated Teachers Aug. 2012
GCO-R2 Administrator Evaluation Procedure Dec. 2013
GCO-E3 TUSD Administrator Evaluation Instrument Oct. 2013
GCO-E4 Placement Guide for Principal Evaluation Cycle Oct. 2013
GCO-E5 Professional Growth Plan Oct. 2013
IGA Curriculum Development July 2012
IGE Curriculum Guides and Course Outlines July 2012
IHAA English Instruction June 2012
IHB Exceptional Education Programs May 2008
IHBB Gifted and Talented Education Oct. 2012
1B Class Size May 2013
1J Instructional Resources and Materials Oct. 2011
(NA Textbook/Supplementary Materials Selection and Adoption July 2012
IJNDB Use of Technology Resources in Instruction July 2012
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
TUSD Board Policies and Administrative Regulations Reviewed by Audit Team
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
Policy/ Date of Most
Regulation Policy/Regulation Title Recent Adoption/
Number Revisions
IINDB-R2 Laptop Usage Oct. 2006
IKA Grading/Assessment Systems Mar. 2012
IKA-R Grading/Assessment Systems Aug. 2012
IKE Promotion, Retention and Acceleration of Students May 2013
IKE-R1 Promotion, Retention, Acceleration and Appeal June 2013
IKF Graduation Requirements Jan. 2013
IKF-R Graduation Requirements June 2013
JB Equal Educational Opportunities and Anti-Harassment Aug. 2011
JFABD Admission of Homeless Students Mar. 2013
JFB Enrollment and School Choice Oct. 2012
JLD Guidance and Counseling Nov. 2012
IQ Student Fees, Fines and Charges Nov. 2011
KB Parental Involvement in Education June 2011
KBE Interpreter anq Translator Support Services for Students and Mar. 2013
Parents/Guardians
LCA Administration of Student Surveys Mar. 2013

Auditors analyzed the policies, rules, and regulations listed in Exhibit 1.1.1 for congruence with audit standards
using 26 criteria, each with three defining characteristics. The auditors assessed the quality of the board
policies, rules, and regulations by comparing the content to audit criteria for good curriculum management.
The 26 criteria are organized into five categories—control, direction, connectivity and equity, feedback, and
productivity—that mirror the five standards of the audit. Relevant policies, rules, and regulations were selected
from those noted in Exhibit 1.1.1 for further study and review.

The auditors examined each relevant policy, rule, and regulation to determine if the audit criteria were met. For
each criterion, a score of 0 to 3 points was given based on the characteristics of the policy, rule, or regulation. If
a policy, rule, or regulation (or several considered together) met any of the defining characteristics, the policy,
rule, or regulation was given the corresponding score (1-3). If a policy or regulation was considered too weak
to meet the characteristics or if there was no policy, rule, or regulation regarding the criterion, a rating of 0 was
given. To be considered adequate, 70 percent of the total possible points for a standard (set of criteria) had to
be given. The criteria and results of this analysis are contained in Exhibits 1.1.2 through 1.1.7.
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Exhibit 1.1.2

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard One—Provides for Control:

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

. I - Relevant Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
Regulations Rating

1.1 A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum

* Requires the taught and assessed curriculum to be aligned to the district’s written IKF, IKF-R, 0
curriculum JFB, IGA

* Addresses the alignment of the district’s written curriculum with state and national 0
standards for all subject areas and grades (includes electives)

* Directs the district’s written curriculum documents to be more rigorous than state 0
and national standards to facilitate deep alignment in all three dimensions with
current and future high-stakes tests

1.2 Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach

» Has a general philosophical statement of curriculum approach, such as standards- A 0
based, competency-based, outcome-based, etc.

» Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all content areas and grades 0
involved in local, state, and national accountability

» Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all grade levels and content 0
areas, including electives

1.3 Board adoption of the written curriculum

* Requires the annual review of new or revised written curriculum prior to its IGA 0
adoption

« Directs the annual adoption of new or revised written curriculum for all grade levels 1
and content areas

 Directs the periodic review of all curriculum on a planned cycle over several years 0

1.4 Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and responsibilities

Directs job descriptions to include accountability for the design and delivery of the
aligned curriculum

Links professional appraisal processes with specific accountability functions in the
job descriptions of central office administrators, building administrators, and regular
classroom teachers

Directs professional appraisal processes to evaluate all staff in terms of gains in
student achievement

BG, CF,
GA,GBEB-R,
GCAB,
GCO-R2

0

1.5 Long-range, system-wide planning

As part of the district planning process, policy requires that the superintendent and
staff think collectively about the future and that the discussion take some tangible
form (This allows for flexibility without prescribing a particular template)

Requires the development of a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated
annually; incorporates system-wide student achievement targets; and is evaluated
using both formative and summative measures

Expects school improvement plans to be congruent with the district long-range plan,
to incorporate system-wide student achievement targets, and to be evaluated using
both formative and summative measures

BG, CG
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Exhibit 1.1.2 (continued)

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard One—Provides for Control:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and Aud|Fors
. Rating
Regulations
1.6 Functional decision-making structure
» Expects an organizational chart that is annually reviewed, presented to the board, BDAA, 0
and approved by the superintendent BDFA, CFC,
* Requires that job descriptions for each person listed on the organizational chart GBB 0

be present and updated regularly to ensure that all audit criteria, such as span of
control, logical grouping of functions, etc., are met

» Directs and specifies the processes for the formation of decision-making bodies 1
(e.g., cabinet, task forces, committees) in terms of their composition and decision-
making responsibilities, to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product

requirements
Standard One Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 2
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 11%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.

Exhibit 1.1.2 presents the auditors’ ratings of the district policies, rules, and regulations related to Standard
One, which provides for control. Auditors found that board policies lacked sufficient content, specificity, and
direction to meet this audit criterion. At least 70 percent of the characteristics must be met for the policies to be
considered adequate; the auditors found that two out of 18 (11 percent) of the criteria were met.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings on Standard One:
Criterion 1.1: A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum

Four polices vaguely reference a taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to district written curriculum.
Policy Code IFK-R states that “...students shall have successfully completed the subject-area course requirement
incorporating the standards and competencies adopted by the State Board of Education” in order to graduate.
Policy Code IKF requires that all students shall complete graduation requirements, which include a minimum
of 23 credits. In the descriptions of each course, no reference is made to the written and taught curriculum
associated with each course other than that “students shall demonstrate competencies of grade level standards
in reading, science, social studies, and mathematics adopted by the State Board of Education.” Policy Code
JFB describes enrollment and school choice, with a description of magnet schools, pipeline schools, and open
enrollment, but no mention is made of curriculum within any of the school choice programs. Policy Code IGA
requires that “all curriculum changes be approved by the Governing Board.” No policy references were found
that would require alignment of the district’s curriculum with national standards or high-stakes assessments.
There is no policy requiring the district’s curriculum to be more rigorous than state and national standards or
requiring that district assessments be aligned with the district’s adopted curriculum. No points were awarded
for this criterion.

Criterion 1.2: Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach

Policy Code A states that the District Mission Statement ““. . . in partnership with parents and the greater community,
is to assure each pre-K through 12" grade students receives an engaging, rigorous and comprehensive education.”
No policy statement was found requiring a specific curriculum approach or mastery learning practices to be
employed at all grade levels and for all content areas including electives. No points were awarded for this
criterion.
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Criterion 1.3: Board adoption of the written curriculum

References to the board’s role in adopting academic standards and considering new programs were found in
Policy Code IGA. Policy Code IGA states, ““...the school system continually develop and modify its curriculum
to meet changing needs” and “All curriculum changes shall be approved by the Governing Board.” There was
no clear policy expectation for a planned curriculum review. One point was awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 1.4: Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and
responsibilities

Auditors found no policies that directly required job descriptions to include accountability for the design and
delivery of curriculum. Policy Code GCAB requires that “An outline of job responsibilities be developed and
maintained by the Superintendent or designee through position descriptions.” Policy Code GBEB-R states that
staff “Perform in accordance with the employee’s current job description, performance goals, and authorized
directives from supervisory authority.” Policy Code CF describes Leadership Principles of the District. Among
these is the principle that “All Administrators/Managers/Supervisors/Lead Staff will make student achievement,
safety, and welfare their highest priority.” Policy Code CF also states that “Principals duties include, but are
not limited to, the following: ...[being] responsible for the operation of the educational program of the school.”
Policy Code GA states that “An employee appraisal program (evaluation)... will contribute to the continuous
improvement of staff performance.” The Administrative Evaluation Procedure presented in Policy Code GCO-R2
does not include any discussion or requirements that administrators’ evaluations include accountability of the
design or delivery of the district curriculum. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 1.5: Long-range, system-wide planning

No specific polices were identified that require long-range planning across the district. Although the district
has a Mission Statement, that statement does not embrace district planning as one of the district goals.
Policy Code BG encourages the participation of community in the policy development process but does not
require public participation as part of the planning process. Likewise, Policy Code CG describes four School
Improvement Models; however, the four models do not require planning, either long-or short-range, as part of
the implementation process. No points were awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 1.6: Functional decision-making structure

Policies establishing an expectation that the superintendent will develop an organizational chart depicting
lines of authority or job descriptions were not identified. Decision-making bodies are identified in Policy
Code CFC, which authorizes the establishment of School Councils: “School Councils shall be responsible for
making recommendations to the superintendent for submission of the school’s 301 Plan goals, if applicable;
the selection of the school administration; and the allocation of discretionary budget of the school’s curriculum.
Also, Policy Code GBB encourages employees to participate in school management through the suggestion of
ideas for increased economy of operation and improvement of service.” One point was awarded this criterion.
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Exhibit 1.1.3

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Two to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Two—Provides for Direction:

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

o - R?l.eva"t Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies _and Rating
Regulations

2.1 Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject areas at all grade

levels

* Requires enough specificity so that all teachers can consistently describe how students IGA, IGE 0
will demonstrate mastery of the intended objective

* Requires formative assessment instruments that align to specific curriculum objectives 0

» Directs that suggestions be provided to teachers for differentiating curriculum to meet 0
students’ needs as diagnosed by formative assessments

2.2 Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments

* Requires the development of procedures to both formatively and summatively review the | IGA, IGE 0
written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas

* Requires the annual review of test banks, benchmark assessments, and other assessment 0
instruments for alignment with the district or state accountability system

» Evaluates assessment instruments for alignment to the district curriculum in all three 0
dimensions: content, context, and cognitive type

2.3 Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment

* Requires textbooks/resources to be regularly reviewed and the resource revision/ 1J, 13J, 0
adoption cycle to align with the curriculum revision cycle IINDB

» Directs review of all new instructional resource materials for content, context, and 0
cognitive type alignment to the district curriculum and assessment

» Directs district staff to identify discrete areas where alignment is missing and provide 0
teachers with supplementary materials to address gaps in alignment (missing content,
inadequate contexts, etc.)

2.4 Content area emphasis

» Directs the yearly identification of subject areas that require additional emphasis based 0
on a review of assessment results

» Within subject areas, requires identification by administration of specific objectives, 0
contexts, cognitive types, and instructional practices to receive budgetary support

» Requires focused professional development and coaching to support the instructional 0
delivery of the identified priorities within the content areas

2.5 Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum

« Directs that all subject-related (e.g., reading, Title 1) and school-wide (e.g., tutoring, IHAA 0
DARE, AVID) programs be reviewed for alignment to the written and assessed
curriculum

* Requires written procedures for both formative and summative evaluation of all new 0
subject-related and school-wide programs before submission to the board for approval

» Directs administrative staff to prepare annual recommendations for subject-related and 1
school-wide program revision, expansion, or termination based on student achievement

Standard Two Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 1

Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 7%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are

awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
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Exhibit 1.1.3 presents the auditors’ ratings of the district policies, rules, and administrative regulations related
to Standard Two, which provides for direction. Auditors found that board policies lacked sufficient content,
specificity, and direction to meet this audit criterion. At least 70 percent of the characteristics must be met for
the policies to be considered adequate; the auditors found that one out of 15 (seven percent) of the criteria was
met.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings on Standard Two:

Criterion 2.1: Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessment for all subject
areas at all grade levels

No policies were presented to auditors that require formative assessment aligned to specific curriculum
objectives. Also, policies were absent in the area of differentiation that is linked to formative assessment
techniques. No points were awarded for the criterion.

Criterion 2.2: Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments

Auditors found two district policies that required review of the district curriculum, resources, and assessments
on a periodic basis. Policy Code IGA authorizes the superintendent to “develop the curriculum for the school
system and to organize committees to review curriculum.” Policy Code IGE requires the curriculum guides
be developed for “the various subject areas.” Also, “These guides shall present at least a minimal outline for
instruction...and...suggest a variety of possibilities for instruction, patterns of individualization, variations of
approaches, and materials.” No requirement is made for a periodic review of curriculum or the alignment of
curriculum and assessment. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.3: Textbooks/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment

Auditors found three policies that address textbooks and resources. Policy Code 1J requires that district shall
furnish all textbooks and supplies for students in grades K-8, and textbooks and other printed material for
student in grades 9-12. Policy Code IJJ requires that the board will have final approval and adopt all new
textbooks and supplementary course books. Policy Code IJNDB describes the use of technology resources
in instruction, but is basically an acceptable use policy covering staff and student use of district technology
equipment, software, and networks. No policy requires the alignment of textbooks or resources to curriculum
or assessment. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.4: Content area emphasis

Auditors did not find any policies containing characteristics associated with this criterion. Specifically, no
policy statements were found requiring professional development in support of curriculum delivery. No policy
requires the identification of subject areas that need additional emphasis and budgetary support. No points were
awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.5: Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum

While no policy specifically directs that all subject-related programs be reviewed for alignment, Policy Code
IHAA does require that “The superintendent shall issue Administrative Regulations containing procedures for
the identification, assessment, placement, reassessment, and reclassification of ELLs and develop and implement
procedures for continuous and appropriate assessment of the effectiveness of all educational programs and
activities governed by the policy.” However, this policy is limited to those students in ELL programming only.
One point was awarded this criterion.
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Exhibit 1.1.4

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Three to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Three—Provides for Connectivity and Equity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

S - Relevant Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations

3.1 Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another

* Requires the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum within 0
schools

* Requires vertical articulation across grade levels and horizontal coordination among schools 0
at a given level for all content areas

* Directs the identification of prerequisite skills and their placement in the written curriculum 0
at the appropriate grade/instructional level

3.2 Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum

 Directs the development and implementation of a district professional development plan, GA, 0
focused on effective curriculum delivery, that is congruent with the district long-range plan | GBEB-R,
and annual goal priorities GCH, GCI

¢ Requires a process whereby staff are coached over time in the implementation of 0
professional development initiatives

 Directs the regular evaluation of the impact of professional development on student 0
achievement, using both formative and summative measures

3.3 Delivery of the adopted district curriculum

¢ Requires all staff to deliver the curriculum as approved by the board GCO, 0

 Requires building principals and all central office staff with curriculum responsibilities to | GCO-R, IIB 0
review disaggregated assessment results and identify areas where curriculum delivery may
be ineffective

¢ Requires an annual report for the board regarding the status of curriculum delivery 0

3.4 Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum

 Directs building principals to develop and implement a plan to monitor the delivery of the |CF 0
district curriculum on a weekly basis

* Directs central office curricular staff to assist the principal in monitoring the delivery of the 0
district curriculum

* Requires periodic school and classroom data-gathering reports from administrators detailing 0
the status of the delivery of the curriculum across the district, with recommendations for the
creation of professional development activities or curricular revisions

3.5 Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning environment

¢ Requires equal student access to the curriculum, appropriate instructional materials for ADF, EEA, 1
a variety of learning levels and modes, and appropriate facilities to support the learning I[HAA, IHB,
environment necessary to deliver the district curriculum IHBB, JB,

e Directs the development of procedures for fast-tracking students who lack sufficient JFABD, JQ, 0
prerequisite skills for courses such as AP, honors, etc., but need more challenging content | KBF

¢ Requires an annual review of equity data (such as access, racial isolation, rigor), the 0
subsequent reporting to the board of those data, and the development of a plan for
correcting equity issues

Standard Three Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 1

Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 7%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are awarded
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
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Exhibit 1.1.4 presents the auditors’ ratings of the district policies, rules, and regulations related to Standard
Three, which provides for connectivity and equity. Auditors found that board policies lacked sufficient content,
specificity, and direction to meet this audit criterion. At least 70 percent of the characteristics must be met for
the policies to be considered adequate; the auditors found that one out of 15 (seven percent) of the criteria was
met.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings on Standard Three:
Criterion 3.1: Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another

Auditors found no policies that addressed articulation and coordination of the curriculum. No points were
awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.2: Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum

References to professional development were found in several board policies. Policy Code GCI encourages
participation in professional meetings and approved in-services for the purpose of professional growth. Policy
Code GA establishes personnel services goals, which include an employee appraisal system that will “contribute
to the continuous improvement of staff performance and in-service programs that will improve rate of staff
performance and retention.” Policy Code GCH requires that all new employees attend an employee orientation
that includes information about the District’s Mission, Vision, Values, and Goals. Finally, Policy Code GBEB-R
expects that employees will “Strive to acquire knowledge of new developments in the employee’s field of
work.” No polices were found that require either coaching of employees over time, or regular evaluation of
the impact of professional development. EXisting policy also does not expect that professional development
focus on effective curriculum delivery or be congruent with district plans or goals. No points were awarded this
criterion.

Criterion 3.3: Delivery of the adopted district curriculum

Auditors found no policies that required delivery of the approved curriculum or use of assessment results to
identify areas in which curriculum delivery may be ineffective. Three polices mention instruction. Policy Code
1IB states that instructional delivery shall be “flexible to accommodate student groupings,” Policy Code GCO-R
identifies Instructional Strategies as “specific, concrete and targeted toward the unique needs of the students,”
and Policy Code GCO describes the staff evaluation process to include “Student learning is the primary focus
of the teachers’ professional time.” None of the three cited policies above required delivery of the adopted
curriculum. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.4: Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum

Policy Code CF states, “A principal is responsible for the supervision, evaluation, and support of the school staff
members.” Also, “A principal will maintain school records and prepare reports.” Additionally the principal
will keep the superintendent informed of the conditions and needs of the school. No policy was found that
specifically required principals to monitor the delivery of curriculum on a weekly basis or use the data to
monitor the status of curriculum delivery across the district. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.5: Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning
environment

Several policies were found that establish a clear expectation that students could not be denied access to the
district’s educational programs. Policy Code KBF states, “TUSD is committed to ensuring communication with
Limited English Students and their families shall receive services in a language they understand.” Policy Code
JO states, “No student will be denied an education as a result of inability to pay supplementary charges.” Policy
Code JB states, “The right of each student to fully participate in classroom instruction shall not be abridged or
impaired because of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, age, national origin, and disability, or any other
reason not related to the student’s individual capabilities.” Policy Code JFABD includes several procedures
to ensure that Homeless Students will not be denied access to education, in compliance with Arizona State
Laws and Arizona Administrative Codes. Policy Code IHBB requires that Gifted and Talented students shall be
“provided with appropriate instruction and/or special ancillary services from first grade through high school.”

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 26



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 50 of 942

No policy references were found requiring review of equity data or developing procedures for fast-tracking
students who lack sufficient skills for courses such as AP or honors. One point was awarded for this criterion.

Exhibit 1.1.5

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Four to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Four—Provides for Feedback:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and -
. Rating
Regulation

4.1 A student assessment process
¢ Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment IKA, IKA-R, 0

process that goes beyond the state accountability assessment system and includes both | IKAB, IKE

formative and summative measures
* Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment process 0

that is differentiated to address variations in student achievement (both above and
below grade level) and includes both formative and summative assessment measures

* Requires assessment instruments to be more rigorous in content, context, and cognitive 0
type than external, high stakes assessments

4.2 A program assessment process

« Directs the development and implementation of a district program evaluation process 0
* Requires each proposed program to have an evaluation process (The process includes 0
both formative and summative evaluations) before that program is adopted and
implemented
< Directs the program assessment process to link with district planning initiatives, 0

including site improvement plans and the strategic/long-range plan

4.3 Use of data from assessments to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and efficiency

* Requires the disaggregation of assessment data at the school, classroom, student IKE, IKA 0
subgroup, and student level to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and
efficiency

* Requires classroom teachers to track and document individual student mastery in core 1
content areas

¢ Requires the development of modifications to the curriculum and/or programs as 0
needed in response to disaggregated assessment data to bring about effectiveness and
efficiency

4.4 Reports to the board about program effectiveness

e Requires yearly reports to the board regarding program effectiveness for all new 0
programs for the first three years of operation

* Requires reports to the board every three years for long-term programs 0

* Requires summative reports to the board every five years for all content areas before 0

any curriculum revisions or major materials acquisition, with the reports delivered prior
to the curricular adoption cycle

Standard Four Rating (number of points for the four criteria with a possibility of 12) 1

Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—12) 8%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.

Exhibit 1.1.5 presents the auditors’ ratings of the district policies, rules, and regulations related to Standard
Four, which provides for feedback. Auditors found that board policies lacked sufficient content, specificity, and
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direction to meet this audit criterion. At least 70 percent of the characteristics must be met for the policies to be
considered adequate; the auditors found that one out of 12 (8 percent) of the criteria was met.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings on Standard Four:
Criterion 4.1: A student assessment process

No policy references were found requiring district assessments to go beyond that which is required for state
accountability, or establishing a system that is differentiated or more rigorous than external high stakes
assessments. Four policies were found that require procedures to determine student competencies on state
mandated curriculum (Policy Codes IKA, IKA-R, IKE-R, and IKE); however, these polices mainly deal with
student grading and student report cards. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.2: A program assessment process

No polices were presented to auditors that direct the development of a district program evaluation process or
link new programs to district planning initiatives, improvement plans, or long-range planning. No points were
awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.3: Use of data from assessments to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and
efficiency

Policy Code IKE states that student shall “Progress through the grades by demonstrating growth in learning
and by meeting or exceeding the grade-level standards established by the State and District.” Policy Code
1K A requires teachers to “Balance the need for on-going assessment for instructional purposes with reporting
student progress/achievement by giving a grade.” There is no expectation in policy that staff disaggregate data
at the school, classroom, or sub-group level for the purpose of determining curriculum effectiveness or for
differentiation or modification of curriculum or programs. One point was awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.4: Reports to the board about program effectiveness
Policy is silent on this criterion. No points were awarded this criterion.
Exhibit 1.1.6

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and -
| Rating
Regulations

5.1 Program-centered budgeting
* Directs development of a budget process that requires program evaluation, identification | DBC, DD, 0

of specific measurable program goals before the budget process begins, and documented | DDA, FCB

costs to ensure that expenditures are aligned within revenues and cost-benefit analysis is

facilitated
* Requires adherence to a program-centered budgeting process that includes incremental 0

budgeting based on different program types, delivery, and quality for all curriculum
areas (The process provides evidence of tangible connections between allocations and
anticipated program outcomes or accomplishments.)

 Directs full implementation of a program-centered budgeting process that includes 0
incremental funding possibilities, a process for evaluating options, and the use of program
evaluation data linked to budget allocations (This process enables program budget
decisions to be based upon documented results and performance.)
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Exhibit 1.1.6 (continued)

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and
Regulations

Auditors’
Rating

5.2 Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

* Requires a budget that allocates resources according to documented needs, assessment BBAA,
data, and established district curriculum and program goals and priorities DBC

* Requires a budget that may be multi-year in nature, provides ongoing support for
curriculum and program priorities, and connects costs with program expectations and
data-based needs

< Directs a budget that provides resources needed to achieve system priorities over time
and demonstrates the need for resources based on measurable results and/or performance
of programs and activities

5.3 Environment to support curriculum delivery

» Directs facilities that enable teachers to work in an environment that supports adequate DFG, EB,
delivery of the curriculum ECF

* Directs consideration of multi-year facilities planning efforts to adequately support the
district curriculum and program priorities

 Directs facilities planning linked to future curriculum and instructional trends and to the
teaching-learning environment incorporated in the documented system mission and vision
statements

5.4 Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery

« Provides a clear connection between district support services and the achievement of the
district curriculum design and delivery, and evidence of optimization within the system

¢ Requires formative and summative evaluation practices for each support service to
provide data for improving these services and documented evidence of improvement over
time

¢ Requires periodic reports to the board with recommendations for continuing, revising,
and/or developing new support services to enhance fulfillment of the mission, including
needs-based data

5.5 Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning

¢ Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to improved
student learning for the core curriculum areas and electives

* Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to improved
student learning for all curriculum areas and grade levels (including electives)

* Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to improved
student learning for all operations of the district
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Exhibit 1.1.6 (continued)

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations on
Audit Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant Auditors’
Audit Criteria and Characteristics Policies and -
. Rating
Regulations

5.6 Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals
* Requires the identification of strategies, grounded in documented assessment of program 0

success or efficacy, to be used by the district to ensure long-term institutionalization of

change
» Directs the development of school improvement plans that address the use of specific 0

change strategies at the building level to ensure the institutionalization of change and
improved results or performance

« Directs that all district, department, and program plans incorporate procedures for change 0
strategies to ensure the institutionalization of change for improvement and include
procedures with formative and summative practices that provide data about change
implementation and effectiveness

Standard Five Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 0

Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 0%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.

Exhibit 1.1.6 presents the auditors’ ratings of the district policies, rules, and regulations related to Standard
Five, which provides for productivity. Auditors found that board policies lacked sufficient content, specificity,
and direction to meet this audit criterion. At least 70 percent of the characteristics must be met for the policies
to be considered adequate; the auditors found that none of the 18 criteria were met.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings on Standard Five:
Criterion 5.1: Program-centered budgeting

Four policies were presented to auditors regarding budgeting processes. Policy Code DBC requires that the
superintendent “Prepare and disseminate a budget preparation schedule...for the school year. ” Policy Code DD
requires that the board be kept informed of possible sources of state and federal and other funds for support of
the schools. Policy Code DDA permits the district to submit proposals to private foundations and other sources
of financial aid. Policy Code FCB permits the board to close schools based, in part, on operational costs. No
polices address program—centered budgeting. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.2: Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

Policy Code DBC requires that the “Superintendent prepare and disseminate a budget preparation schedule
to accomplish all required budgetary actions for the following school year.” Policy Code BBAA gives the
Board the authority to develop and approve policy to promote the “cost-efficient and equitable operation of the
District.” Policy expectations requiring development of multi-year budgets based on documented needs were
not found. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.3: Environment to support curriculum delivery

Policy Code EB establishes procedures to protect the safety of all students, employees, visitors, and other
present on school property through the creation of a plan to address maintenance, safety, reports of defects
in buildings and grounds, and misuse of facilities. Policy DFG permits the district to review and take action
on proposed rezoning or other land transfers that may impact schools or school facilities. Policy Code ECF
establishes objectives and guidelines for energy conservation procedures to save utility costs while maintaining
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a healthy and comfortable learning environment. No polices address overall facilities planning to address future
instructional trends. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.4: Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery

References connecting other support services—such as transportation, technology, or nursing services—to
student learning were not found. No policy statements were found that would require the evaluation of support
services or periodic reports to the board. No points were awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 5.5: Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning

No policy statements were noted that referenced the use of data analysis to improve student learning. No points
were awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 5.6: Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals
No policies referenced change or implementing change processes. No points were awarded this criterion.

Exhibit 1.1.7 shows the percentage of adequacy of board policies, rules, and regulations for each of the five
standards and an overall adequacy percentage for all five standards.

Exhibit 1.1.7

Summary Ratings of the Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy
and Administrative Regulations to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Percentage of Points
Standard Ngﬁtl;erli.;f Pof;$:¥021f1 s Points Given Relative to 70%
Standard for Adequacy

One 6 18 2 11
Two 5 15 1 7
Three 5 15 1 7
Four 4 12 1 8
Five 6 18 0 0
Overall Rating o

For all Criteria 26 8 5 6%

As can be noted, district policies, rules, and regulations scored five out of a possible 78 points. Scores for each
of the five categories are as follows: Control—2 of 18, Direction—1 of 15, Connectivity and Equity—1 of 15,
Feedback—1 of 12, and Productivity—O0 of 18. To be considered adequate, an overall score of 57 points, or 70
percent, is required. With an overall score of five points, or six percent, the policies, rules, and regulations of
the Tucson Unified School District do not meet the audit standard for effective governance and are considered
inadequate.

In summary, the auditors compared governing policies, rules, and regulations to audit criteria for quality in the
areas of control, direction, connectivity and equity, feedback, and productivity. It was determined that board
policies, rules, and regulations are inadequate to direct the superintendent and staff for effective management
of curriculum and other district functions. More specifically, no board policies or administrative regulations
clearly require specificity or similar curriculum requirements that would help teachers identify student mastery
of critical learner objectives aligned with accountability measures. Policies related to assessment and curriculum
contain no direction for formative assessment instruments, denying teachers access to information about student
progress in mastery of learner objectives on a frequent basis (see Recommendation 1).
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Finding 1.2: Some planning documents meet audit criteria to direct student achievement improvement
efforts; however, they are not consistently used or implemented and require updated needs assessments,
increased coordination with budget planning, and expanded informational contents to optimize the
potential for attaining desired outcomes. District leaders report that they are initiating a new process
that will unify several plans, integrate the priorities for improvements, and expand the inclusivity of
planning participation.

Quality planning is a critical component of governance and management leadership in school districts intent
on meeting goals for successful student learning and achievement as well as for effective operations across
the system. The planning function typically involves a variety of stakeholders in developing goals, strategies,
and recommended actions that speak to current data as well as future informational projections. The finalized
documents include clear goals, implementation actions and targeted dates for accomplishment, responsible
persons for ongoing monitoring and implementation roles, and identification of resources needed and how
they are to be attained, as well as information about methods for determining and reporting progress. Plans
can be presented in a variety of formats for multi-year coverage, but clarity of procedures for updating and
modifying of goals, actions, and other contents are typically spelled out in the plan documents to ensure
common organizational understanding of plan monitoring and ongoing modifications in response to current
data. Quality plans resulting from such a process are formally recommended by the superintendent, approved
by the governing board, and subsequently implemented with collaboration across the system.

To obtain a comprehensive understanding of the planning functions and documents in the Tucson Unified
School District, the auditors reviewed state and local expectations for planning as identified in directives from
the Arizona Department of Education, local school board policies, and a relevant federal court order. The
team reviewed all planning documents provided by the district staff and interviewed board members, district
administrators, principals, several teachers and other school-based staff, and parents and community members
who opted to participate in the auditors’ group interviews.

The auditors found that current board policies do not provide adequate direction for expected planning processes
or plan contents. Planning in the district in the last few years has been fragmented. Various offices have
developed program or activity specific plans that relate to a federal, state or local mandate but those plans did
not connect to a comprehensive district plan. The planning process that has been taking place over the last
few months was also reviewed by the auditors and was found to have the minimum characteristics of quality
planning..

The audit team found that primary plans have been those required by the state or by a federal court: the
district’s Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP), schools improvement plans, a Unitary Status Plan (referred
to as a desegregation plan), and the TUSD Information Technology Plan. Auditors’ review determined that
the district’s Continuous Improvement Plan and the sample of 10 schools’ improvement plans contained the
characteristics to be considered adequate for driving improvement actions; nevertheless, these plans have not
been consistently used at all levels of the organization, thus limiting their potential impact. A document that
provides guidance to the Continuous Improvement Plan, Title I, and related plans is the Support Plan Protocol
for Struggling Schools (2013-14). The document lays out expectations for plan preparation, data-based actions,
clearly identified responsible persons, and timelines, with the goal of creating more consistency among plans
and collaboration on content quality and implementation strategies.

The technology plan met the criteria to be considered adequate as a departmental plan, though there is considerable
updating needed based on current needs and status of projects. Another plan that met audit expectations is the
facilities master plan, which is specifically addressed in Finding 5.2. Overall, the auditors observed a significant
need for the projected modifications of planning processes and products to attain organizational cohesion and
improve overall efficiency and effectiveness.

In February 2014, a month after the auditors’ site visit, the district’s new strategic planning process moved
forward. Auditors learned of several preliminary input sessions involving internal and community stakeholders.
The new district administrative leaders have established two transitional plans to be considered and integrated
into the resulting strategic plan, which is intended to unify district, department, and school goals and priorities
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for comprehensive long-term planning. These plans are identified as the Instructional Leadership Plan and the
Business Leadership Plan and are intended to provide some fundamental information for the planning process.
Most of the former district and school-based processes leading to the various plans currently available were
more limited in participation, inconsistent in procedures, and isolated in many planned actions.

Documents currently available indicate that historically much of the district’s planning has been undertaken
in the context of the Continuous Improvements Plans (CIP) required for districts and schools to qualify for
Title I and other grant funds. That plan requirement focuses on one year at a time. The auditors noted that
the document currently titled a “strategic plan” is actually a comprehensive facilities and resource plan that
addresses general program needs in the context of pursuing decisions about school closures and mergers over
the past three years but is not a comprehensive system-wide strategic plan. The other plans address specific
areas of district operations, such as The TUSD Information Technology Plan, the facilities master plan, and the
Unitary Status Plan—also referred to as the “desegregation plan” (see Findings 3.5 and 5.9).

As noted earlier, planning previously has occurred by units in relative isolation and with only general and
minimal integration among contents. An exception was the process used in determining school closures and
mergers during the past three years, which relied on facilities data and resulted in the facilities Strategic
Plan that provided for those decisions (see Finding 5.2). Based on existing information about the currently
developing process, the auditors found this emerging process to be an improvement in inclusive participation
and comprehensive coverage.

Lacking a comprehensive district strategic plan, the auditors opted to evaluate the current District Continuous
Improvement Plan (CIP) using audit criteria for quality district plans. The school district had obtained permission
from the Arizona Department of Education to continue the existing actions in the CIP until the completion of the
new strategic planning process. According to the DOE website,

USD will conduct a comprehensive needs assessment in the following areas: Teaching and Learning,
Curriculum Alignment, District Operations, and Efficiency. Once this is done, all portions of the
LEA plan will be evaluated against the identified priorities and revisions will be made. TUSD central
leadership will ensure implementation of revisions via the allocation of resources. Progress on the use
of resources to help improve student achievement will be monitored throughout the year and evaluated
at the end of the year. TUSD central leadership will ensure that a continuous improvement process is
put into place.

The auditors’ review resulted in their rating the district CIP as adequate in quality to provide direction for
improving student achievement. The missing element was delineation of budgetary and other resources needed
for plan implementation, a component absent in all the school plans as well. However, interviews suggested
that the CIP was not used as the central guiding plan for decisions across departments.

The auditors found that, for the most part, the schools’ Continuous Improvement Plans in the sample were
congruent with the stated district priority of improving student achievement for students. The plans as a
collection met the expectations for quality school plans; however, some in the sample of 10 plans lacked a few
characteristics used as audit criteria to determine plan quality. The plans were inconsistent in structure, though
most contained the highlights of Arizona DOE requirements. All school plans lacked clarity on the resources
needed for action steps. In a few instances, the planned percentages of improvement appeared unrealistic for
the one-year time frame, and evaluation methods for actions other than those linked to student assessments were
absent.

Direction for Planning

The Arizona Department of Education outlines the requirements for Continuous Improvement Plans and
provides the technological source (Arizona Local Education Agency Tracker system, or ALEAT) for updating
and reporting plan contents and progress as new data emerge. Districts and schools are encouraged by the DOE
to update their plan information monthly, though most plans appear to be updated once or twice during a year.
As required for all local education agencies seeking funds from Titles I, II, III and technology support grants,
the school district has prepared and updated a District Continuous Improvement Plan (DCIP) as described
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above, along with the TUSD Technology Plan. Similarly, most of the schools in the sample reviewed by
auditors have developed campus-based Continuous Improvement Plans; some have submitted updated plan
reports on ALEAT.

The district leaders required development of the transitional Instructional and Business Leadership Teams’ Plans,
which will feed into the strategic planning process that began in February and result in a comprehensive plan.
The Unitary Status Plan is directed and its contents identified by the federal courts, though most determination
of how the plan implementation will be organized locally rests with the district (see Finding 3.5). The leadership
intent reported to auditors is to also incorporate components of all existing district plans and the Unitary Status
Plan in the district’s new strategic plan.

Board policies address some aspects of local district planning but include no specific policy directing the
planning process or requirements for planning document contents:

*  Board Policy DBC: Budget Planning, Preparation and Schedules simply requires the superintendent
to prepare an annual schedule to address required budget preparation work.

*  Board Policy IGE: Curriculum Guides and Course Outlines requires curriculum guides and course
outlines but does not require a curriculum management plan or a related program assessment plan.

* Board Policy IGA: Curriculum Development recognizes the need for ongoing development of
curriculum and program evaluation and includes expected components of planning. However, the
policy does not require a documented plan.

*  Board Policy 1JJ: Text/Supplementary Materials Selection and Adoption, per state law, requires board
approval and adoption of textbooks, supplemental course books, E-books, and software for courses.
The policy provides guidelines for preparation of recommendations for such adoptions but does not
require a planned curriculum and resource adoption plan.

* Although Section F of the policies is titled “Facility Planning and Development,” there is no requirement
in those policies for a comprehensive, long-range facilities plan.

The TUSD board policies do not provide direction or specific expectations for comprehensive, long-range
planning functions. General references are included, but there is a lack of clarity regarding planning processes
and documented products to link ongoing work across the district to the district mission and goals and to
continuously improve student learning and system operations.

The auditors also reviewed job descriptions as possible sources of direction or responsibility for planning
functions and noted minimal direction in those documents:

*  Superintendent—makes no mention of responsibility for oversight or direction of district planning.

*  Deputy Superintendent of Operations—*“Leads the Business Leadership Team to meet and support the
Superintendent’s goals and District’s vision.... Ensures that a strategic and tactical planning process in
each department is aligned to the District mission, vision, values and goals.”

* Deputy Superintendent of Teaching and Learning—contains no functions of leading or monitoring
planning.

* Executive Director, Innovation and School Improvement—*“analyzes, evaluates and ensures that the
goals and objectives of Tucson Unified School district are accomplished according to established
priorities, time and funding limitations....”

e The Principal job description contains several components that either directly or implicitly indicate an
expectation that they lead and/or oversee site-based planning functions.
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Exhibit 1.2.1 lists the documents identified as plans and provided to the team for review.

Exhibit 1.2.1

Planning Documents Reviewed by Audit Team
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Document Date
Tucson Unified School District Vision and Core Values 2012
Superintendent Goals 2012-13
Strategic Plan 2011-12 March 3, 2011
District Continuous Improvement Plan 2013-14 2013
School Continuous Improvement Plans 2013-14 (Various)
School Staff Development Plans & Calendars 2013-14 2013

Technology Plan 2012-15

June 12, 2012

Business Leadership Plan

December 10, 2013

Instructional Leadership Plan

December 10, 2013

Sub-plans:

Plan: Leadership plan to develop African American and Latino administrators
(p. 26, COrd).

Plan: Academic and Behavioral Supports Assessment and Plan (p. 27 COrd).
Plan: Advance Learning Experiences and Recruitment Plan (p. 27, COrd).
Plan: Dropout Prevention and Retention Plan (p. 33, COrd).

Plan: Effectiveness: Any benchmarks or measures of effectiveness for the
Unity Status Plan and supporting documents.

Plan: Intentional Equal Access Plan

Plan: Intentional Student Advocacy Plan

Plan: Magnet School Plan (p. 9, COrd).

Plan: Reports from any internal or external compliance monitoring source
dealing with the Unitary Status Plan.

Plan: Restorative School Culture and Climate Plan

Plan: School Master Plan (not the PowerPoint).

Plan: Staff Recruitment action Plan and related personnel plans that address
race and gender imbalances on the TUSD staff.

Plan: Student Assignment Plan.

Plan: Task Force “comprehensive plan for significantly improving the
academic performance of African American students” (p. 38, COrd).

Plan: Special Education IDEA plan

Plan: ELL plan for district

Support Plan Protocol for Struggling Schools 2013-14
Communications Plan 2013-14 2013
Unitary Status Plan Review and Assessment 2012

The auditors were provided no district staff development plan, no curriculum management plan, no student
assessment and program evaluation plan, nor other departmental plans except for the TUSD technology plan,

the strategic plan and master plans for facilities, and a communications plan.

The Audit Approach to Analyzing Planning and Plans

The auditors reviewed the TUSD planning documents provided and interviewed district leaders and other
personnel to understand the planning processes for the resulting plans. Three levels of analysis were used: (1)
the district’s overall planning process and how it has been implemented within the organization, (2) a review of
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the district plan or plans auditors selected to represent the district’s primary planning document(s) at this time,
and (3) the planning process for departmental and/or schools’ continuous improvement.

Using audit criteria, the following exhibit summarizes the auditors’ analysis of the TUSD planning processes
in the two recently developed plans and in the strategic planning process launched in February 2014. For the
planning quality to be considered adequate, six of the eight characteristics must be rated as adequate. Any
characteristics indicated as partially adequate are considered inadequate for the purpose of this analysis, but
auditors provide that information to assist in clarification.

Exhibit 1.2.2

Characteristics of Quality Planning Criteria—
Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating

There is evidence that...
Adequate | Inadequate

1. Policy Expectations: The governing board has placed into policy the
expectation that the superintendent and staff collectively discuss the future
and that this thinking should take some tangible form without prescribing a
particular template, allowing for flexibility as needed.

2. Vision/Direction: Leadership has implicit or explicit vision of the general
direction in which the organization is going for improvement purposes. That
vision emerges from having considered future changes in the organizational
context.

3. Data-driven: Data influence the planning and system directions/initiatives. X

4. Budget Timing: Budget planning for change is done in concert with other
planning, with goals and actions from those plans driving the budget planning.

5. Day-to-Day Decisions: Leadership makes day-to-day decisions regarding
the implicit or explicit direction of the system and facilitates movement X
toward the planned direction.

6. Emergent/Fluid Planning: Leadership is able to adjust discrepancies
between current status and desired status, facilitates movement toward the X
desired status, and is fluid in planning efforts (emergent in nature).

7. Deliberate Articulated actions: Staff are involved in a purposeful way
through such efforts as school/unit improvement planning, professional
development councils, and district task forces that are congruent with the
articulated direction of the system or system initiatives.

8. Aligned Professional Development: Professional development endeavors
are aligned to system planning goals and initiatives.

X

Total 6 2
Percentage of Adequacy 75%

After combining information about the current strategic planning process and the process of developing the
transitional leadership plans, auditors evaluated the district’s planning efforts. The planning process as recently
used and currently in place gave evidence of six of the eight characteristics (75 percent) and is considered
adequate in quality. The following comments are intended to clarify the auditors’ analysis summarized in
Exhibit 1.2.2.

Policy Expectations: The primary weakness in policies is that there is no local clarification of the process
intended or what plans are to be undertaken within the school system. In spite of the policy weakness, the current
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district leadership teams have developed a planning process that informed the development of transitional plans
and the current strategic planning procedures.

Vision/Direction: The TUSD leaders have clarified a vision for the general direction of the district improvement
purposes and have considered a variety of anticipated changes in establishing the vision and the continuous
improvement intent. As the process unfolds, there is clear intent of integrating future plans and creating cohesive
goals and actions to support the vision and focus direction for the system and its components.

Data-driven: As the new planning process unfolds, auditors learned that a variety of data are either being used
or are clearly expected to be used to inform the decisions. Examples identified were student performance data,
human resource information on recruitment and hiring, school enroliment and related facilities data, technology
inventory and needs assessment information, and financial and budgetary informational updates.

Budget Timing: Budget planning has not always been conducted in the context of other plan development.
Auditors could not identify any clear and specific plans for coordinating the planning work with budget planning;
however, this characteristic may be met as the initial steps in the planning process progress.

Day-to-Day Decisions: Auditors identified a current focus on leadership’s use of the transitional Business
Leadership and Instructional Leadership Teams’ plans in ongoing decisions. The Superintendent’s Goals, the
BLT Plan, and the ILT Plan are already serving to focus discussions in meetings and setting the practices that
will follow the new strategic plan implementation. The expressed and publicized intent is that the eventual
strategic plan will drive daily and annual decisions and “focus all work across the school district.”

Emergent/Fluid Planning: The efforts of the new leadership team are already addressing the need to merge
current plans with future plans and identify ways to track data as well as plan progress so that the resulting
strategic plan becomes “a living, breathing, and active document.” The expectation of periodic progress reports
has also been announced.

Deliberate Articulated actions: Based on the written and orally stated information provided to auditors, the
intent of the emerging planning process is to promote more focused and intentional actions at all levels of the
district, from schools to the district administration. Establishing groups for ongoing review and input to plan
modifications has been mentioned by the leadership as the new strategic planning model emerges.

Aligned Professional Development: The ILT plan, Section II: Planning and Student Performance specifically
includes three initiatives for professional development to support the plan’s work. The BLT, Section II:
Personnel Focus, Initiative 9 includes specific and aligned professional development to enhance the strength of
implementation. The district’s CIP emphasizes training of principals and school teams in data use, along with
the leadership academy and other staff development offerings.

Comments about planning that were offered in interviews included the following;

*  “This new planning process will be much more inclusive than most planning of the past has been.”
(District Administrator)

» “Itsounds as if the leaders really want all of our input on the new district plan.” (Parent)

*  “Integrating elements of many plans requires our understanding them during the planning process.”
(Building Administrator)

e “We’ve never lacked for vision, we lacked for the follow-through on the vision.” (Teacher)
*  “From the small details to the big vision, we are going in the right direction.” (District Administrator)
TUSD Continuous Improvement Plan

The auditors reviewed the District Continuous Improvement Plan (2013-14) as the current comprehensive
central plan since the document labeled “strategic plan” focused on facility planning. Auditors were told that
the plan reflects the district’s intended “continuing actions” and that the Department of Education approved
this as an interim plan until the new strategic planning process is completed. The leadership teams’ plan
documents also reflect several congruent content areas and are referred to in the following analysis to identify
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more specifically the plan contents beyond the compliance CIP document. With the absence of an adopted
strategic plan, the CIP has only data and observations to guide its contents, which has led several district and
school leaders to ignore it as “an isolated plan that is compliance only.”

The following exhibit summarizes the auditors’ analysis of the CIP and is followed by explanatory comments,
with some of those comments referring to the leadership team plans that focus on some of the CIP strategies.
To receive an overall adequate rating on characteristics of the district plan, six of the seven traits must receive
an adequate rating. Partially present characteristics are noted, through an inadequate rating given for these
characteristics.

Exhibit 1.2.3

Characteristics of District-wide Plan Quality
for Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics

1. Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number
of goals and objectives for the resources (financial, time, people) available. | Partial
Moreover, the goals and objectives are clear and measurable.

2. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes
that impact the system both internally and externally.

3. Change Strategies: The plan incorporates and focuses on those action
strategies/interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., X
capacity building of appropriate staff).

4. Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to
the change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the
change, communication regarding planned change).

5. Integration of Goals and actions: All goals and actions in the plan are
interrelated and congruent with one another.

6. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether
or not the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are
actions to be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results, and
they are then modified as needed. There is both frequent formative evaluation
and annual summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

7. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing
the status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting the outcomes that X
take place as the plan is designed and implemented.

X

Total 6 1
Percentage of Adequacy 86%

Partial ratings are counted as inadequate.

Because the auditors observed six of the seven (86 percent) characteristics to be adequately addressed in the
TUSD Continuous Improvement Plan, they found the district’s CIP to be adequate for driving improvement
efforts in the school system. The audit team’s following comments are intended to help clarify the ratings in
Exhibit 1.2.3.

Reasonable and Clear: The goals identified in the state-directed Continuous Improvement Plan documents
are simply worded as topics, or areas of organizational function: (1) Continuous Improvement; (2) LEA (Local
Education Agency) Leadership; (3) Curriculum and Instructional Systems; (4) Supplemental Supports and
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Interventions; (5) Data, Assessment, and Evaluation; and (6) Stakeholder Relations. Although these appear
as “goals” and are broad and general as to what is intended, the strategies and action steps determined by the
district are clear and, for the most part, measurable. However, no budgetary information is included to plan for
resource support of the specific efforts.

Emergent/Fluid: The Arizona Local Education Agency Tracker system (ALEAT) used for reporting and
tracking the CIP implementation provides a framework for including and reporting emerging information
and allows for modifications as needed in response to that information. Ongoing use of information such as
formative assessments, surveys, and other feedback provides open opportunities for modifications as needs
are recognized. Additionally, specific expectations of the use of data to identify emerging needs for such
modifications as interventions and staff mentoring are included in the CIP. While the characteristic is present,
using the fluidity has not been consistently present.

Change Strategies: The plan includes such efforts as specific staff development related to action steps (e.g.,
The Leader in Me reform model training and support). Specific interventions responding to data-identified
needs are also included in the plan.

Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly communicates how the actions are to be undertaken, including the
persons responsible for leadership in the action steps. Professional development is included in the transitional
plans and the district CIP and is expected to be identified in the future strategic planning document.

Integration of Goals and actions: The goals, strategies, and action steps are clearly integrated and are congruent
with each other. Since the goals are simply the topical areas of continuous improvement required by the state,
the strategies and actions link with each other tightly as well as with the required goals/areas. Auditors also
note linkage with the district’s technology plan, the Business Leadership Team Plan, and the Instructional
Leadership Team Plan.

Evaluation Plan and Implementation: The plan includes references to specific assessment and data sources,
as well as to various staff meetings for ongoing progress review. The Department of Education’s urging that
ALEAT be used to record monthly updates provides a convenient resource for entering formative as well as
summative information for making modifications driven by those data. The CIP also referred to three questions
that led leaders in choosing the current CIP document and in developing the transitional leadership teams’ plans
to guide work until the strategic plan is completed: “1) What worked last year? 2) What needs to be improved?
3) What did not make the previous two lists and possibly needed to be abandoned?” Data sources used were
student achievement data, grades assigned to TUSD schools, and some survey data.

Monitoring: As indicated in the previous paragraph, the plan addresses a variety of sources for progress review,
and the Arizona DOE system provides the technological system for ongoing modifications. Auditors were told
that the Director of Title | and the Director of School Improvement are the key monitors of this plan.

Auditors heard several comments related to the district’s Continuous Improvement Plan or the lack of a district-
wide strategic plan:

*  “We have...the new ILT and BLT plans that are a driving force for the Strategic Plan and are aligned
with USP.” (District Administrator)

*  “We need a five-year comprehensive plan.” (District Administrator)

* “The CIP is a state requirement—not aligned to anything and has been a compliance document.”
(District Administrator)

* (Regarding the Continuous Improvement Plan) “To be honest, I don’t know if we have one. We are not
using it. It is more of compliance.” (District Administrator)

*  “We have to have a strategic plan to provide guidance on those things we don’t agree on—Are we
following the will of the community and going in a common direction.” (District Administrator)

e “Our greatest challenge has been that we don’t have a consistent and comprehensive district plan to
focus our work.” (Building Administrator)
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Quality of School Plans

The third level of analysis considers the planning documents for various departments and those from school
sites. The audit team had access to Continuous Improvement Plans (a total of over 95 documents) for all schools
except the following: Sabino and Sahuaro High Schools, Collier and Gale Elementary Schools.

The review for quality of school and departmental plans included a random sampling of 10 school plans and
the TUSD Information Technology Plan as a representative of departmental planning, even though it is a plan
required for ongoing Title and other grant funding. The auditors assigned random numbers to the school plans
provided by the district and selected a 10 percent sample of the plans for analysis in the audit. The schools for
which plans were selected for review and analyzed as a sampling were:

* Elementary schools: Carrillo, Erickson, Kellond, Marshall, and Warren;
* K-8 magnet schools: Safford Magnet;

* Middle schools: Magee and Secrist; and

*  High schools: Rincon and Tucson Magnet.

During this plan analysis, if the review of the sample plans produced an adequate combined rating on six of
the seven characteristics, the plan quality was considered adequate. As in earlier exhibits, when a characteristic
was deemed partially adequate, that was noted, but the overall rating for that characteristic was considered
inadequate. To provide a summary of auditors’ observations in analysis of the school plans, the following
exhibit reports the number of adequate and inadequate ratings for the total sample of 10 plans and then the
overall percentage of adequacy.

Exhibit 1.2.4

Characteristics of School Improvement Plan Quality
for Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics

1. Congruence and Connectivity: Goals and actions are derived from,
explicitly linked to, and congruent with the district plan’s goals, objectives, 10 0
and priorities.

2. Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of
goals and objectives for the resources available (finances, time, people). The 0 10
goals and objectives of the plan are clear and measurable.

3. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and
changes that impact the system both internally and externally.

4. Change Strategies: The plan incorporates and focuses on those action
strategies/interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., 10 0
capacity building of appropriate staff).

5. Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to

10 0

the change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the 8 2
change, communication regarding planned change).
6. Integration of Goals and actions: All goals and actions in the plan are 10 0

interrelated and congruent with one another.
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Exhibit 1.2.4 (continued)
Characteristics of School Improvement Plan Quality
for Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics

7. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether
or not the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are
actions to be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results
and modified as needed. There is both frequent formative evaluation and
summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

8. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing
the status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting outcomes that take 10 0
place as the plan is designed and implemented.

Total Ratings in Category 66 14
Percentage of Adequacy 83%

The summary of allocated ratings in Exhibit 1.2.4 shows that 83 percent of the characteristics were rated as
adequate, indicating that the overall quality of the school plans in the sample of 10 schools as adequate for
design, deployment, and delivery.

Congruence and Connectivity: As directed by the Arizona Department of Education, all plans were driven
by one goal, Improve Student Achievement. That goal and the strategies and action steps were found to be
congruent with district plan goals and documented priorities.

Reasonable and Clear: In general, the plans were found to be reasonable and clear, but the component
preventing a rating of adequate was the absence of any budgetary information in the plans. A few mentioned
adding staff, contracting with external sources, or other steps that would require human and financial resources,
but these were not clearly stated and included in any of the plans. Two plans contained anticipated improvement
percentages that were questionable in their being reasonable for a single year accomplishment.

Emergent/Fluid: The plans varied in how the information related to emerging needs was to be gathered and
by whom it might be used, but the overall rating was adequate since it was clear that the intent is to address
emerging needs and trends and the relevant information from within the system as well as externally. The use
of ALEAT provides the point of data reporting and revision reporting.

Change Strategies: All plans in the sample clearly incorporated change strategies responding to the needs
assessment reflected in the data. The strategies varied from professional development to specific resources for
interventions to changes in delivery of educational services.

Deployment Strategies: The two plans that were considered too weak in clarity regarding implementation of
indicated strategies did not provide sufficient detail for some action steps. In the process of reviewing the 10
sample plans, the auditors noted a wide range in the number of action steps chosen for 2013-14 by the schools.
The number of action items per plan ranged from seven to 27, with the greater numbers of action steps emerging
from secondary school plans. Nevertheless, most plans were clear as to deployment strategies.

Integration of Goals and actions: All plans adequately provided clear relationships among the strategies and
action steps, and internal congruence was evident in all documents.

Evaluation Plan and Implementation: The plans receiving inadequate ratings provided insufficient attention
to formative and varied ongoing evaluation to support timely implementation. They also did not provide
adequate information on how results would be assessed after professional development and identified only
attendance/sign-in sheets as measurement.
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Monitoring: All schools in the sample provided a variety of monitoring approaches that ranged from specific
staff assigned to action steps, to Professional Learning Communities for monitoring, to grade-level or content-
area teams taking the lead in monitoring.

During the many interviews, auditors heard several comments related to school plans. Among them were:
* “Improvement plans are compliance at this point.” (District Administrator)
*  “Our school plans don’t seem to mean much.” (Building Administrator)

* “If something is a compliance plan, people assume it doesn’t really matter after it is submitted.”
(Building Administrator)

*  “We’re good in writing plans but weak in implementing them.” (Building Administrator)
The TUSD Technology Plan

The auditors reviewed the district’s technology plan as representative of a departmental plan at the district
level. Since most of the information related to specific actions for 2013-14 and 2014-15 was not contained
in the document provided, the auditors evaluated the plan in the context of the dates identified for which the
information was complete (2012-13).

For the plan quality to be considered adequate, six of the eight characteristics must be rated as adequate. Any
characteristics indicated as partially adequate are considered inadequate for the purpose of this analysis, but
auditors provide that information to assist in clarification.

Exhibit 1.2.5

Characteristics of Department Plan Quality
for Design, Deployment, and Delivery: TUSD Technology Plan
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics

1. Congruence and Connectivity: Goals and actions are derived from,
explicitly linked to, and congruent with the district plan’s goals, objectives, X
and priorities.

2. Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of
goals and objectives for the resources available (finances, time, people). The X
goals and objectives of the plan are clear and measurable.

3. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes
that impact the system both internally and externally.

4. Change Strategies: The plan incorporates and focuses on those action
strategies/interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., X
capacity building of appropriate staff).

5. Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to

the change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the X
change, communication regarding planned change).
6. Integration of Goals and actions: All goals and actions in the plan are X

interrelated and congruent with one another.
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
Characteristics of Department Plan Quality
for Design, Deployment, and Delivery: TUSD Technology Plan
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics

7. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether
or not the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are
actions to be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results
and modified as needed. There is both frequent formative evaluation and
summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

8. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing
the status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting outcomes that take Partial
place as the plan is designed and implemented.

Total 7 1
Percentage of Adequacy 87.5%

Partial ratings are counted as inadequate.

The audit team found that 87.5 percent of the characteristics expected of a quality departmental plan are present
in the TUSD Technology Plan. The following comments explain the ratings assigned by the auditors to the
plan:

Congruence and Connectivity: The goals, strategies, and actions within the plan are linked to (and occasionally
refer specifically to) the district priorities, the superintendent’s goals, and expectations in the district’s Continuous
Improvement Plan. Even the information contained for various operational functions shows the relevance to
such priorities as student achievement and curriculum management.

Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable and clear. Although not all the budget information was available
at the time the plan was drafted, the existing funds and anticipated new funds are referenced where needed for
planning purposes. The options for contracted services and cost analysis and research are also clearly explained.
Where flexibility of timing is anticipated, these needs are also identified.

Emergent/Fluid: Several clear references to information gathering that is expected to impact decisions
within the plan implementation reflect an intent to allow emerging data and other information to influence
the implementation. These references include a variety of sources such as staff and administrators, internal
technology staff, and external technological expertise to contribute to each action step and its modification as
needed during plan implementation.

Change Strategies: In addition to the previous comments about information gathering, the plan clearly
acknowledges and prioritizes a wide range of training and capacity building for the system’s many staff
members, from office staff to classroom teachers and district management.

Deployment Strategies: Strategies and action steps are outlined clearly, staff development for enhancement
of various proficiencies is expected, and the commitment to ongoing communication about the plan and the
actions therein is addressed in several ways.

Integration of Goals and actions: The document’s clear organization and explanation of the goals, actions,
and related information result in a comprehensive picture of integrated work that considers the entire school
system. Efforts in areas from instructional technology to heating systems and from copiers to student information
systems represent a fully integrated approach to the plan.
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Evaluation Plan and Implementation: The document focuses on accomplishment of the intended actions
and identifies intended results; however, the means of evaluating progress or final results is not fully clear in
the document.

Monitoring: In addition to the regular meetings with identified stakeholder groups for updating, the plan also
includes information on how the progress will be managed and by whom.

Among the interview comments related to departmental planning or plans, auditors heard the following;
*  “We were a jumble of independent contractors (in recent years).” (District Administrator)

*  “We’re happy that even the business end is becoming more involved in and knowledgeable about
curriculum...ILT and BLT weekly meetings will really help.” (Building Administrator)

» “Historically, the facility master plan was the only master plan in our district. We are making it part
of the strategic plan for the district as a whole, using five things for input as we go along...Facility,
program, finance, diversity, etc.” (District Administrator)

Summary

The auditors reviewed over 100 documents related to planning in the Tucson Unified School District. They
interviewed board members, district and school administrators, classroom teachers, and other staff about the
planning processes and documents. They observed no clearly identified direction from the school board regarding
expectations for planning processes and documents, which would ideally incorporate state expectations and
extend beyond those to localized intentions. The team determined that the typical planning process leans
heavily on the state requirements for LEA Continuous Improvement Plans and LEA technology plans; the
improvement plans focus on one year at a time, thus minimizing the long-range views and goals that also need
attention. However, the recently launched comprehensive strategic planning process and related information
indicate that the current and future process incorporates the characteristics of quality planning.

The district currently lacks several anticipated planning documents: for example, curriculum management, staff
development, and student assessment and program evaluation plans. Following their analysis, the audit team
determined that based on audit expectations of characteristics within the district plan, the TUSD Continuous
Improvement Plan is adequate to drive the intended ongoing efforts to improve student achievement. Of the
seven characteristics expected, the auditors found six to be adequately present in the plan document. The
lack of clear human resource needs and the absence of identification of budget or financial needs for the plan
prevented an adequacy rating on the “Reasonable and Clear” characteristic. However, auditors acknowledge
that the Business Leadership Plan, the Instructional Leadership Plan, and the Technology Plan are likely to
enhance integrated support behind the CIP actions. Similarly, the court-ordered Unitary Status Plan is intended
to feed into the new district-wide strategic plan.

Overall, the schools’ Continuous Improvement Plans represented in the sample were rated adequate for mapping
improvements in the one goal area directed by the state, Student Achievement. However, the quality would
have been strengthened substantially with more supportive details in some plans and the inclusion of human and
financial resource needs or allocations in all plans. The Support Plan Protocol for Struggling Schools provides
a foundation for ongoing improvement of plans and their implementation.

The TUSD Technology Plan, reviewed as representative of a departmental plan, was also determined to be of
adequate quality to drive the work of improving technological functions within the district.

As one administrator commented during interviews, “The planning problems are less with our plans and more
with us and what we do or don’t do with them.”

Additional review and feedback related to specific plans are found in other sections of the audit report: See
also Findings 2.1 (Curriculum/Instruction), 3.4 (Professional Development), 3.5 (Equity and the USP), 4.1
(Assessment and Program Evaluation), 5.1 (Budget), and 5.2 (Facilities and Operations).
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Finding 1.3: The current Tucson Unified School District Administrative Organizational Chart does
not meet audit criteria for sound organizational design and includes redundant and conflicting lines of
authority. The organizational structure lacks crucial components, functions, and positions for effective
organizational quality control.

Clarity of administrative role relationships is important to an organization in the productive grouping and
management of its tasks and functions. A functional and accurate delineation of administrative relationships
is generally depicted in graphic form and called an “Organizational Chart” or “Table of Organization.” An
organizational chart graphically depicts the line of authority and responsibilities from the Board of Education
and Superintendent to site principals and classroom teachers for producing student learning.

Curriculum audit criteria require well-defined delineations of lines of responsibility and authorized authority,
which is critical in guiding the design and delivery of a standard, functional curriculum and program of studies
in the district. To serve as an effective guide in curriculum development, a school district’s policy framework
must be specific so decisions can be made by referencing relevant policies.

In order to analyze the adequacy of the Tucson Unified School District organizational chart, auditors requested,
for review and analysis, copies of appropriate board policies, the Tucson Unified School District Organization
Chart, district-provided job descriptions, and other documents communicating information about roles and
areas of responsibility.

Several relevant documents were examined, including the following:
* 2013-2014 District Administrative Organizational Chart
* 2013-2014 Office of Student Equity and Intervention Organizational Chart
» Instructional Leadership Team Plan (illustrative schematic)
» Governing Board Policies and Regulations
o Policy GBEB-R: Regulation for Staff Conduct

Auditors also interviewed all governing board members, all key members of the district and school administrative
staff, and other individuals (support staff, teachers, parents, and community patrons) regarding the functions
included in the organizational chart and job descriptions.

The auditors examined board policies relative to the administrative organizational chart, seeking to find the
following topics among board policies or regulations:

* Apolicy requiring job descriptions that include accountability for the design and delivery of an aligned
curriculum.

* Policy or regulation that requires professional appraisal processes that address specific accountability
functions in job descriptions of all staff and relate to improvement of student achievement.

* Policy calling for an organizational chart that is annually reviewed and approved by the superintendent
and presented to the board for its review.

* Policy specifications for decision-making bodies (e.g. cabinet, task forces, committees) regarding
composition and decision-making responsibilities to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and
measured results requirements.
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The auditors were not presented with any Board policies or regulations addressing the above criteria (See
Finding 1.1). However, one policy, Policy GBEB-R, Regulation for Staff Conduct, did require employees to
adhere to job descriptions for their position. The auditors also examined job descriptions, which revealed that
most position descriptions do not contain adequate information about the organizational chain of command

(See Finding 1.4).

The TUSD 2013-2014 Organizational Chart, examined by the auditors, was revised by the superintendent
on August 27, 2013, and the Office of Student Equity and Intervention 2013-2014 Organizational Chart was
created on November 20, 2013. The auditors found that the organizational charts did not meet audit criteria for
sound organizational management, included conflicting lines of authority, and were missing key functions in
curriculum management quality control, as delineated in the narrative that follows.

The auditors reviewed the district’s organization chart(s) and other documents and used the Curriculum Audit™
design principles to examine the organizational structure depicted in Exhibit 1.3.1a on the following page.

Also presented on the page following the next is a subsidiary organizational structure chart for the Department
of Equity and Interventions, which is an expanded version of the unit shown in smaller scale on the chart
displayed in Exhibit 1.3.1a. The subsidiary chart in Exhibit 1.3.1b is provided to illustrate the administrative
structure in greater detail.

Findings with respect to the Tucson Unified School District Organizational Chart are directed toward the
primary official district chart exhibited in Exhibit 1.3.1a.
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Exhibit 1.3.1a

2013-14 TUSD Organizational Chart
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
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Exhibit 1.3.1b

2013-14 TUSD Organizational Chart
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
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The Principles of Sound Organizational Management used in the auditors’ analysis are presented in Exhibit
1.3.2 below. The audit expectation is that all design principles listed will be met.

Exhibit 1.3.2

Curriculum Audit™ Principles of Sound Organizational Management

1. Span of Control

The span of control for effective day-to-day supervision requires direct
responsibility for no more than 12 employees.

2. Chain of Command

No employee should have more than one supervisor to avoid being placed in a
compromised decision-making situation.

3. Logical Grouping of
Functions

Tasks of similar nature need to be grouped together. This keeps supervisory
needs to a minimum (ensuring economy of scale).

4. Separation of Line
and Staff

Line positions (principals and teachers) and staff positions (secretaries,
custodians, etc.) need to be separate from curriculum design and program
assessment functions. The administrators carrying out the primary mission of
the district are not to be confused with those supporting it. Line administrators
only report to line administrators.

5. Scalar Relationships

All positions shown at the same level need to have similar responsibilities,
authority, and compensation.

6. Full Inclusion

All central functions that facilitate quality control need to be included in the
organizational structure. All persons working within the district carrying out its
essential line and staff functions should be depicted on the organizational chart.

The following exhibit (Exhibit 1.3.3) is the auditors’ assessment of the district’s current organizational chart
based on the criteria presented in Exhibit 1.3.2.

Exhibit 1.3.3

Auditor’s Ratings of Organizational Chart Criteria Compliance

Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Criterion

Auditors’

Definition Rating

1. Span of Control

The span of control for effective day-to-day supervision requires

direct responsibility for no more than 12 employees. Partially Met

2. Chain of Command

No employee should have more than one supervisor to avoid being

placed in a compromised decision-making situation. Not Met

3. Logical Grouping of
Functions

Tasks of similar nature need to be grouped together. This keeps

. L . Not Met
supervisory needs to a minimum (ensuring economy of scale).

4. Separation of Line
and Staff

Line positions (principals and teachers) and staff positions
(secretaries, custodians, etc.) need to be separate from curriculum
design and program assessment functions. The administrators
carrying out the primary mission of the district are not to be
confused with those supporting it. Line administrators only report
to line administrators.

Not Met

5. Scalar Relationships

All positions shown at the same level need to have similar

responsibilities, authority, and compensation. Not Met

6. Full Inclusion

All central functions that facilitate quality control need to be
included in the organizational structure. All persons working
within the district carrying out its essential line and staff functions
should be depicted on the organizational chart.

Not Met
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The Tucson Unified School District organizational charts achieved only one of six criteria for an adequacy score
of 17 percent, which fails to meet curriculum auditing criteria, well below the minimum standard of 70 percent.
Thus, the auditors found the TUSD organizational chart inadequate. To give details for the ratings in the above
exhibit, the following narrative is provided from the auditors’ review of the organizational chart data presented
compared to the Curriculum Audit™ criteria:

1. Span of Control

This criterion was partially met. The Assistant Superintendent for Elementary and K-8 Leadership, along
with three directors, is depicted supervising 49 elementary principals, 13 K-8 school principals, and an
undesignated number of positions in preschool programs, for a total of greater than 62 administrators, hindering
an appropriate span of control. Another instance of excessive supervisory responsibilities resides in the position
of the Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction, given that 11 departments with an unspecified
number of administrative personnel are directly supervised by that position. Despite these two anomalies, most
administrative spans of control appear to be within boundaries of propriety.

2. Chain of Command

This criterion was not met. This principle is controverted by the graphic depiction of organizational
relationships. The chain of command is compromised with conflicting lines of authority at the implementation
level. The Student Equity and Intervention Department functions under an Executive Director, who reports to
the Superintendent, but positions in that division are often redundant and duplicative of positions in the core
organizational chain of command. Services to students within schools appear to operate independently of the
school principal’s duties and supervisory responsibilities. External supervision (outside the school building) by
district personnel destabilizes unity of command within a school unit.

Also, auditors learned that one or more previous superintendents moved to decentralize central, unifying
functions and controls across the system, creating a fragmented organization that experiences complications in
providing congruent, equitable, and uniform programs and services for students in all schools. Some teachers
and principals were in agreement that cohesiveness within TUSD is somewhat scattered and incongruous.

The auditors found numerous instances where departments and functions operate and are managed separately
and apart from a conventional configuration in which all positions serving school operations are in the chain
of command down to the classroom in the school building. Auditors found that some disparate functions and
positions are funded with external funds, which by definition are set apart from the normal district maintenance
and operation fund—usually provided through federal sources.

School personnel report that such conflicting lines of authority are inconsistent and problematical. A few of
the comments made to auditors that typify vexation with the disparate nature of decentralization and lack of
consistency included the following:

*  “Consistency [within] the district is lacking from site to site.” (Teacher)

e “There are various managers whose functions are all reported in no cohesive way.” (District
Administrator)

*  “[There are] too many redundant processes and issues where departments at the central-level are giving
information that is inconsistent.” (Principal)

*  “I’d like to see the unitary status plan integrated into all curricula and all programs.” (Community
Member)

*  “The Learning Support Coordinators are hired with the Student Equity department budget, but we are
assigned responsibility to evaluate them.” (Principal)

e “What are the Learning Support Coordinators supposed to do? I wish I knew.” (Principal)
*  “We have duplication of efforts and struggle with efficiency.” (District Administrator)
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* “Too many people/departments [are] involved in everything. Too many things get held up because
they bounce from one department to the next, e.g., HR, finance, payroll, position control back to HR.”
(Principal)

» “The board discusses the lack of consistency across the district in curriculum, but honestly the board
tends to micromanage a little bit so changes do not occur.” (Board Member)

*  “Abig issue in this district is where decisions get made....are decisions made at district or at site? We
have three different elementary [math] adoptions. We have 30 percent mobility and all these different
math programs and adoptions do not make sense. We don’t want to jump to multiple curricula.” (Board
Member)

*  “The district is very fragmented. Everyone is working under someone’s vision.” (Teacher)

*  “[There are] too many redundant processes and issues where departments at the central-level are giving
information that is inconsistent.” (Principal)

* “Allareas (are) approaching [the] same issue [intervention, etc.], but not talking to each other.” (District
Administrator)

*  “[We have] a lack of systematic practices, no process for quickly addressing lower-level ‘common
sense’ issues, duplicated processes, i.e., multiple reporting mechanisms to various departments for
addressing same issue.” (Principal)

The auditors conducted a survey of teachers to ascertain their perspectives on organizational effectiveness.
The comprehensive results of the survey are found elsewhere in this report, but in responding to the question,
“What can be improved in TUSD?” teachers identified a major problem in TUSD with leadership. Seventy (70)
teachers provided a response to that question, and 27 of them, or 38.5 percent, responded that leadership needs
to be improved—at both the building level and the central office level.

The auditors found that much of the separateness and disruption of organizational harmony and congruity results
from externally funded programs and services being treated as outside the conventional chain of command,
creating conflicting and dissimilar services in the system’s many school units. The result of such division
of authority undermines the feasibility of leadership accountability at the school system and at the building
level. District unity and congruity of authority start with unifying policies and regulations from the board and
superintendent.

The auditors also examined the number of administrative staff in comparison with the number of teaching staff
to determine how the Tucson Unified School District compared with other large school systems in the United
States. The auditors found that the number of administrative staff in Full Time Equivalency (FTE) compared to
the total number of personnel (FTE) in TUSD was below the national average. The comparisons of TUSD to
other large systems are shown below in Exhibit 1.3.4:

Exhibit 1.3.4

Comparisons of Teaching and Administrative Staff Percentages
with Nine Large U.S. School Districts
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
District State Total FTE | Teaching % of FTE | Admin* % of FTE
Albuquerque Public Schools NM 13,304 49.2 5.0
Austin Independent School District X 11,323 52.0 4.9
Denver County School District 1 (6{0)] 9,226 47.2 4.3
Jefferson County School District R-1 Cco 10,778 46.0 3.8
Milwaukee School District WI 10,861 475 3.7
Averages 11,098 48.4% 4.3%
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Exhibit 1.3.4 (continued)
Comparisons of Teaching and Administrative Staff Percentages
with Nine Large U.S. School Districts
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
District State Total FTE | Teaching % of FTE | Admin* % of FTE
Lee County School District FL 9,469 53.2 3.2
Tucson Unified School District 1 AZ 6,141 42.1 2.5
Mesa Unified School District AZ 7,600 494 2.0
Long Beach Unified School District CA 8,466 47.4 1.9
Fresno Unified School District CA 7,320 53.6 19

*The administrative FTE data include both District and School-Based administration.
Note: FTE is not a head count of employees. In NCES data, it is “the amount of time required to perform an assignment stated as
a proportion of a full-time position.” FTE can be, for example, two half-time positions counted as 1 FTE.

Source: National Center for Educational Statistics (http://nces.ed.gov)

In the exhibit above, the Tucson Unified School District administrative staff percentage of total FTE is 2.5
percent, or approximately one administrator per 40 full time personnel. The auditors found that in comparison
with other districts, the district administrator to employee ratio is moderately low.

Another difficulty with the organizational chart is that the chart doesn’t properly separate a position from a
function or set of responsibilities. For example, administrative positions (directors, principals, etc.) are depicted
on the organizational chart in some instances, but functions are treated like positions in other instances (School
Improvement, Student Equity, Marketing, Interscholastic activities, etc.). Moreover, the chain of command
does not extend beyond principals. Assistant principals, teachers, and counselors are omitted. One position, the
General Counsel, is jointly supervised by the governing board and the superintendent. Generally, such positions
are not supervised by a group that is vested with authority only when it meets in official session as a governing
body. In any case, shared supervision violates the principle of unity of command. Similar concerns accrue to
the Director of Staff Services, depicted as supervised by the board, despite the board’s lack of legal authority to
supervise outside of officially convened public meetings.

In the chart, dotted lines found in the Teaching and Learning Division appear to present shared or duplicative
supervision, which is also a violation of the principles of unity of command.

3. Logical Grouping of Functions

This criterion was not met. Most functions are grouped logically on the organizational chart, but there are some
confusing collections of functions under some administrative positions. For example, Alternative Education as
a function stands alone on the chart, connected by a dotted line to an assistant superintendent, but it logically
needs to be with other direct school line relationships if the function includes provision of instruction to learners.

It is also unclear what some functions entail, such as the function noted on the chart as “energy conservation,”
which sounds like an activity, not an administrative position. Other functions are difficult to ascribe to positions
due to their nebulous nomenclature, including Bonds, Language Acquisition, Benefits, and Media. Functions
such as these—and there are many of them on the chart—are not clear enough to ascribe to a position, nor is
a position indicated as responsible for supervision of the obscure and unknown positions within the functions.

The auditors found questionable the practice of assigning positions external to schools for helping teachers fast
track their professional development and enhance student achievement, as shown in the following exhibit.
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Exhibit 1.3.5

Goals of the Induction/Mentoring Program
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

The TUSD Induction/Mentoring Program is designed to inspire, support and
challenge participants to:

e accelerate their professional growth

e increase student learning and achievement

The auditors found that the system has approximately 33 positions identified as “Teacher Mentors” to help
new teachers. The mentors are assigned district-wide in a decentralized pattern. The auditors used a survey
of teachers to determine if the teacher mentor program was a popular resource for new teachers, who needed
assistance with their classroom responsibilities.

The auditors’ survey included 238 new teachers (who had taught in TUSD three years or less) who were asked
whom they might turn to if they needed help with their classroom responsibilities. The auditors found that a
large majority, 67.5 percent, stated they would go to another teacher, and 14 percent said they would go to their
principal. Only 9.5 percent said they would turn to a specialist (teacher mentor or instructional coach). The
auditors also found that the teacher mentors’ work day was described as “conferring with teachers”; however,
such conferences were found to be hindered because conferences normally would have to occur only when the
teacher was free.

The auditors’ survey also included a total of 1,193 teachers, who responded to the same question. Of the 1,193
teachers, 715, or 60 percent, said they would go to another teacher; 143 teachers, or 12 percent, said they would
go to their principal; and 76 teachers, or 6.3 percent, stated that they would go to a curriculum specialist. A
total of 178 teachers chose “other” to the same question, with a chance to identify their resource for help. Of
the 178 teachers, only 23 (or 13 percent) said they would go to a teacher mentor, while 21 (or 12 percent) said
they would go to the school office manager, and 60 teachers (or 34 percent) said they would contact an “outside
person.”

Auditors found over 55 positions identified as “Learning Support Coordinators,” who were assigned to schools
with low achievement, ostensibly to help struggling students achieve better performance on achievement
measures. Despite the breadth and goals of this program, auditors found that achievement has not been
improving, and in some cases achievement of cohort groups has been diminishing over time (see Findings 3.5
and 4.3).

Another significant shortcoming is the omission of assigned responsibility for two of the three functions that
are essential for quality control in school institutions. Missing from the chart are Curriculum Design, a key
function in developing and defining what learners are to be taught and to learn, and System Evaluation and
Assessment, which is necessary for monitoring performance and results of all attributes of the system. It is not
considered efficacious to expect improvement in learner performance or improvement in any other area of system
performance without measurement and use of diagnostic and evaluative information gathered systematically
across the system and judiciously defining expectations for learners, teachers, and other organizational personnel
engaged in the main mission of the system—to deliver appropriate results in learning for all student clientele

(see Finding 2.3).

4. Separation of Line and Staff

This criterion was not met. There are a number of instances where line and staff programs are intertwined, which
undermines the line of authority and responsibility. Examples of this include placing Career and Technical

Education under the Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Leadership position (this usually involves a
curriculum design function and a professional development assignment), Federal Grants under the Assistant
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Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction (usually a financial intergovernmental function found in the
operations support area), Title I school improvement and Title | Entitlements (found in this instance in separate
locations from the financial services division despite their management functions with federal funding).

Professional development and staff training duties and responsibilities are scattered throughout the organizational
chart, and one key curriculum design responsibility—textbook resources—is found under the accountability
and research department. One department, reportedly with a supervisor involving 32 teachers assigned to
mentor new teachers, was not included in the chart. This department raised serious questions about its efficacy
and lack of accountability (see Finding 5.3). Magnet school supervision was found under an attorney within the
Desegregation department, well separated from school leadership positions.

The auditors found it difficult to distinguish between line positions and staff positions, but principals commented
that they frequently had to deal with many diverse staff positions with supervisory responsibilities.

5. Scalar Relationships

This criterion was not met. This principle is clearly violated in the current organizational chart. Numerous
positions appear on equal vertical lines, disregarding extensive differences of scope, compensation, and
significance of the positions. For example, the “Print Shop” is shown at a higher responsibility level than
principals, Directors of Communication and Desegregation are shown at an equal level with Assistant
Superintendents, and the Chief Information Officer is shown at the same level as the Chief Financial Officer.

There were a number of positions listed on the chart for which job titles were inconsistent with those listed in
job descriptions and on the district’s administrative pay scales presented to auditors. Most job descriptions did
not meet audit criteria for adequacy, with a serious ineffectualness characterized by no clear definition of lines
of authority and reporting requirements for supervision and evaluation (see Finding 1.4).

Position placements that appear at comparable levels on the chart frequently ignore consideration of degrees of
responsibility, levels of compensation, and scope and authority. Positions that appear at the same level on the
organizational chart are expected to receive similar compensation due to equal levels of responsibility.

6. Full Inclusion

This criterion was not met. The organizational chart is incomplete in that it does not depict full inclusion of all
positions responsible for the implementation and delivery of the curriculum to students, as noted above under
the Logical Grouping of Functions. Most importantly, the system lacks the critical components to help it obtain
effective quality control in its teaching and learning operations.

The auditors found that a number of positions listed on the organization charts were actually activities or
departmental functions, rather than administrative position titles (see above). Auditors also identified a lack
of positions on the chart responsible for key administrative areas of leadership such as curriculum, instruction,
and assessment.

Findings of the auditors indicate that the weaknesses experienced by schools and the system in meeting
accountability standards and measures included the following (see Finding 3.2):

* Instruction observed in classrooms was characterized by teacher-centered large group activities in 38
percent of the classrooms visited, but only 17 percent of the classes focused on individual or small
group activities.

» Forty-four (44) percent of the classrooms visited had individual students doing seatwork (textbook
or worksheet), and 35 percent of student activities were large group activity, indicating little or no
differentiation or individualization of instruction.

» Observations of classroom teaching activities revealed that 76 percent of the activities were of the low
level knowledge/comprehension cognitive type, 17 percent were involved in application or analytical
cognitive activities, and only one percent of classes were working at high levels in synthesis/evaluative
cognitive types.
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*  Only 31 percent of classrooms were found to include teaching to a specific objective (see Finding 3.2).

»  Preliminary results for the cohort group of students beginning in grade 5 through grade 8 show a decline
in the percentage of students achieving a passing mark on the Arizona state tests, from 68 percent
passing in grade 5, to 63 percent passing in grade 8 (see Finding 4.3).

Moreover, audit findings also indicate that TUSD dropout rates have been increasing despite millions of dollars
invested in remedial and restorative instruction and services (see Finding 3.5).

The lack of curriculum management components in the district has not gone unnoticed by school district
personnel, as described in their own words in the following quotations:

*  “Atragedy is that we have no curriculum specialists...actually no curriculum department and minimal
curriculum expertise now.” (Teacher)

e “School-based curriculum decisions were not well-planned; rather, the experience was arbitrary and
reactive. School-based administrators were not held accountable by the district.” (Retired Teacher)

* “A weakness of the district is in the lack of coordination of the needed outcomes with the roles/
responsibilities of the different departments to achieve effective and efficient results to maximize time
and resources.” (Principal)

» “There is a real inconsistency across sites in terms of the direction that schools receive.” (Teacher)
» “Teachers basically get to decide what to teach.” (Principal)
*  “The district is very fragmented. Everyone is working under someone’s vision.” (Teacher)

*  “We have over 55 people working on the Unitary Plan (for desegregation), but we still have racial
disharmony and no agreement to educate all students.” (District Administrator)

Auditors found that the district’s Organization Chart failed to provide singular clarity and adequate crucial
functions for adequate design and effective delivery of the district’s educational programs and services. As a
result, departments and individuals in the system operate in isolation from others, resulting in inconsistent and
disparate implementation of instruction and learning in the district.

In summary, the auditors found that the organizational charts were inadequate and were missing crucially
important functions and operations for effective quality control. Accountability is not achievable unless the
required work is clearly defined (what specific objectives—content, context, and cognitive type—are students to
master?); unless the instruction is appropriate (robust teaching strategies, differentiation, sequenced objectives
taught to mastery, and aligned resources); and unless feedback on results is provided and used properly to
plan and deliver instruction. The TUSD organizational chart was found by the auditors to be missing two of
these three important quality control components, seriously eroding capabilities to design and deliver effective
teaching and learning.

Finding 1.4: Job descriptions are inadequate in providing position control in the district. They are
lacking in clear links to chain of command for both immediate supervisors and subordinates; statements
of position qualifications are incomplete.

Job descriptions are the building blocks of an organization and, ideally, support the organizational chart (see
Finding 1.3). They describe the tasks that must be completed in order for the organization to accomplish its
mission and state the qualifications necessary to perform those tasks. They also document the relationship of
one position to another and the responsibilities for design and delivery of the curriculum or support for those
tasks. Properly written job descriptions provide each employee with clear direction as to his or her authority and
responsibility. This direction is necessary for the organization to maintain constancy of purpose. Without good
job descriptions, an organization’s leaders cannot be sure that all mission-essential tasks are accounted for or
that they have a sound basis for hiring or evaluating employees.

To assess the quality of the school system’s job descriptions, auditors conducted interviews with employees and
reviewed district policy, related documents, and job descriptions. The auditors’ purpose was to determine the
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extent to which job descriptions were consistent with the organizational chart and specified responsibilities for
the design and delivery of curriculum. Auditors found the following board policies related to job descriptions.

*  Board Policy CF: Leadership Principles states, “All Administrators/Managers/Supervisors/Lead Staff
will

o Make student achievement, safety, and welfare their highest priority.

o Complete performance evaluations as required on all subordinates in a timely manner and place in
official personnel files.

o Act as arole model for professional conduct and attire.”

The policy further states, “The primary duty of a principal is to administer and supervise the instructional
program....A principal will be directly responsible to and will report to the Superintendent or designee
and will keep the Superintendent or designee informed of the conditions and needs of the school. All
duties, authority, and responsibilities of the principal will be delegated only by the Superintendent or
designee.”

*  Board Policy GA: Personnel Goals/Priority Objectives states, “Duties of these staff members shall be
outlined and assigned by the Superintendent.”

* Board Policy GBA: Equal Employment Opportunity states, “Efforts will be made in recruitment and
employment to ensure equal opportunity in employment for all qualified persons.”

*  Board Policy GCAB: Filling of Vacancies states, “an outline of job responsibilities shall be developed
and maintained by the Superintendent or designee through position descriptions that reflect the purpose,
duties and minimum requirements of each job. Each position description will be classified into a pay
grade commensurate with the knowledge, abilities and duties required for this position. The position
description is the basis for the screening, selection and training of the individual to fill a vacant position.”

Auditors requested copies of all job descriptions and were provided access to over 500 job descriptions. Auditors
selected and rated 108 job descriptions that were most closely related to curriculum management functions,
were prominent on the organizational chart, or were related to positions included on the organizational chart.
The dates on the 108 job descriptions ranged from June 2004 to January 2014.

When the selected job descriptions were compared to the district’s organizational chart (see Exhibit 1.3.1a),
no job descriptions were found for four of the 71 positions depicted on the chart. Positions depicted on the
organizational chart for which no job descriptions were presented to auditors were: Coordinator of Distance
Programs, Teenage Parent Program, Studio Production, and Marketing & PR. The organizational chart also
included three director positions reporting to the Assistant Superintendent Elementary and K-8 Leadership,
but these positions were listed only as “Director” and did not identify the area for which each director has
responsibilities. In addition, there were 42 positions listed on the organizational chart that were actually depicted
in terms of activities or departmental functions rather than position titles. Finally, positions missing from the
organizational chart include Director Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (August 2013), Chief Negotiator and
Labor Relations Director (April 2011), Assistant Principal (May 2011, February 2013, and January 2014),
Director Instructional Technology (January 2014), and Assistant Director (March 2009).

The auditors rated each of the 108 selected job descriptions on four critical elements listed below.

* Qualifications: job descriptions should list the education, certification or licensure, experience, and
knowledge, skills, and abilities required for the position;

* Immediate links to the chain of command: all employees should know their supervisor and whom they
supervise, and no employee should have more than one supervisor;

» Functions, duties, and responsibilities; and

* Relationship to the curriculum (where relevant).
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There were five possible ratings on each of the four elements. The possible ratings are shown in Exhibit 1.4.1.
Exhibit 1.4.1

Curriculum Management Audit Rating Indicators for Job Descriptions
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Rating Explanation
Missing No statement made.
Inadequate | A statement is made, but is incomplete and missing sufficient detail.

A more or less complete statement usually missing curricular linkages or sufficient

Adequate detail regarding curricular linkages/alignment.
Strong A cllear and complete statemgnt, igcluding linkages to curriculum where appropriate
or, if not appropriate, otherwise quite complete.
A clear, complete statement with inclusive linkages to curriculum indicated in
Exemplary

exemplary scope and depth.

For a job description to be considered adequate, each of the four criteria must be rated adequate or higher. The
auditors’ ratings of the 108 selected job descriptions are shown in Exhibit 1.4.2.

Exhibit 1.4.2

Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Job Links to Relationshi
Position Description | Qualifications | Chain of | Responsibilities nSnip
to Curriculum
Date Command
Assistant Director f(?r Curriculum and 3/2009 A | s S
Technology Integration
Assistant Director — Exceptional
Education — Central 3/2009 A : A A
Assistant Principal 1/2014 A | A A
Assistant Principal — Dual 52011 A I A A
Elementary
Assistant Principal - Elementary 5/2011 A | A A
Assistant Principal — High School 5/2011 A | A A
Assistant Principal — K-8 School 2/2013 A | A A
Assistant Principal — Middle School 2/2013 A | A A
Ass1§tant Supermtenden_t - 72013 A | s s
Curriculum and Instruction
Assistant Superintendent —
Elementary and K-8 School 3/2013 A | A A
Leadership
Assistant Superintendent — High
School Leadership 1072011 A ! A A
Benefits Manager 6/2012 A | A A
Bond and Architecture Program 4/2009 | I A A
Manager
Budget Manager 10/2012 A | A A
Certified Teacher 6/2004 | I A A
Chief Finance Officer 3/2009 A I A A
Chief Human Resources Officer 10/2013 | I A A
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Exhibit 1.4.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Job Linl.(s to A Relationship
Position Description | Qualifications | Chain of | Responsibilities -

Date Command to Curriculum
Chief Information Officer 7/2013 | | A A
g?rls;l:regotlator and Labor Relations 42011 | | A A
Chief Operations Officer 5/2010 | | A A
Coordinator Career and Technical
Education (CTE) 42013 A ! A A
Coordinator — Early Childhood
Literacy Academy, a District Charter 11/2012 | | A A
at Richey
Coordinator, Language Acquisition 8/2008 | | A A
Coordinator — Library Services 5/2007 A | A A
Coordinator — New Teacher Induction 2/2013 A | A A
Coordinator — Technology Integration 5/2007 A | S S
Counselor Specialist; College and
Career Readiness, Restorative 9/2012 A | A A
Practices Advocate
Deputy Superintendent 10/2011 A | | |
Deputy Superintendent Operations 7/2013 | | A A
Director Accountability Research 12/2013 | I A A
Director — Advanced Learnin;
Experiences (ALE) ¢ 312013 A ! A A
Dlre(_:tor — African American Student 6/2012 A | A A
Services
Director of Alternative Middle 72011 | | A A
School Programs
Director — Asian Pacific American
Student Services 6/2012 A ! A A
g;rlzfitgrr],SCommumcatlons and Media 72011 | | A A
Director — Culturally Responsive 22013 | I A A
Pedagogy
Director — Desegregation 10/2011 A A A M
Director of Elementary Schools 12/2009 A | A A
Director Employee Relations 6/2004 | | A A
Director — Financial Services 3/2013 A | A A
Director — Fine Arts 12/2010 A | S S
Director, Food Services 6/2004 A | A A
Director — Grants, Partnerships, and
Resource Management b 1072011 ! ! A M
Director — Guidance, Counseling and
Student Service, Prevention Programs 1072010 : ! A A
Director of Health Services 7/2008 A | A A
Director, Information Technology 52013 | | A A
(IT) Infrastructure
Director Instructional Technology No date | | S S
Director of Interscholastics 6/2004 A | A A
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Exhibit 1.4.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Job Linl.(s to A Relationship
Position Description | Qualifications | Chain of | Responsibilities -

Date Command to Curriculum
Director — Language Acquisition 3/2012 A | A A
Director of Magnet School Programs 1/2012 S | S S
Director — Mexican American
Student Services 6/2012 A ! A A
Director of Middle Schools 5/2010 A | S S
Director Multicultural Curriculum 3/2013 | I A A
Dlre(.:tor — Native American Student 6/2012 A | A A
Services
Director — Professional Development 4/2013 A I A A
Director — Purchasing Services 6/2012 A I A A
Director of Risk Management 6/2004 | | A A
Director — School Improvement 6/2011 A | S S
Director — School Safety and Security 1/2010 | | A A
Director of Secondary Schools 7/2012 | | A A
Director — Student Assignment 12/2013 | I A A
Director of Student Equity 3/2009 A | | |
Director — Student Placement and
Community Outreach 312013 A I A A
Director of Transportation 8/2011 | I A A
District Video Producer 7/2011 A | A A
Es:é:iaatllic;rt]al Technology Integration 52012 | | A A
EEO Compliance Officer,
Investigatcl)or 2/2010 A ! A M
Energy Projects Manager 9/2006 A | A
Executive Director — Exceptional
Education (Special Educat?on) 712013 A : S S
Executive Director, Human 32013 | | A A
Resources
Executive Director — Innovation and
School Improvement 312012 A I A A
Executive Director of Student Equity 3/2013 A | A A
Family Center Coordinator 9/2012 | | A M
General Counsel No date A | A A
Human Resources Analyst 7/2011 A | A A
Human Resources Analyst-Senior 8/2005 A I A A
Humarj Resource I?rogram 52013 A | A A
Coordinator — Senior
Instrugtlonal Data & Intervention 32012 s | A A
Coordinator
Learning Supports Coordinator 5/2013 A | A A
Legal Counsel No date A | A A
Magnet Site Coordinator (Site Based) 4/2013 | I A A
Payroll Manager 11/2012 A | A A
Planning and MIS Program Manager 4/2009 | | A A
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Exhibit 1.4.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
Job Linl.(s to A Relationship
Position Description | Qualifications | Chain of | Responsibilities -
Date Command to Curriculum
Principal 1/2014 A | A A
Principal — Dual Elementary 3/2013 A | A A
Principal — Elementary 3/2013 A | A A
Principal — High School 1/2013 A I A A
Principal — K-8 School 2/2013 A | A A
Principal — Mary Meredith K-12 3/2013 A I A A
Principal — Middle School 2/2013 A I A A
Print Shop Manager 5/2007 | I A A
?ﬁgifﬁ::lonal Development Academic 2013 A | A A
Program Coordinator 5/2013 A | | |
jl:r:agdr:rrnni Ssoordlnator — Advancement 57012 | I A A
Prograr_n Coordinator — Exceptional R/2007 A | A A
Education
lélijor%ir;ljlllusnoordmator, Senior — 32012 A | s S
Prograrp Coordinator, Senior — 32011 A | A A
Professional Development
Program Manager 11/2009 A | | |
Project Coordinator for Grants 9/2012 A I A A
Restorative Practices Specialist 2/2011 A | A A
iﬂc:r?:g::r’nde Mechanical Program 412009 A | A A
School Pride Appearance Program 4/2009 A I A A
Manager
Senior Program Coordinator 5/2013 A I A A
Staff_ Development & Multlc_ult.ural 52010 A | s s
Curriculum Integration Specialist
Superintendent 6/2004 | | | |
Teacher/Coach (School Site) 2/2013 A | S S
Teacher Mentor 2/2013 A I A A
Z(;car};gtlogy Services (TS) Program 122011 | | A A
Title | Director 8/2010 A I A A
Inadequate (I) 33 (31%) 107 (99%) 5 (5%) 5 (5%)
Adequate (A) 73 (68%) 1(1%) 91 (84%) 87 (81%)
Strong (S) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 12 (11%) 12 (11%)
Exemplary (E) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Missing (M) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (4%)
Total 108 108 108 108
Percent Exemplary, Strong, Adequate (69%) (1%) 97%) (99%)
Source: Job descriptions provided by Tucson Unified School District.

Of the 108 selected job descriptions, one received ratings of adequate or higher in all four critical elements
(one percent). As this percentage is less than the required 70 percent, job descriptions were determined to be

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 60



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 84 of 942

inadequate to provide position control in the district. All but one of the 108 job descriptions received a rating
of inadequate on at least one element. The critical element receiving the most ratings of inadequate was “links
to chain of command,” with 107 (99 percent) of the job descriptions rated as inadequate. The critical element
receiving the second highest number of inadequate ratings was “qualifications,” with 33 (31 percent) of the job
descriptions rated as inadequate.

The ratings in Exhibit 1.4.2 are summarized as follows:

* Qualifications: Job descriptions need to include required education, certification or licensure,
experience, and expected knowledge, skills, and abilities. Most of the rated job descriptions did not
include knowledge, skills, and abilities in the Minimum Qualifications section of the job description.
In addition, many job descriptions did not include certification or licensure requirements, or listed
these only in the Preferred Qualifications section. Several job descriptions did not include experience
requirements.

* Links to Chain of Command: Job descriptions must include the position’s immediate supervisor
and a list of subordinates under the position’s direct supervision. The Director of Desegregation job
description included a statement of direct report: “This position reports to the Superintendent of Tucson
Unified School District.” The remainder of the selected job descriptions contained either no statements
of direct report or general statements of coordination, collaboration, support, assistance, partnership, or
advisement, usually involving multiple other positions.

Most job descriptions did not include a list of subordinates under the position’s direct supervision. A few
job descriptions did include specific job titles for their subordinates (e.g., Assistant Director Exceptional
Education—Central, Coordinator Language Acquisition, Director Food Services, Director Language
Acquisition, and Director Risk Management). Most job descriptions included general statements such as,
“supervision and control of assigned staff” or “supervisory control of staff, which includes interviewing,
selecting, training, directing and appraising work, handling employee complaints, disciplining staff,
and providing for safety and security,” or statements regarding supervision of department programs
and projects. Such general statements are inadequate to accurately place positions on the organizational
chart and appropriately inform staff as to their authority and responsibility in the chain of command.

* Functions, Duties, and Responsibilities: Most job descriptions were rated adequate for more or less
complete statements, usually missing curricular linkages or sufficient detail regarding curricular linkages/
alignment. Twelve (12) or 11 percent, were rated strong; no job descriptions were rated exemplary. Two
examples of job descriptions that were too generic to clearly delineate specific responsibilities for the
position include Program Coordinator and Program Manager. These generic job descriptions remain
in the job description data base in addition to positions with the same title, but with added specificity
as to the department (e.g., Program Coordinator Advanced Academics and School Pride Appearance
Program Manager).

* Relationship to Curriculum: Most job descriptions with curricular responsibilities included some
reference to the curriculum or instructional program. Twelve (12) or 11 percent, of the job descriptions
were rated strong for curricular linkages; no job descriptions were rated exemplary. Clear, complete
statements with inclusive linkages to curriculum indicated in exemplary scope and depth were not
found. Job descriptions for non-instructional or operations positions were rated as adequate, although
statements of curricular connections were neither present nor required.

The following observations pertain to the 108 job descriptions rated in Exhibit 1.4.2.

* No employee should have more than one supervisor to avoid being placed in a compromised decision-
making situation. Examples of job descriptions that violate this criterion include the Director African
American Student Services. This job description states, “Under the supervision of the Deputy
Superintendent and/or the Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional Development Department, the
Director will participate in the evaluation of models that meet the academic needs of African American
students.” A similar statement appears in the job descriptions for Director Asian Pacific American
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Student Services, Director Mexican American Student Services, and Director Native American Student
Services.

Several job descriptions overlapped with at least one other job description in supervisory responsibilities
and/or essential functions. Auditors observed the following examples: First, the job descriptions for
both the Coordinator Language Acquisition and Director Language Acquisition contain the same list
of subordinates for supervision and evaluation. These two job descriptions also include the same stated
purpose (summary) and contain several of the same essential functions. In addition, the Principal and
Assistant Principal job descriptions contain nearly the same responsibilities, without inclusion of
specifics for school grade span (e.g., elementary vs. high school). Lastly, the job descriptions for both
the Director Student Assignment and the Director Student Placement and Community Outreach address
responsibilities for “student assignment strategies,” “open enrollment,” and “movement between
magnet and open enrollment schools.”

Some job descriptions are outdated and/or have been replaced with new job descriptions or title
changes, yet remain accessible in the data base without regard to “active” or “inactive” status. Three
examples include the following: (1) The Director Employee Relations position appears on the district
organizational chart, yet the job description (June 2004) for this position was labeled “Old Version.”
No other updated version containing the same title was presented to auditors. Rather, a job description
was provided for Chief Negotiator and Labor Relations Director (April 2011). (2) The job description
for EEO Compliance Officer, dated February 2010, was presented to auditors along with three outdated
versions dated January 2006, July 2006, and October 2008. (3) The Principal and Assistant Principal
job descriptions were dated January 2014. However, six principal and five assistant principal job
descriptions specific to the various grade spans were also presented (dated from May 2011 to March
2013).

Auditors also reviewed several department organizational charts and noted that the Director of
Information Systems position appears on the Information Technology department organizational chart,
but no job description for this position was available for auditor review.

Auditors conducted interviews regarding job descriptions with district staff and board members. Representative
comments regarding job descriptions follow:

“Individual departments make up their own organizational chart. It should be in Human Resources.”
(District Administrator)

“Position control of job descriptions is in finance. There’s no formal process for job descriptions other
than an informal memo.” (District Administrator)

“Position control is missing.” (District Administrator)
“There is no oversight on district on creating positions.” (District Administrator)

“l am convinced that we have overlap in assignment of responsibilities within departments.” (District
Administrator)

Summary

Job descriptions are inadequate in delineating qualifications and clear links to the chain of command. Only
one job description included a clear statement of direct report. The remainder of the job descriptions contained
either no statements or general statements. Most job descriptions did not list subordinates under the position’s
direct supervision. Nearly one-third of the job descriptions reviewed included qualifications that lacked
adequate statements of education, certificate or licensure, and/or knowledge, skills, and abilities. In addition,
auditors noted multiple instances of inconsistency of job descriptions with the organizational chart, overlap and
redundancy of responsibilities, and outdated “inactive” job descriptions available within the same data base
as “active” job descriptions. Statements addressing the relationship to the curriculum or instructional program
were evident for most of the positions expected to have curricular linkages. None of the job descriptions were
rated “exemplary” in any of the four critical elements.
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STANDARD 2: The School District Has Established Clear and Valid Objectives
for Students.

A school system meeting this audit standard has established a clear, valid, and measurable set of pupil standards
for learning and has set the objectives into a workable framework for their attainment.

Unless objectives are clear and measurable, there cannot be a cohesive effort to improve pupil achievement
in the dimensions in which measurement occurs. The lack of clarity and focus denies to a school system’s
educators the ability to concentrate scarce resources on priority targets. Instead, resources may be spread too
thin and be ineffective in any direction. Objectives are, therefore, essential to attaining local quality control via
the school board.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

Common indicators the CMSi auditors expected to find are:

* A clearly established, board-adopted system-wide set of goals and objectives for all programs and
COurses;

» Demonstration that the system is contextual and responsive to national, state, and other expectations as
evidenced in local initiatives;

*  Operations set within a framework that carries out the system’s goals and objectives;

» Evidence of comprehensive, detailed, short- and long-range curriculum management planning;
» Knowledge, local validation, and use of current best practices and emerging curriculum trends;
»  Written curriculum that addresses both current and future needs of students;

» Major programmatic initiatives designed to be cohesive;

»  Provision of explicit direction for the superintendent and professional staff; and

* A framework that exists for systemic curricular change.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Two. Details follow within
separate findings.

In the areas under Standard Two, the auditors did not find a plan or governing document that directs all efforts
involved in the design, development, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and revision of curriculum.
Most curriculum work is focused on delivery, although the availability and quality of written curriculum are
inadequate. Current staffing at the central office to support curriculum development is also inadequate; the
auditors did not find sufficient personnel who are tasked with developing curriculum, aligning it to assessments,
and supporting district expectations for cognitively rigorous and culturally responsive instruction through
strong curriculum design.

The auditors found that the scope of curriculum K-12 is inadequate in almost all content areas, particularly in
science, social studies, and non-core areas. Curriculum work that has been completed recently was focused on
developing guides for English language arts and mathematics that align with the Arizona Standards for College
and Career Readiness. No guide was found to meet the audit criteria for minimum quality.

The samples of curriculum that auditors collected during classroom walkthroughs did not reflect high levels of
rigor and were not strongly aligned to the content, context, and cognitive type of the PARCC assessments. The
ATI assessment was also inadequately aligned to the PARCC.
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Finding 2.1: The district lacks a comprehensive curriculum management plan to direct the development,
implementation, evaluation, and modification of the district written curriculum. Current staffing at the
district level is not adequate for curriculum design.

A school district with a strong curriculum management system has a written plan that facilitates the design and
delivery of curriculum. The plan directs various stages of development and review and assigns responsibility
for design and delivery among various district and school staff members. It provides processes for curriculum
development, adoption, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and revision for all courses of study. A
comprehensive curriculum management plan outlines a strong directional focus for curriculum that aligns with
district goals. The plan is designed to function with and support the district’s strategic planning.

In order to effectively manage the design and delivery of curriculum in large and complex school systems,
effective leaders devote adequate staffing and resources to the most crucial role of the school district’s mission:
defining, developing, implementing, monitoring, evaluating, and revising the written, taught, and assessed
curricula. In carrying out these critical tasks, certain balances must be maintained among those tasks best kept
at the central office and those best left to the discretion of individual schools. This balance is critical in assuring
both consistency and quality in student learning, but also in supporting autonomy and flexibility at school
sites to ensure that they can meet the unique needs of their students and neighborhood. The audit expectations
regarding those functions of curriculum management that should be tightly held and those that should be loosely
held are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1.

Exhibit 2.1.1

Tightly Held vs. Loosely Held Curriculum Management Functions and Components
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Loosely-held
(Within the Boundaries of the Tightly-held but
Negotiable by Teacher/Faculty)
School/Classroom Level

Tightly-held
(Nonnegotiable)
District Level

Ends Means
(Curriculum and Aligned Assessments) (Instruction and Programs)
e Mission  Differentiation of when which students get which
» Goals standards/outcomes/student expectation/objectives
» Standards » Processes, procedures
 Priorities  Instructional strategies
e Curriculum—Outcomes/Student Expectations/ | Resources, textbooks, etc.
Obijectives » Programs (e.g. SuccessMaker, etc.)

» Assessment—Aligned to curriculum, criterion- | Groupings
based, benchmark, formative, and diagnostic Staffing
» Informal assessments for diagnostic purposes

When functions that should be loosely held are instead held tightly, such as with curriculum resources or
instructional strategies, teachers and school leaders lack the flexibility to make decisions in response to
demonstrated student needs. Likewise, when curriculum objectives and assessments are not held tightly, there
is no consistency in what students are learning or in the evaluation of that learning. This can result in students
being inadequately prepared for external, high stakes assessments.

The auditors examined curriculum plan documents, board policies, administrative guidelines, job descriptions,
survey results, and other relevant documents (see Appendix D) to determine the district’s approach to
comprehensive curriculum planning and the extent to which the functions associated with curriculum management
are defined and directed. They also interviewed board members, administrators, principals, teachers, parents,
and community members for their perceptions of curriculum planning and management in the district.
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Overall, the auditors found that curriculum design and delivery has had inadequate direction at the district level.
There is no written curriculum plan to coordinate the development, implementation, monitoring, evaluation,
and revision of curriculum, and current policies and governing documents were also found to be inadequate in
directing those efforts and in requiring a plan. Job descriptions for various district and campus administrators
provided some expectations for curriculum development and delivery, but written direction for curriculum
management was determined to be inadequate. The written curriculum that is available to teachers is limited
and of inadequate quality (see Findings 2.2 and 2.3), and the delivery of curriculum district-wide is inconsistent
and inadequately articulated and coordinated (see Finding 2.3).

Current efforts to address mandates set forth in the Unitary Status Plan (USP) have been implemented in
isolation from the core district functions of curriculum design and delivery, and existing staffing in curriculum
design, delivery, and assessment is insufficient to create a common written curriculum that addresses USP
requirements and supports differentiating instruction for the linguistically, culturally, and economically diverse
population in TUSD. Schools and teachers have been left with inadequate direction regarding the tightly held
functions of curriculum standards and objectives and aligned assessments.

First, the auditors reviewed governing documents to determine what direction does exist for curriculum
management efforts in the district. A few board policies were found that had rudimentary directives to
curriculum management:

*  Board Policy IGA: Curriculum Development States, “It is essential that the school system continually
develop and modify its curriculum to meet changing needs. The Board authorizes the Superintendent to
develop the curriculum for the school system and to organize committees to review the curriculum. All
curriculum changes shall be approved by the Governing Board.”

* Board Policy IGE: Curriculum Guides and Course QOutlines requires, “Curriculum guides shall
be developed for the various subject areas. These guides shall present at least a minimal outline for
instruction and a basis for further development of the particular courses.”

No board policy provided specific direction for the development, implementation, and monitoring of district
curriculum, nor did the auditors find any policy that requires the development of a plan to direct curriculum
management in the district.

Next, the auditors reviewed the Tucson Unified School District Unitary Status Plan 2012-13 to determine
any district direction for curriculum management and found the following directive relating to Pre-Advanced
Placement and Advanced Placement courses: “Improve the quality of Pre-AP and AP courses by making
these courses subject to audit by the College Board.” This directive was specific and did not reference overall
district-wide curriculum management or development. The USP also requires the district-wide development of
culturally responsive curriculum and approaches.

The auditors examined job descriptions for administrators, principals, teachers, and other relevant positions to
determine roles and responsibilities for curriculum management and found the following:

e The Deputy Superintendent for Teaching and Learning (Revised October 2011) is responsible for
“developing, managing and controlling all components of teaching and learning, such as curriculum
and instruction and professional development”

* The Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction (Revised July 2013) is tasked with
leadership of all curriculum-related activities including professional development. The job description
states that this person “assists site and central administrators with guidance and direction in assessing,
identifying, formulating, developing, implementing and evaluating curriculum and instruction activities
to ensure compliance with district policy, and state and federal law.”

*  The Assistant Director for Curriculum and Technology Integration (Revised March 2009) “coordinates
academic functions, including the curricular initiatives in the areas of math, literacy, science and social
studies.”
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*  The Senior Program Coordinator—Curriculum (Revised March 2012) “develops, creates, implements,
coordinates, and evaluates District-wide curriculum and instruction programs to ensure compliance with
district policy, and state and federal law” and “elicits input from all schools/departments on curriculum
and resource needs and ensures alignment of curriculum and resources district-wide.”

* Principals and Assistant Principals (Revised March 2013) provide “leadership and management of a
school that is focused on student learning, achievement, relationships and communication, and efficient
operations.” In addition, the job description includes providing direction on curriculum and instruction,
enforcing grade level standards, providing opportunity for enrichment and intervention, encouraging
differentiated instruction for all learners and commitment to learner objectives, setting high expectations
and developing, planning, and evaluating school programs and curriculum.

* Assistant Principals at the Elementary, Middle School, and High School levels are given the additional
task to “provide leadership and management of a school that is focused on 21% century student learning.”

*  Certified Teachers (Revised August 2004) will “prepare lesson plans and instruct students in accordance
with established curriculum” and “participate as a member of an instructional team to promote learning
activities for students consistent with district and school education objectives.”

Overall, the auditors found that although various job descriptions contained responsibilities for providing
direction and alignment of curriculum initiatives and resources, and even mentioned the established curriculum,
school programs, and curriculum delivery, there was no single policy or plan that coordinates these roles and
responsibilities in conjunction with all curriculum management functions district-wide.

The auditors did not find a written curriculum management plan to compare to the audit characteristics for
effective curriculum management. Instead, the auditors examined relevant curriculum documents, including
the district online curriculum, district survey results, and board policy, and interviewed board members,
administrators, and teachers to determine the district’s approach to curriculum planning and management.
Their ratings of the current efforts at curriculum management are presented in Exhibit 2.1.2.

The audit uses 15 characteristics of a quality comprehensive curriculum management plan. To be considered
adequate, the approach to curriculum management planning requires a minimum of 11 of the 15 characteristic
ratings (70 percent).

Exhibit 2.1.2

Curriculum Management Planning Characteristics
and Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Characteristics: Auditors” Rating
Adequate | Inadequate
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum,
including such directives as standards-based, results-based, or competency- X
based; the alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum; and the
approaches used in delivering the curriculum.
2. Identifies the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of review of X
curriculum in all subject areas and at all grade levels.
3. Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development. X
4. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff
members, and school-based staff members in the design and delivery of X
curriculum.
5. Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessments, and X
instructional guide documents.
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Exhibit 2.1.2 (continued)

Curriculum Management Planning Characteristics
and Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate

Characteristics:

6. Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum.
This includes whether or not to use a backloaded approach, in which the
curriculum is derived from high-stakes tested learnings (topological and/or X
deep alignment), and/or a frontloaded approach, which derives the curriculum
from national, state, or local learnings.

7. Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives/
student expectations and standards that are reasonable in number so the X
student has adequate time to master the content.

8. Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of the student
objectives/student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and X
cognitive types.

9. Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment
of curriculum effectiveness. This includes curriculum-based diagnostic
assessments and rubrics (as needed). Such assessments direct instructional X
decisions regarding student progress in mastering prerequisite concepts,
skills, knowledge, and long-term mastery of the learning.

10. Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation
of instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right
level of difficulty. This ensures that those students who need prerequisite

concepts, knowledge, and skills are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, and X
that students who have already mastered the objectives are also moved ahead
at a challenging pace.
11. Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using
assessment data to strengthen written curriculum and instructional decision X
making.
12. Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of X
programs and their corresponding curriculum content.
13. Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to X
curriculum design and its delivery.
14. Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum. X
15. Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and X
delivery.
Total 2 13
Percentage of Adequacy 13%

As can be seen from Exhibit 2.1.2, the district’s approaches to curriculum management planning met audit
criteria for adequacy in two of the 15 characteristics for an overall adequate rating of 13 percent, which falls
short of the audit adequacy expectation of 70 percent.

The auditors’ description of the ratings for each criterion follows:
Characteristic 1: Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum

This characteristic was not met. A philosophical framework for curriculum was not articulated, and there was
no requirement that the written, taught, and tested curriculum be aligned. Board Policy IGA delegates the
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responsibility for the development of the curriculum to the superintendent, and Board Policy IGE refers to the
development of curriculum guides for “various subject areas” without stressing the importance of guides for
all core curricular areas. Additionally, it is noted in the policy that the guides should include an instructional
outline for further development of particular courses. Directives such as standards-based, results-based, or
competency-based objectives or alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum were not included.
Delivery of curriculum was not addressed.

Characteristic 2: Periodic cycle of curriculum review of all content areas and all grade levels

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not direct a cycle of review. Some job descriptions for district
administrators included general references to coordinating curricular initiatives. Campus administrators were
given the task of providing direction on curriculum and instruction within their job descriptions. District
administrators did not provide the auditors with any document showing a cycle of review of the curriculum for
all subjects at all grade levels or how such a review would be conducted or by whom. The auditors did not find
written curriculum for most courses. Kindergarten through twelfth grade English language arts, mathematics,
some science, and various culturally related course curricula were available in documents and on the district
website.

Characteristic 3: Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development

This characteristic was not met. Board policy and job descriptions did not address the stages of curriculum
development. Although district administrators provided the auditors with access to developed and online
curriculum documents that demonstrated the presence of some curriculum (English language arts, mathematics,
various science, and culturally relevant courses), they did not provide any documents defining or directing the
stages of curriculum development.

Characteristic 4: Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, and
school-based staff members in the design and delivery of the curriculum

This characteristic was met. Board Policy IGA gave the board authority for approval of all curriculum changes.
Job descriptions for district administrators stated responsibility for planning and directing the content of
curriculum, instruction, and programs for the district, as well as ensuring the alignment of curriculum and
resources. Campus administrators had the responsibility of providing the direction on curriculum and instruction
efforts. Certified teachers were responsible for the instruction of students in accordance with the established
curriculum.

However, reference to the specificity of the design and delivery of curriculum in all noted job descriptions was
vague, and although the descriptions do address some key functions as they relate to curriculum management,
the department of curriculum and instruction, overall, is completely understaffed. There simply are not enough
personnel who have responsibility for curriculum design and development, possibly the most critical function
in any school district.

Characteristic 5: Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessment, and instructional
guide documents

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not provide direction for the format or components of the
district written curriculum. District administrators provided the auditors with access to their online curriculum
documents and other documents in Dropbox, which did not show a consistent format for the components of
curriculum documents for all courses. The English language arts and mathematics online curriculum showed
similarities in the alignment to state and common core standards, but format and design efforts varied by course
and grade level in the development of pacing guides, alignment of resources, assessments, and instructional
guides.

Characteristic 6: Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum

This characteristic was met. Board Policy IGA states the importance for the school district to continually develop
and modify its curriculum to meet changing needs, but falls short of formally directing the alignment of the
development of curriculum to state and national standards. However, informally, administrators and teachers
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spoke of the alignment of instruction to the state standards. Additionally, the online curriculum for English
language arts and mathematics utilized the state and common core standards as the basis for the curriculum in
those areas.

The auditors were provided with a form entitled Declaration of Curricular & Instructional Alignment to the
Arizona Academic Standards. School principals must sign and submit this form annually (deadline February
4, 2014) to the Arizona Department of Education, declaring alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards
and further stating that teachers were provided with access to the standards, instructional materials aligned to
the standards, and training related to the standards and were evaluated to assess whether the standards were
integrated into their instructional practices. Standards referred to in this document include English language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. It also states that the declaration requires affirmations from the
governing board and superintendent regarding the alignment of curriculum and the evaluation of instruction
aligned to the standards.

Characteristic 7: Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not exist to provide guidance for the identification of student
objectives. District administrators did not provide the auditors with any system requirement that the written
curriculum be based on a focused set of objectives that are reasonable in number. Rather, auditors found that the
objectives for mathematics and English language arts were directly derived from the expectations found within
the state and Arizona Standards for College and Career Readiness, with no refinement so these standards are
more specific and measurable. Auditors reviewed survey results, which indicated that only 56 percent of those
responding felt that the objectives were reasonable in number.

Characteristic 8: Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of student objectives/
student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive types

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not exist to provide direction or set expectation for a rigorous
curriculum that includes not only expectations for content mastery, but also describes the contexts in which
students practice their learning and demonstrate that mastery and the ways that they should be cognitively
engaged in the classroom. The auditors found no documentation requiring that learning objectives be written to
include multiple contexts and cognitive types. In addition, auditors did not observe a wide range of cognitive
types in the classrooms (see Finding 3.2).

Characteristic 9: Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of curriculum
effectiveness

This characteristic was not met. District administrators did not provide the auditors with documents describing
the beliefs and procedures for assessing the effectiveness of the district curriculum. Although the district had
commercially developed benchmark assessments for many core courses and some rubrics for performance-based
assessments (see Finding 4.2), there was no evidence of any plan or policy that directs how student progress
in mastering the curriculum would be evaluated and the results addressed through classroom instruction. No
assessments were presented that measure prerequisite skills or long-term mastery of content.

Characteristic 10: Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of
instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of difficulty

This characteristic was not met. District administrators did not provide the auditors with any documents
directing the inclusion of differentiated instructional approaches in the written curriculum. Board policy did not
reference differentiating instruction to meet the learning needs of all students. The job descriptions for campus
administrators stated their responsibility to encourage differentiated instruction for all learners. No instructional
approaches indicating differentiation were included in any curriculum documents that were provided to the
auditors, other than the culturally responsive curriculum that has been developed in accordance with the USP.
Auditors did not find integrated, culturally responsive approaches in the curriculum documents that exist, nor
any mention of suggestions for regrouping, re-teaching, or accelerating content for students.
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Despite the lack of support in district curriculum for differentiation, there appears to be a culture among school-
based personnel that acknowledges the need to use data in planning instruction. Survey results indicated
that those responding felt they were trained in differentiation strategies (84 percent), and that they used these
strategies to meet the individual needs of the students they teach (95 percent). Teachers and principals also
reported using programs that they considered to be differentiated, such as SuccessMaker. However, auditors
did not consistently observe varied groupings and differentiation of curriculum during classrooms visitations

(see Finding 3.2).

Characteristic 11: Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using assessment
data to strengthen the written curriculum and instructional decision making

This characteristic was not met. District administrators did not provide the auditors with any documents
describing the use of data to strengthen the written curriculum and instructional decision making. Job descriptions
reviewed by the auditors found no reference to expectations regarding the use of data to revise the curriculum
or to inform instructional decisions. During interviews with district and campus administrators and review of
survey results, the auditors heard about professional development occurring during this current school year
that included expectations for the analysis of data in district and building decision-making efforts focused on
improving student achievement.

Characteristic 12: Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs

This characteristic was not met. District administrators did not provide the auditors with any documents requiring
formative and summative evaluation of programs and their corresponding curriculum. In Board Policy IGA,
the superintendent is directed to organize committees to review the curriculum. There is no directive requiring
formative and summative evaluation of programs and their corresponding curriculum. Job descriptions for
campus administrators require them to develop, plan, and evaluate school programs and curriculum, but no
policy or documents established the expectation that procedures would be in place for conducting formative
and summative evaluations of programs and their corresponding curriculum content (see also Finding 4.4.1).

Characteristic 13: Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to
curriculum design and delivery

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not establish expectations for a comprehensive professional
developmentplanrelatedto curriculum designand delivery. Job descriptionswere vague regarding responsibilities
for staff development. District administrators did not provide the auditors with a written staff development plan
that was linked to curriculum design and delivery (see Finding 3.4). Survey results and interviews with district
and campus administrators showed that various professional development activities had been conducted, but
these were not guided by goals or articulated priorities. Most recently, the majority of the teaching staff had
completed training on the Essential Elements of Instruction.

Characteristic 14: Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum

This characteristic was not met. Board policy did not state expectations for monitoring the delivery of the district
curriculum. Job descriptions were vague regarding responsibilities for the monitoring of curriculum. During
interviews, auditors heard that campus administrators as well as district teams would conduct walk-through
visitations throughout buildings on a regular basis to gain information about classrooms practices, comply with
special program requirements (i.e., Title 1), and focus on improving student achievement. Through interviews
auditors also learned that during the past school year several district teams had been given the responsibility
to develop a consistent district-wide “walk-through” form. However, no consistent form was supplied to the
auditors, and when asked, principals typically reported using one of their own (borrowed from another district
or developed internally).

Even though the expectation for conducting walk-through visitations to classrooms on a regular basis was
articulated by staff through survey responses (45 percent responded that they received daily/weekly visitations)
and interviews with auditors, there was no evidence of specific or consistent procedures to be used during this
monitoring process beyond the teacher evaluation instrument.
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Characteristic 15: Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery

This characteristic was not met. Board policy, job descriptions, and other district documents did not establish a
communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery. District administrators used memos and
verbal communications in administrative meetings and committee meetings to communicate about curriculum
design and delivery. Auditors noted that on August 16, 2013, a Team Member Update communication was sent
from the superintendent to his constituents sharing a model referencing a teaching and learning cycle. This
model included mention of the following areas: Curriculum, Planning and Sharing, Lesson Planning, Student
Performance Data Use, Instructional Delivery Models, Curriculum Refinement and Redeployment, Training,
and External Inputs. However, there is no evidence of a district communication plan for the articulation of
the curriculum design and delivery processes, connecting the two and assuring alignment among the written,
taught, and assessed curriculum.

In summary, the auditors found that two of the 15 audit criteria (15 percent) for curriculum management planning
were adequate although not contained in a usable written plan. In order for the curriculum management planning
to be considered adequate, 11, or 70 percent, of the criteria need to be met. There is insufficient coordination
and management of curriculum design and delivery efforts at the district level, which has shifted the balance
in tightly held vs. loosely held curriculum functions, placing a greater burden for curriculum development on
school sites.

Story time at Soleng Tom Elementary

The auditors also heard many comments during interviews regarding the lack of coordinated and focused
efforts to develop and implement a common, aligned curriculum. Comments regarding the lack of consistency
district-wide included the following:

»  “Our district needs to ensure consistency of expectations and philosophy. 1 think it important to be
able to ask colleagues to share their experiences and best practices - that is difficult to do when we are
all doing so many different things.” (Building Administrator)

» “There is no collaboration or articulation in our district at this time. We hope to see that change.”
(Building Administrator).

»  “The schools are still pretty much doing their own thing in terms of the textbooks and materials used.”
(District Administrator)

e  “There is no curriculum plan, no curriculum guides and maps.” (District Administrator)

*  “We are all over the place in curriculum. | am fairly embarrassed at the lack of curricular alignment
and being prepared to take on what is ahead of us in PARCC assessment and the lack of understanding
of the standards.” (District Administrator)
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e “Qur problem right now is we do not have a consistent curriculum across all grades that all schools are
implementing.” (District Administrator)

e “There is no consistent pacing guide. No guarantee that what kids are tested on is even taught at that
grade level or the grade below.” (District Administrator)

*  “People are used to autonomy, used to doing their own thing.” (District Administrator)

As can be seen from the above comments, there has been a great deal of inconsistency across the district in
what is being taught and what students are learning at individual schools. Schools have previously been left to
develop curriculum on their own, which the auditors found many sites are continuing to do. The auditors also
found that without a tightly-held district curriculum that defines for teachers and principals what students need
to learn within a reasonable time frame, students cannot progress from one level to the next or transfer from one
school to another without gaps or complications (see Finding 2.3).

There were also many comments made attesting to the need for an improved focus on curriculum and clearer
direction district-wide:

* “Being text driven, it is difficult to move the district in one direction when we are all using different
[math] texts.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We need lesson plans, common templates, [a] focus on planning.” (District Administrator)
e “Curriculum is not a tight part of the district.” (Instructional Support)
*  “We need foundational pieces in place.” (Instructional Support)

e “Our district needs managed curriculum, aligned PD to that, aligned accountability measures with
district benchmarks, district assessments, and aligned materials and resources. These four do not exist
in any form.” (District Administrator)

e “What we do needs to be shaped from a curriculum perspective.” (District Administrator)

» “There is a major weakness in this area. There is no consistency of curriculum between schools and
there is no consistency in the delivery of it. We need a tight written, taught, and tested curriculum.”
(District Administrator)

e “There is no curriculum plan, no curriculum guides and maps,” and “we are all over the place in
curriculum.” (District Administrator)

The historic lack of curriculum planning and cohesive management of curriculum at the top level is not
surprising given the staffing in central office. The auditors were informed that prior leadership several years ago
had eliminated the curriculum and instruction department, moving the function of curriculum development in
alignment with assessments to schools. Schools have been left largely without district support in deciding what
to teach. This is evident from the wide range of resources teachers reference when asked what they use to plan
their instruction (see Finding 2.3). There are currently only a handful of individuals whose positions involve
any curriculum development. In mathematics, only one is employed. This is in contrast to a department of over
15 trainers in professional development alone. Other departments likewise have several individuals focused
on curriculum delivery issues with students, yet curriculum design has a skeletal staff at best. The imbalance
between staff for curriculum design versus staff to support its delivery is indicative in the comment made by one
teacher: “I don’t know what to teach, but I have all these people here ready to help me.”

There were many comments made during interviews regarding the lack of curriculum infrastructure and no real
curriculum department:

*  “[A former superintendent] took out Curriculum and Instruction and Technology to save money. It is
no wonder that we have struggled since. We have no staff to help design curriculum and professional
development to support the adopted curriculum.” (District Administrator)
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*  “We haven’t had a good strong curriculum department for the last several years. And, yes, we only
have one math person right now.” (Curriculum Personnel)

*  “Atragedy is that we have no curriculum specialists...actually no curriculum department and minimal
curriculum expertise now.” (Teacher)

*  “[The] decentralization of curriculum created inconsistency.” (District Administrator)
*  “There is no infrastructure for curriculum development in place.” (District Administrator)

* “There is no formalized consistent process for curriculum development, textbook selection, etc.”
(District Administrator)

Other comments concerned the need to focus work on curriculum development and alignment:

*  “We are breaking silos down to put work on one way. This is the work now. [We] need to be on same
page to guide work.” (District Administrator)

*  “Thebasic things need to happen. We must create a managed viable curriculum.” (District Administrator)

* “Right now we are trying to line out where we want to go. We want to manage curriculum, we want an
assessment system district-wide to measure this in terms of benchmarks. We are all over the place. At
elementary we have three curriculum, at middle school others, and nothing at high schools.” (District
Administrator)

*  “We need to get aligned in all ways from curriculum to management.” (Building Administrator)

e “We need the district to develop the curriculum—teachers need to think about how to teach, not what
to teach.” (Building Administrator)

e “We really need a common curriculum and a common way to do things so when the kids walk in they
know what they are doing...if [common assessments] were across the district we could see where the
student is coming from. We need to get there.” (Instructional Support Staff)

Stakeholders attested to a need for a common curriculum and increased consistency in curriculum district-wide.
Summary

The district planning approach to the development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of the district
curriculum was inadequate. Board policy was inadequate to provide direction to district administration for the
written curriculum. No district documentation provided evidence of an aligned, tightly held curriculum that
allows teachers and school leaders to have the autonomy to make appropriate site-level decisions in the best
interest of their students. The district lacked an adequate philosophical framework for the design of district
curriculum, requirements for a specific review cycle in all subject areas and grade levels, and definitions of the
stages of curriculum development. Curriculum planning in terms of roles and responsibilities for the design and
delivery of the curriculum, for the formats and components of the written curriculum, and for the use of state
standards in a frontloaded approach were evident in some areas of curriculum planning and development but
were inconsistent and inadequate overall.

Current requirements for curriculum design are inadequate to support teachers’ differentiation of instructional
approaches, to direct the use of assessment data in instructional decision making, and to evaluate programs
and curriculum content both formatively and summatively. Although the presence of professional development
was noted, there was no comprehensive staff development plan. Additionally, no communication plan for
the processes of curriculum design and delivery existed. Expectations were evident and verbalized, but no
procedures were in place for monitoring the delivery of the curriculum. The lack of written direction for
curriculum management functions is also evident in the structures and staffing in place at the district level.
There is inadequate personnel to support curriculum development, although delivery functions are generously
staffed (see Finding 1.3), and a number of schools have assumed responsibilities in curriculum development as
the district historically did not take responsibility for what should be a system-level responsibility.
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Finding 2.2: The scope of the written curriculum is inadequate to guide classroom instruction in core
and non-core courses.

A written curriculum is an essential tool for keeping teachers focused on the objectives students need to master.
Well-developed curriculum follows the tightly held/loosely held balance discussed in Finding 2.1 and includes
clear, translatable objectives for learning, assessments, suggested strategies and approaches, and the resources
available to teachers (texts, videos, kits, and other instructional materials). The scope of the written curriculum
refers to the percentage of courses in a district for which written curriculum documents are available. The audit
expectation is that written curriculum guides should be present for every course at every grade level; however,
minimum adequacy is reached when curriculum guides exist for 100 percent of all core courses and 70 percent
of all non-core courses.

When written curriculum is not available for any course or subject area, it can decrease the consistency of
subject delivery across grades and schools, particularly when different textbooks are utilized across a subject
within the same grade level. Conversely, the presence of a written curriculum helps ensure consistency in
student learning (that is, the concepts, skills, and vocabulary that students obtain), while allowing flexibility and
professional judgment in how that student learning is obtained.

This begs the question, “what constitutes a curriculum?” Essentially, a curriculum is a written plan or guide that
organizes student learning objectives into a rational sequence within given time frames, ties each objective to
a common assessment, and provides a district-wide language of instruction across subjects and grades. Thus,
a complete district curriculum defines the continuum of learning from grades PK-12. This allows teachers to
accurately meet the individual needs of each student, because teachers can assess where students fall on the
continuum and instruction can be planned accordingly. The audit does not consider commercially produced
resources and materials to be a curriculum, and these are therefore not counted as a curriculum document when
determining scope.

Finding 2.2 addresses only the scope of the written curriculum. The quality of the written curriculum documents
reviewed by auditors is discussed in Findings 2.3 and 2.4. For Finding 2.2, the auditors reviewed the presence
of curriculum relative to the number of courses being taught. The documents can be traditional hard copy
or accessible through online technology services within the district. The key question is whether a centrally
defined curriculum for any given course exists and is available to all teachers in the system (not just at a single
school) to direct and support classroom instruction.

To determine the scope of curriculum, the auditors reviewed all district-level curriculum documents presented
to them. Overall, auditors found the scope of written curriculum to be inadequate to direct student learning
in both core and non-core courses. As discussed in Finding 2.1, two district policies (Board Policy IGA:
Curriculum Development and Board Policy IGE: Curriculum Guides and Course Outlines) were identified
that spoke directly to the district’s expectation for a written curriculum, although only minimal curriculum was
found in the district.

The complete analysis of the curriculum scope is presented in Appendix E. Exhibits 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3
present a summary of the scope of the curriculum at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Exhibit
2.2.1 shows the scope of curriculum at the elementary level.
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Exhibit 2.2.1

Scope of Elementary School Curriculum Grades K-5
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Courses Cours_es with
Content Area Grade Level Curriculum | % Scope
Offered .
Guides
K[1]2]3]4]|5
Core Content Areas
English Language Arts/ Reading | X | X | X | X | X | X 6 6 100
ELD Language Arts/Reading 0j]0|0]0|0]O0 6 0 0
Mathematics XXX ]| X |X]|X 6 6 100
Science o(o0o|j0j0j0]|O 6 0 0
Social Studies 0j]0|0]0|0]O0 6 0 0
Total Scope of Core Content Area Curriculum 30 12 40%
Non-Core Content Areas

Art ojo0|0jJ0f0] O 6 0 0
Physical Education 0(0|j0|j0]0]O 6 0 0
Music 0|0j0|]0]|0]O0 6 0 0

Total Scope of Non-Core Content Area Curriculum 18 0 0%
Sources: Master Schedules, Campus Administrator Interviews
Key: X=Course offered, curriculum available 0=Course offered, no curriculum available

As indicated in Exhibit 2.2.1:

* Standards documents for ELA included objectives for reading, writing, and language arts, so these
courses were considered as one for each grade level.

»  Written standards documents were present for grades K-5 in English language arts, but no curriculum
documents were available for separate ELD classes.

»  Written curriculum documents were available for grades K-5 in math, giving it a scope of 100 percent.
* No curriculum documents were available for science or social studies.
* No curriculum was presented for non-core courses such as art, physical education, and music.

The auditors were told that science resources and materials, in the form of kits, are made available to all
teachers, but these did not satisfy the criteria for a curriculum guide. It should be noted, however, that multiple
teachers and curriculum personnel considered these kits to be the curriculum.

Textbooks provided correlations between Common Core standards and teacher edition pages for ELD classes,
and a list of objectives was present in separate, grade level documents. However, these documents were
fragmented and developed largely by commercial publishers, and were not included in the calculations for
scope.

Overall, the total scope of curriculum for grades K-5 was 40 percent for core courses and 0 percent for non-core
courses. This did not meet audit expectations of 100 percent in core areas and at least 70 percent in non-core
areas. Therefore, the scope of curriculum at the elementary level was considered inadequate to direct instruction.

Exhibit 2.2.2 presents a summary of data related to the scope of curriculum at the middle school level. High
school level courses taught at the middle school are included in the middle school scope analysis found in
Appendix F. The presence or absence of a curriculum for those classes was not considered in Exhibit 2.2.2.
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Exhibit 2.2.2

Scope of Middle School Curriculum Grades 6-8
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Courses Cours_es with
Content Area Grade Level Curriculum % Scope
Offered .
Guides
Core Courses
6 7 8
English Language Arts* X | X| X 7 3 42.9
Mathematics* X | X | X 6 3 50.0
Science* X | X| X 3 0 0.0
Social Studies* X | X | X 3 0 0.0
Totals for Core Courses 19 6 31.6%
Non-Core Courses
World Languages™ X | X ]| X 9 0 0.0
Fine and Performing Arts X | X]| X 25 0 0.0
Health and Physical Education | X | X | X 1 0 0.0
Electives* X | X| X 18 0 0.0
Totals for Non-Core Courses 53 0 0.0%

* = Does not include courses found on high school course list

Sources: Building Master Schedules, Campus Interviews, Administrator Interviews

The following can be noted regarding Exhibit 2.2.2:

» English language arts had a scope of 42.9 percent. The available curriculum included objectives for
reading, writing, and language arts, so these were considered as one course. No separate curricula were
presented for honors or gifted level courses.

e Curriculum documents were available for regular math courses in grades 6-8. No grade level honors
curriculum was presented, giving a math scope of 50 percent.

* No curriculum was presented for science, social studies, or non-core classes.

» ELD and other courses that mirror courses taught at the high school level were not included in this
exhibit, but may be found in Exhibit 2.2.3.

Auditors expected to find curriculum documents for each course listed on the schedule. Since honors and GATE
classes were denoted separately in the master schedules, it was expected that these courses would have separate
curricula. None were presented, and the existing standards documents did not reference any differentiation for
advanced or gifted students. Overall, the scope of curriculum at the middle school was 31.6 percent for core
courses and 0 percent for non-core courses. This did not meet audit expectations of 100 percent in core areas
and at least 70 percent in non-core areas. Therefore, the scope of curriculum at the middle school level was
considered inadequate to direct instruction.
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Exhibit 2.2.3 presents a summary of data related to the scope of curriculum at the high school level. A course-
by-course analysis may be found in Appendix F.

Exhibit 2.2.3

Scope of High School Curriculum Grades 9-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Courses Cours_es with
Area of Study Curriculum | % Scope
Offered .
Guides
Core Courses
English Language Arts 40 8 20.0
Mathematics 17 3 17.6
Science 33 0 0.0
Social Studies 19 4 21.1
Totals for Core Curriculum 109 15 13.8%
Non-Core Courses
World Languages 29 0 0.0
Fine and Performing Arts 81 0 0.0
Health and Physical Education 10 0 0.0
Electives 11 0 0.0
Career and Technical Education 86 0 0.0
Totals for Non-Core Curriculum 217 0 0.0%
Sources: District Course Catalog, Master Schedules, Interviews

As can be noted from the exhibit:

*  Curriculum was available for standard ELA classes in grades 9-12, but not for ELD or any specialized
literature or honors classes except four culturally relevant courses. This gave English language arts an
overall curriculum scope of 20 percent.

*  Curriculum was also available for standard Algebra I, Algebra I, and Geometry, but not for any other
math courses. Math had a curriculum scope of 17.6 percent.

» The only curricula presented for social studies were for four culturally relevant courses, giving a scope
of 21.1 percent in social studies.

« No district curriculum documents were available for science or non-core courses.

As at the middle school level, auditors expected to find written curriculum for each course on the schedule.
Honors and GATE classes are given separate billing, but no curriculum was presented for them from any
department. English Language Development (ELD) is a separate class on the schedule for new English
language learners, which may take up to four hours of instructional time daily. Therefore, auditors expected to
find curriculum documents related to ELD. The existing ELA documents state at the beginning of each strand
that students in ELD courses will use the ELP standards as the basis for English language arts instruction. This
implies that a separate curriculum exists based on the ELP standards. While some textbooks provided minimal
scope and sequence pages for teachers, these publisher-driven documents primarily served as an overview of
the teacher edition and did not meet the audit definition of a curriculum. As discussed in Finding 3.3, the lack
of curriculum for ELD students presents both curriculum scope and equity issues.

Overall, the scope of curriculum at the high school level was 13.8 percent for core courses and 0 percent for
non-core courses. This did not meet audit expectations of 100 percent for core courses and at least 70 percent
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for non-core courses. The degree of curriculum guidance available at the high school level was considered
inadequate to direct instruction.

Classroom objectives on board at McCorkle K-8 Tully Elementary whole group instruction

Auditors also interviewed teachers, building principals, district administrators, instructional support staff, and
parents/community members regarding the availability of curriculum across the district. The auditors found that
there is confusion among district stakeholders regarding what comprises a curriculum. This was evident from
interview comments, as illustrated by the following remarks:

*  “Common Core is the district curriculum.” (Building Administrator)

» “Textbook drives instruction in many areas. It is considered the curriculum.” (Instructional Support
Staff)

e “Curriculum is a tool to reach the end goal of standards mastery.” (Teacher)

More often than not, interviewees expressed recognition of the need for a common curriculum. The following
comments were typical:

e  “From what I’ve been able to see, there is not a curriculum as I understand curriculum to be.”
(Community Member/Grandparent)

*  “We have English and math pacing guides. But we have no set curriculum from the district level for
science and social studies.” (Building Administrator).

e “Qur problem right now is we do not have a consistent curriculum across all grades that all schools are
implementing.” (District Administrator)

*  “There is no district curriculum for my subject.” (Teacher)

*  “We are not consistent and do not have a curriculum to offer the district. There has not been any
guidance and schools have identified and reached out and said they wanted to use this program. They
did not have curriculum to follow.” (District Administrator)

* “l did not know there was a district developed curriculum.” (Teacher)
There were other comments made during interviews that indicated the need for a curriculum.

*  “We need the district to develop the curriculum. Teachers need to think about how to teach, not what to
teach.” (Building Administrator)

e “We need a district-wide curriculum so any student who transfers can do so seamlessly.” (Parent)
* “How can we hold teachers accountable for curriculum that doesn’t exist?” (Building Administrator)

This concern over the lack of curriculum was reinforced by teachers who answered the online survey. Over 400
comments were made in open-ended answers to a question on whether teachers use the district curriculum to
plan their instruction. The following comments are illustrative:
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“I am unaware of designed curriculum—I have texts and test dates set for my curriculum by the district.”
(Teacher, online survey)

“To my knowledge, it does not exist.” (Teacher, online survey)
“I don’t get any [curriculum].” (Teacher, online survey)

“[1t’s] non-existent.” (Teacher, online survey)

“I didn’t know there was one.” (Teacher, online survey)

“Unknown to me beyond CC standards, which are not curriculum. I use cc standards to plan curriculum
all the time, and they are easily accessible.” (Teacher, online survey)

“I don’t even know what the ‘district-designed curriculum’ IS or where to find it.” (Teacher, online
survey)

“[1t] does not exist.” (Teacher, online survey)

“I would prefer some guidance from the District—this is an enormous amount of never ending work.”
(Teacher, online survey)

To the open-ended question regarding what areas need improvement in the district, over 1,100 teachers
responded. Over 150 comments directly related to curriculum, particularly regarding the need to improve it or
create it.

“Teachers rely on internet materials or making copies of workbooks when needed, because we do not
have current curriculum resources.” (Teacher, online survey)

“[We need] a district developed curriculum.” (Teacher, online survey)
“[We need] unitary core curriculum.” (Teacher, online survey)
“[We need] a master curriculum calendar for each grade by subject.” (Teacher, online survey)

“[We need] updated curriculum to match Common Core; [there is] different curriculum used for each
site.” (Teacher, online survey)

“Teachers are not given enough or appropriate curriculum for the new standards. We were told to follow
the common core using our own materials and resources. Everyone is doing their own thing, once
again.” (Teacher, online survey)

“[We need] curriculum development. With an emphasis on Science.” (Teacher, online survey)
What needs improvement? “Curriculum development and consistency.” (Teacher, online survey)

“It would be wonderful if there was a school wide curriculum that everyone was using in every school.”
(Teacher, online survey)

“[We need] district curriculum for reading, writing, math...each school seems to be doing their own
thing. Sometimes [there are] several different curriculums within the same school.” (Teacher, online
survey)

“We have no district-wide, grade/content-wide, or even building wide curriculum standards, [no]
consistency of the same curriculum throughout all TUSD schools.” (Teacher, online survey)

“[We need] curriculum for LA.” (Teacher, online survey)

More comments regarding the lack of or need for curriculum can be found in the Survey Appendix, a separate
document which presents all comments from the online survey administered to teachers in TUSD. Overall,
auditors found that members of the district community are not united in their understanding of what is considered
a curriculum, but regardless of the definition, most recognize a need for a common written curriculum (see also
Finding 2.3). There is concern at multiple levels over the lack of a district curriculum.
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Summary

Auditors found that the scope of the written curriculum was inadequate at all levels to direct instruction.
Anecdotal evidence suggested that some individual campuses had curricula for various courses. The district
has adopted curriculum documents for English language arts and math courses, but the existing guides do not
cover all courses being taught, particularly at the high school level. Written guidance is not available for over
half of the core curriculum at all levels. No written curriculum is present at any level for non-core courses.

Finding 2.3: The quality of the written curriculum is inadequate to provide clear guidance for effective
teaching and learning. Teachers report relying on a variety of sources when planning instruction, and the
auditors found that the written and taught curriculum are neither articulated nor coordinated.

A clear and comprehensive written curriculum provides the foundation for a school system’s efforts to reach
desired levels of student achievement. A quality curriculum provides for consistency and coordination while
supporting methodological flexibility in how teachers interact with and instruct students. Quality curriculum
guides support alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum. They focus instruction on essential
learnings and connect the curriculum vertically and horizontally within the system, ensuring equal access to the
curriculum for all students.

Quality written curriculum guides instruction by providing teachers with specific and measurable objectives for
student learning within suggested time frames. These guides assure alignment of those objectives with the tested
curriculum, specify the prerequisite skills needed for successful mastery of new objectives, and link the content
to a variety of instructional materials and resources. They also suggest effective strategies and approaches for
less experienced teachers, while allowing all teachers the autonomy to plan instruction in response to individual
student needs. When guides are incomplete or nonexistent, the content taught across district classrooms is less
likely to connect in a logical sequence, and instruction is more likely to be inconsistent among teachers and
between campuses, which in turn can result in less predictable learning outcomes for students.

To determine the quality of existing curriculum, auditors examined documents provided by the district,
including policy and job descriptions, as well as all written curriculum documents approved by the governing
board. These documents were frequently referred to by district personnel as standards documents. These
standards documents were rated against the minimum audit criteria for curriculum quality and specificity. In
addition, auditors interviewed district and campus administrators, instructional support personnel, and teachers
to determine the availability and use of curriculum documents, and to determine the degree to which the
curriculum was articulated and coordinated across grade levels and schools.

Overall, the auditors found that existing curriculum documents did not meet minimum standards for quality and
specificity. Use of the available curriculum was inconsistent, and teachers reported relying on many different
resources in planning their instruction. The curriculum as it is taught in district classrooms was found to be
inconsistent as well, which has resulted in poor articulation and inadequate coordination across grade levels
and among schools.

Auditors expected to find clear direction in governing district documents for expectations and components of
written curriculum. The auditors found that policies lacked specific requirements for the written curriculum,
as well as for its use. Policy IGA: Curriculum Development states the expectation that there will be a district
curriculum, but does not address requirements for format or components. Policy IGE: Curriculum Guides and
Course QOutlines reiterates the superintendent’s authority to formulate procedures for the development and use
of curriculum guides, but also specifies that “the guides shall be designed to assist users in implementing the
District philosophy regarding the teaching of a subject and will, when possible, suggest a variety of possibilities
for instruction, patterns of individualization, variations of approaches, and materials.” No other policies were
found related to curriculum design and development. No direction for curriculum development was found in
job descriptions (see Findings 1.4 and 2.1).
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Quality of Existing Curriculum

As discussed in Finding 2.2, the district has adopted a set of curriculum documents for English language arts,
math, and six culturally responsive courses. Auditors next turned to those curriculum documents to analyze the
quality of curriculum design.

Based on district plans and governing board minutes, auditors determined that there are currently centrally
developed and board approved curriculum guides for English Language Arts grades K-12, Math K-8, Algebra I,
Algebra II, and Geometry. Guides for an additional six culturally relevant courses developed under the auspices
of the Unitary Status Plan have also been approved. The 28 existing curricula were analyzed for quality of
design using the audit criteria listed in Exhibit 2.3.1. Other curriculum documents presented by the district in
science, ELD, social studies, and fine arts, while supporting instruction in various ways, did not meet audit
definitions of a curriculum as explained in Finding 2.2, and so were not included in this analysis.

Exhibit 2.3.1

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Frame One Analysis:
Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity

Point S
Value Criteria
Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives
0 No goals/objectives present

1 Vague delineation of goals/learner outcomes
2 States tasks to be performed or skills to be learned
3

States for each objective the what, when (sequence within course/grade), how actual standard is
performed, and amount of time to be spent learning

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

0 No assessment approach
1 Some approach of assessment stated
2 States skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed
3 Keys each objective to district and/or state performance assessments
Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes
0 No mention of required skill
1 States prior general experience needed
2 States prior general experience needed in specified grade level
3 States specific documented prerequisite or description of discrete skills/concepts required prior

to this learning (may be a scope and sequence across grades/courses if PreK-12)
Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

0 No mention of textbook or instructional tools/resources

1 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s)

2 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary materials to be used

3 States for each objective the “match” between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the

curriculum objective
Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

0 No approaches cited for classroom use

1 Overall, vague statement on approaching the subject

2 Provides general suggestions on approaches

3 Provides specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the classroom

The criteria in Exhibit 2.3.1 represent the tightly held/loosely held components of quality curriculum discussed
in Finding 2.1. Criteria one, two, and three represent the curriculum components that must be tightly controlled
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by the district. If teachers are not uniformly working toward the same objectives and assessing mastery in
the same way, consistency of instruction and achievement will be lost. Criterion three—delineation of the
prerequisite essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes—must be tightly held by the district in order to ensure that
instruction is efficient and moves students through learning pathways smoothly. Criteria four and five represent
the loosely held components of quality curriculum, allowing teachers to choose from a broad menu of resources
and strategies that will target their particular students’ interest and academic strengths and weaknesses. Without
these components, curriculum may become merely rote drill and recitation of facts, leading to loss of creativity,
excitement, and passion for lifelong learning.

Auditors rated each approved curriculum guide (standards document) from zero (0) to three (3) on each of the
five criteria, with 3 representing the highest rating. To receive a 3 for the first criterion would require that each
objective state what students will do to meet the objective, when within the course the objective is met, iow/
under what conditions and to what degree the actual standard is to be performed, and the amount of time to be
spent learning material related to the objective. To receive a 3 for the second criterion would require that each
objective is keyed to district and/or state performance evaluations, linking the objective to sample questions
from the common summative assessments. To receive a 3 for the third criterion would require identification of
specific prerequisite skills and concepts that should have been mastered prior to this objective (such as a detailed
PK-12 scope and sequence delineating discrete objectives). A 3 rating for the fourth criterion would require a
page-specific match between the basic text/instructional resources and each objective. To receive a 3 rating for
the fifth criterion would require provision of specific examples on how to approach key concepts/skills in the
classroom for each objective. A total score for each curriculum is obtained by adding the five separate criterion
scores. The highest score a guide can receive is 15. A rating of 12 points is considered the minimum rating for
adequate quality of design of a given curriculum. To obtain an overall picture of curriculum quality, a mean is
calculated for each criterion and for total ratings.

Auditors’ ratings of the English language arts curriculum analyzed are presented in Exhibit 2.3.2.
Exhibit 2.3.2

Auditors’ Ratings of English Language Arts Curriculum Documents for Grades K-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
. . 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Curriculum Document Title Date Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strats. | Rating
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade K 3/27/12 | 2 1 0 0 0 3
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 1 32712 | 2 1 2 0 0 5
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 2 3/27/12 | 2 1 2 0 0 5
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 3 3/27/12 | 2 1 2 0 0 5
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 4 3/27/12 | 2 1 2 0 0 5
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 5 32712 | 2 1 2 0 0 5
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 6 32712 | 2 1 2 3 2 10
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 7 3/27/12 | 2 1 2 3 2 10
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 8 3/27/12 | 2 1 2 3 2 10
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 9-10 |3/27/12 | 2 0 2 1 2 7
English Language Arts Curriculum Grade 11-12 [3/27/12 | 2 0 2 1 2 7
Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2 .82 1.8 1 91 6.5

The following observations may be made about Exhibit 2.3.2:

*  The overall mean rating for all ELA curricula was 6.5. This did not meet the audit expectation of a
minimum score of 12 points.

*  The scores per grade level ranged from 3 to 10. No curriculum was rated adequate for quality of design.

» Middle school curriculum (grades 6, 7, 8) had the highest scores, with 10 points for each grade level.
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* The link between curriculum and assessments was the weakest area among the five criteria, and
specificity of objectives was the strongest area.

Overall, the auditors rated the district’s ELA curriculum as inadequate in design. The auditors’ comments for
each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.2 follow:

Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives — Mean Rating 2

All the curricula used Common Core standards as the objectives. Some contained conditions under which
students should perform, such as “with adult assistance,” but few included a time frame for learning. None were
noted to have a specific performance target such as “with at least 85 percent accuracy.”

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process — Mean Rating .82

Connections to the benchmark and state assessment processes were noticeably absent in all ELA curricula.
Grades K-8 contained the list “state and district assessments, school assessments, classroom assessments” for
each strand. However, the documents did not specify what would be tested, how it would be tested, or when it
would be tested. Grades 9-12 had no mention of assessment.

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes — Mean Rating 1.8

Each curriculum document, with the exception of Kindergarten, listed skills and concepts that were expected to
be mastered in the previous year and the next year, by cluster. Auditors noted that there were several types of
PreK programs operating in the district, but no academic curriculum was presented for any of them.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools — Mean Rating 1

Curriculum guides for grades K-5 contained minimal references to websites containing state standards and a
recommended vocabulary list. No basic text was referenced, and additional teaching resources were noticeably
absent. Documents for grades 6, 7, and 8 were more detailed, containing both suggested online resources for
each cluster and textbook page correlations for each objective. Documents for grades 9-12 contained online
resources by cluster, but did not reference a basic text.

Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use — Mean Rating .91

Curriculum for grades K-5 contained virtually no strategies to help teachers deliver instruction effectively.
Guides for grades 6-12 contained multiple recommended strategies for instruction in each cluster. None of the
documents contained multiple strategies by objective.

Overall, curriculum documents for English language did not meet minimal audit standards for quality in grades
K through 12, although elements of quality were present in each grade level.

The auditors also analyzed documents related to mathematics instruction from the district website using the
same criteria for quality and specificity. Auditors’ quality ratings for the adopted math curriculum are presented
in Exhibit 2.3.3.

Exhibit 2.3.3

Auditors’ Ratings of Mathematics Curriculum Documents for Grades K-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
. . 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Curriculum Document Title Date Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strat. | Rating
Mathematics Curriculum Grade K 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 1 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 2 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 3 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 4 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
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Exhibit 2.3.3 (continued)
Auditors’ Ratings of Mathematics Curriculum Documents for Grades K-12
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
. . 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Curriculum Document Title Date Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strat. | Rating

Mathematics Curriculum Grade 5 3/27/2012 | 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 6 3/27/2012 | 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 7 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Mathematics Curriculum Grade 8 3/27/2012 | 2 1 0 1 1 5
Standards for Mathematics — High School 3/27/2012 2 1 0 1 1 5
Algebra |

Standards for Mathematics — High School 3/27/2012 9 1 0 1 1 5
Algebra 1

Standards for Mathematics — High School 3272012 9 1 0 1 1 5
Geometry

Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2 1 0 1 1 5

The following can be noted from the exhibit:

e The overall mean for all adopted math curriculum was 5 points. This did not meet the audit minimum
of 12 points needed to be considered adequate in design.

* The lowest area was prerequisite skills, with no documents consistently listing prerequisite skills,
knowledge, or attitudes.

» The links to assessment were vague, as indicated by a mean score of 1, as were connections to texts.
Few strategies were presented for teachers to use.

*  Quality of objectives was the highest with a mean score of 2.

Overall, the adopted math curriculum did not meet minimum audit standards for quality. Auditors’ comments
related to each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.3 follow:

Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives — Mean Rating 2

In the adopted curriculum, the Common Core and Arizona state standards were used as learning objectives.
These state the skill to be performed but are frequently lacking information on the conditions under which the
skill is to be performed and the degree of mastery required.

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process — Mean Rating 1

In documents for grades K-8, each standards cluster was accompanied by a reference to PARCC testing and a
statement that assessments should be aligned with the standards. Exactly what would be tested and/or sample
problems were not included. In the high school documents this reference was only found occasionally (five
times in Algebra I, three times in Algebra II, and three times in Geometry).

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes — Mean Rating 0

In the adopted curriculum, references to skills that students were expected to have prior to this course were
noticeably absent at all levels.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools — Mean Rating 1

Among the adopted curriculum, the elementary documents contained no reference to basic texts, although
each contained some online and literary resources for every cluster. At the middle school level, the documents
contained, by cluster, references to chapters in the text and online resources. At the high school level, resources
varied by standards cluster. Generally, there were online resources for each cluster. Linkages to textbooks were
not always present and, when present, were not specific or linked to individual objectives.
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Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use — Mean Rating 1

The adopted curriculum contained general statements and descriptions of sample problems and the thought
process that students might use in solving them, and an occasional suggestion of activities that could be used
by teachers for a given objective. However, the focus was more on explaining what the standard meant than on
providing strategies for teaching.

Overall, the adopted math curriculum was rated as inadequate in design to direct teaching. Auditors noted in
interviews and on the district website that curriculum development is ongoing in this department through ad
hoc committees. As discussed in Finding 2.1, without clear guidance, these efforts are not fully coordinated.
The new documents posted on the district website are works in progress and are so disparate in completion,
even within grade levels, that a complete analysis of them did not change the overall math curriculum rating.
However, while not consistent, some changes in format were noted within the newly developed documents that
bear reporting.

The revised/proposed curriculum includes a scope and sequence for each year (Year at a Glance) that provides
estimated time frames for each unit. Standards were grouped by logical instructional units rather than by
numerical order. Content of the teaching units varied widely by grade and unit. In the first grade, Units 1-6
(dated September 15, 2013) included standards along with objectives (performance tasks). Suggested means of
assessing each performance task were listed, as were time frames for each objective/task. These units contained
specific initial, formative, and summative assessment tasks for each objective. No prerequisite skills were
listed in these units, but connections to the basic text along with literary and online resources were given.
General strategies appeared throughout these six units. However, after Unit 6, the level of direction decreased
dramatically in the first grade units. In other grade levels, units were in varying stages of development, with
some templates virtually blank. No grade levels were complete enough to increase the overall rating for math
curriculum.

The next set of curriculum documents reviewed were for culturally relevant curriculum. The inclusion of
culturally relevant curriculum, although historically a point of focus in a number of TUSD schools, is lately a
requirement of the Unitary Status Plan (USP). These guides were recently developed in an effort to meet the
USP requirement that all students receive instruction that is culturally relevant. The auditors noted that beyond
these guides, the few curriculum documents that exist do not mention how to effectively teach subgroups, such
as special education, English language learners, ethnically or economically diverse groups, and/or gifted and
talented students (see also Finding 2.2). There is a single sentence included in ELA documents that directs
English Language Development (ELD) teachers to utilize the state’s ELD standards, although it is clear whether
this is in conjunction with or in place of district curriculum.

The auditors reviewed the approved multicultural/culturally responsible curriculum for grades 11-12 and

compared it against the five criteria for quality and specificity. The result of their analysis is presented in
Exhibit 2.3.4.

Exhibit 2.3.4

Auditors’ Ratings of Culturally Relevant Curriculum Documents for Grades 11-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
. . 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Curriculum Document Title Date Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strat. | Rating
English Language Arts .5,6 & 7,8: C}Jlturally July 9, 5 0 1 5 3 3
Relevant African American Viewpoint 2013
English Langqage Arts 5',6 & 7‘,8: Cu}turally July 9, 5 0 1 2 3 8
Relevant Mexican American Viewpoint 2013
US vaemrpent: Culturally Relevant African | Aug. 13, 9 0 0 1 0 3
American Viewpoint 2013
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Exhibit 2.3.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Ratings of Culturally Relevant Curriculum Documents for Grades 11-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
. . 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Curriculum Document Title Date Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strat. | Rating
US GQVGmment: Culturally Relevant Mexican | Aug. 13, 5 0 0 1 0 3
American Viewpoint 2013
US Hi.story: _Culturally Relevant African Aug. 13, 5 0 0 1 0 3
American Viewpoint 2013
US Hi.story: .Cultu.rally Relevant Mexican Aug. 13, 5 0 0 1 0 3
American Viewpoint 2013
Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2 0 33 1.3 1 3.5

The following can be observed from Exhibit 2.3.4:

* The mean total for culturally relevant curriculum was 3.5. This is below the audit minimum standard
of 12 points for adequate design.

* No curriculum document met the minimum standard of a 12-point rating. Both English language arts
courses came closest to the minimum, with a score of 8 points.

» The weakest criterion was linkage to the assessment process. None of the curriculum guides tied content
to any form of common assessment.

Overall, the auditors found that the culturally relevant curriculum was inadequate to direct instruction. Auditors’
comments for each criterion are provided below:

Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives — Mean Rating 2

All the documents used standards as their learning objectives without any refinement or revision. The history
and government documents listed both Arizona state social studies standards and Common Core standards.
These four documents also included sample learning objectives utilizing Webb’s Depth of Knowledge levels to
set performance tasks using specific materials. It was unclear whether the tasks in this column were intended as
required or optional activities. None of the documents included time frames or standards of mastery for learner
objectives.

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process — Mean Rating 0

Connections to common assessments were not included in the documents.

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes — Mean Rating .33

The ELA documents contained some references to what students were expected to master, in terms of prerequisite
content, in the previous grade strand. No such references were found in the social studies documents.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools — Mean Rating 1.3

The ELA documents contained some Internet and print resources in the strategies sections, and a link to a
suggested vocabulary list, as well as some instructional resources for teachers. The social studies documents
also contained references to specific print and electronic resources within the performance objectives. However,
references were not provided for every objective to the degree of specificity required for a rating of 3.

Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use — Mean Rating 1

The ELA documents provided numerous suggested strategies by learning objective and grade (note that
curriculum was written as semesters 5,6 and 7,8 in the same document). Additional strategies suitable for either
grade were presented by strand. These guides received the highest rating of 3 for this component. However,
there were no strategies suggested in the social studies documents.
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Overall, culturally relevant curriculum documents did not meet audit criteria for quality and specificity, although
elements of excellence were noted in each document.

Exhibit 2.3.5 displays a summary of the mean ratings of all the adopted curriculum documents.
Exhibit 2.3.5

Summary of Auditors’ Mean Ratings of District Curriculum Documents by Content Area
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Mean Rating by Auditors
1 2 3 4 5 Total
Content Area .
Obj. | Asmt. | Prereq. | Res. | Strats. | Rating

English Language Arts K-12 2 .82 18 1 91 6.5
Mathematics K-12 2 1 0 1 1 5
Culturally Relevant Topics 11-12 2 0 33 1.3 1 35
Mean Ratings n=28 2 5 .79 1.1 1 5.7
Data Source: district website and hard copies provided by administrators

The following observations can be made about Exhibit 2.3.5:
» English language arts courses had the highest total rating, with a mean of 6.5.
» The objectives criterion had the highest mean score at 2 out of a possible 3.
» The lowest mean score (.75 points) was in the connections to assessment processes criterion.
» None of the content areas met the minimum audit score of 12 points.

Overall, adopted district curriculum documents had a mean total rating of 5.7 out of a possible 15 points. This
did not meet minimum audit criteria of 12 points for quality and specificity in minimum components. Most
guides included objectives and only cursory mention of materials/resources, assessment, or some strategies.

Social studies textbook with worksheet at

Lesson guidelines at Banks Elementary Sechrist Middle school

Having a comprehensive set of quality curriculum documents is a prerequisite for consistency across grades
and between schools. An adequate scope of curriculum that is well-designed and directs teaching increases the
likelihood of uniform access to success and of high levels of student achievement across the system. However,
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if the curriculum is not utilized by teachers, these benefits are not realized. In interviews and through online
surveys, the auditors asked about the online accessibility of the district curriculum and its use by teachers. The
responses to this survey question are presented in Exhibit 2.3.6:

Exhibit 2.3.6

All Teacher Responses: Characteristics of Written Curriculum
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

The district designed curriculum is (check all that apply)

60%

50%

40% +—

30% +—

20% +—

10% +—

0%

Easily accessible Not easily User friendly  Useful in planning  Not useful in
accessible planning

Over 1,000 teachers responded to this question (N=1009), and 88 percent of the teacher respondents were
teachers of core content. As can be seen in Exhibit 2.3.6, when questioned about the accessibility of the district
curriculum, almost half (48 percent) of respondents to the teacher survey stated it is easily accessible, while 19
percent stated that it is not easily accessible. However, only 24 percent said the district curriculum was useful
for planning, while 19 percent said it was not useful. For this survey question, teachers could select more than
one response, so the percentages do not total 100 percent?.

Survey results would indicate that a relatively low percentage of teachers in the Tucson Unified School District
find the district curriculum user-friendly and useful in their planning. What teachers report to be using to guide
instruction is presented in the following section.

Use of District Curriculum

Having a quality, central written curriculum that defines the continuum of learning in every content area and
for every student is a critical first step in assuring increased student learning. The second step is supporting
teachers’ delivery of the curriculum effectively, through professional development, monitoring, and on-site
support. Determining what teachers actually use to guide their instruction is helpful in discovering where
alignment of the written, taught, and tested curricula is weak.

The auditors found that there is limited common written curriculum in the Tucson Unified School District (see
Finding 2.2). The curriculum that is available is mostly in the form of standards, which are sequenced in a type
of pacing guide. Despite the lack of curriculum, the auditors sought to determine what teachers rely on to guide
their daily instruction, to give district leaders information regarding the current status of curriculum delivery
across the district.

! Due to a glitch in the survey, the first 600 respondents were unable to select more than one answer choice, while
subsequent respondents could select as many as they wanted.
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It is important to reiterate that the Curriculum Management Improvement Model recommends holding tightly
the objectives that students are expected to master (along with their corresponding assessments), while holding
resources, textbooks, strategies, and approaches loosely. Therefore, the auditors do not disapprove of the use
of multiple resources and materials in planning instruction, nor teacher use of multiple methods, ideas, and
inspiration for planning instructional activities. The issue is the lack of a clear definition of the concepts,
skills, knowledge, or vocabulary students are expected to master at every stage and level of their educational
progress. Without that definition, it is unclear whether the content being delivered is likely to improve student
achievement.

To determine what teachers are using to guide their instruction, the auditors visited every school in the district
and interviewed teachers, teacher mentors, principals, and assistant principals. They also surveyed over 1,300
classroom teachers via an online instrument (see Appendix E). Overall, the auditors found that teachers,
depending on their content area, are relying on standards and commercially-produced resources for the majority
of their instructional planning. Very few teachers reported relying on district-developed curriculum, which was
not surprising, given the lack of district-developed written curriculum.

In response to the online survey question, “What do you use to plan instruction?” teachers were allowed to
select from five possible responses.? These results are presented in Exhibit 2.3.7.

Exhibit 2.3.7

All Teacher Responses: What Teachers Use to Plan Instruction
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

What do you use to guide instruction?

47%

50%
42%

40%

32%

30%

20% 18%

15%

0
10% 6%

0% \ \ \ \ \

I use the district | use the district | use the district | use campus | design In my position |
adopted textbook developed developed developed instruction based am not
to plan my curriculum curriculum  curriculum to plan on my own ideas responsible for
instruction daily/weekly to  monthly to plan instruction and/or resources planning
plan instruction instruction instruction

In Exhibit 2.3.7, since respondents could select more than one answer, the percentages do not total 100 percent.
Each bar represents the percentage of all respondents who selected that answer.

Overall, of the 1,100 teachers who responded, almost half (47 percent) stated that they design instruction based
on their own ideas and/or resources, followed by 42 percent that stated they use the district-adopted textbook.
Almost one-third said they use the district developed curriculum daily or weekly to plan instruction, and 15
percent said they use it monthly. Eighteen (18) percent said they use campus-developed curriculum.

2 Due to a glitch in the survey, the first 600 respondents were unable to select more than one answer choice, while
subsequent respondents could select as many as they wanted.
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The auditors also looked at the data by grade level to see if there were differences in the responses. Interestingly,
more elementary teachers cited using the textbook. The results are presented in Exhibit 2.3.8.

Exhibit 2.3.8

Elementary Teacher Responses: What Teachers Use to Plan Instruction
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

I use the district | use the district | use the district I use campus | design instruction
developed developed adopted textbook developed based on my own
curriculum curriculum to plan my curriculumto plan  ideas and/or

monthly to plan  daily/weekly to instruction instruction resources
instruction plan instruction

mElementary  ® Secondary

As can be seen in Exhibit 2.3.8, a greater percentage of elementary teachers attested to using the textbook as
well as district-developed curriculum (46.4 percent and 37.7 percent, respectively) than did secondary teachers
(28.1 percent and 19.9 percent, respectively). A greater percentage of secondary teachers than elementary
reported using their own ideas and/or resources for designing instruction (44.5 percent vs. 38.8 percent).

In responding to this question on the survey, teachers were also able to make open-ended comments. Over 400
teachers (410) commented, and of these teachers, 117 reported using the Arizona Standards for College and
Career Readiness (Common Core) in planning their instruction. There were very few, if any, comments made
regarding the district curriculum; in fact, there were about a dozen comments made that there is no district
curriculum, or other comments that cited the commercially-produced resource, referring to it as the curriculum
(see also Finding 2.2). Teachers also mentioned using test data from A77 to plan instruction, along with a
variety of other resources.

During interviews, stakeholders made many comments regarding the various sources teachers turned to in
planning their instruction. Many comments regarded the focus on the Common Core or the state standards, or
even both in determining what to teach:

*  “[In this school], teachers decide what to teach based on the ADE 2010 Common Core Academic
Content Standards.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The state standards are how the teachers know what to teach.” (District Administrator)

» “Teachers are trying to base instruction on the Common Core. We have some using old curriculum,
some using their own.” (District Administrator)

*  “[The teachers] follow Common Core.” (Building Administrator)

*  “Common Core drives instruction.” (Building Administrator)
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*  “The old grade level standards guides [sic] most classrooms. Knowing what to teach varies between
schools and even between grade levels within a school.” (Building Administrator)

» “Some schools have gone wholeheartedly for the Common Core, others are still focused on AIMS.”
(Curriculum Personnel)

*  “The AIMS blueprint is driving instruction right now.” (District Administrator)

e “There is no curriculum plan, no curriculum guides and maps. Five years ago all curriculum department
was demolished and curriculum responsibility went to schools. They are using old standards. What is
guiding [instruction] is AIMS and the AIMS blueprint.” (District Administrator)

e “We know the Common Core is here but the state assessment is based on the old Arizona standards so
my teachers are teaching for our [state] test this year.” (District Administrator)

Other comments were made regarding teacher reliance on textbooks or resources to guide instruction:

* “I would say a third to one-half rely on the standards [in deciding what to teach], but they attach the
standards to the book. The rest are in denial—and there is confusion.” (Building Administrator)

»  “Most teachers are using the adopted texts beginning at Chapter 1 and proceeding through the text.”
(District Administrator)

e “Textbook drives instruction in many areas. It is considered the curriculum.” (Instructional Support)

Others commented on the role of the principal in assisting teachers with deciding what to teach. These comments
included the following:

* “How do teachers know what to teach is a key question for principals. The principal is the key.”
(Instructional Specialist)

» “The principal is the key person in determining what teachers will teach.” (Instructional Support)

A number of individuals also mentioned district-developed documents, such as pacing guides or A77 resources,
that teachers use to guide instruction:

» “Math came up with a pacing guide. Some are using it, some are not.” (Instructional Support)

* How do teachers decide what to teach? “They look at pacing calendars and benchmark testing.”
(Campus Administrator)

*  What do your teachers use to determine what to teach? “We use the pacing guide developed by the
district.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We have English and math pacing guides. But we have no set curriculum from the district level for
science and social studies.” (Building Administrator).

*  “How do teachers know what to teach? They look at the content, EEI, and the Danielson model.”
(District Administrator)

One teacher summed up the lack of clear direction for what they should be teaching with the following statement:
“We haven’t been told what to do so we decide what to do for ourselves.”

There were 60 comments made by principals on the online survey regarding what their teachers use to decide
what to teach in the classroom. These comments are presented in full in the Survey Appendix, but over half of
the respondents mentioned using the Common Core Standards or the Arizona Standards for College and Career
Readiness. A few mentioned the district pacing guides, and many also mentioned being attentive to data when
planning instruction, while a few reported that teachers teach whatever they want or whatever they have taught
in the past. Several also mentioned that teachers teach from the textbook. There were a few notable comments
made that testified to the overall need for curriculum:

*  What guides your teachers’ instruction? “At this point nothing. We need curriculum mapping.”
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e “We need a district curriculum guide with pacing calendars!”

Overall, the absence of a clear definition of the content, skills, knowledge, and vocabulary all students are
expected to master in a written curriculum has resulted in wide variation across the district in what teachers
use to guide instruction. There is also confusion over what constitutes curriculum: state/national standards,
textbooks and resources, or district-developed documents (see Findings 2.1 and 2.2)?

Curriculum Coordination and Articulation

Akey function of written curriculum in an effective school district is to focus and connect student learning within
and across grade levels. As students progress along a sequenced continuum of learning, gaps and overlaps
within that sequence must be minimized in order to maximize the effectiveness of the educational program and
increase student learning. This sequence or continuum must first be defined in writing, so that it can be widely
disseminated throughout the district, after which all training and support for the effective delivery of curriculum
can focus on this same continuum, using a variety of appropriate strategies, approaches, and resources.

In the Tucson Unified School District, the auditors found no clear written curriculum that outlines a scope and
sequence of specific student learnings by content area, grade level, and course (see also Finding 2.2). Thereisa
resulting lack of consistency in the concepts, skills, processes, and knowledge that students are taught across the
district, which is exacerbated by the plethora of resource adoptions district-wide and the high level of student
mobility in most buildings. The coordination and articulation of curriculum are inadequate in design and not
present in curriculum delivery, an understandable consequence in a district that has not clearly and specifically
defined not only what teachers are expected to teach, but more importantly what students need to learn to be
successful.?

The lack of a specific definition for the learnings students are expected to master within a specific course or grade
level has resulted in teachers relying on multiple sources for guidance in deciding what to teach. Even when
relying on standards, the lack of a clear definition of what mastery looks like, in specific and measurable terms,
hinders consistency in the concepts, skills, and knowledge that students walk away with. To demonstrate the
common lack of specificity in defining mastery, the auditors have selected a strand from the Arizona Standards
for College and Career Readiness (AZCCR), as it appears at multiple grade levels. This spiraling of content
from one grade level to the next is intended to demonstrate how similar the objectives are at each subsequent
grade level. The strand is presented in Exhibit 2.3.9:

Exhibit 2.3.9
Objective Redundancy within the AZCCR
English Language Arts
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
Grade AZCCR Standard/Expectation:
level Determining the meaning of a word or phrase from context
K Ask and answer questions about unknown words in a text
1 Identify words and phrases in stories or poems that suggest feelings or appeal to the senses.
ond Describe how words gnd phrases (e.g., regular beats, alliteration, rhymes, repeated lines) supply
rhythm and meaning in a story, poem, or song.
3 Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, distinguishing literal from
non-literal language.
4t Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including those that allude
to significant characters found in mythology (e.g., Herculean).
5t Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including figurative

language such as metaphors and similes.

3 Although the CMIM does not specify that a single textbook or resource should be tightly held, holding onto resources

loosely is only effective when the content students are expected to learn is clearly and specifically defined. Otherwise,

the use of multiple resources may in fact lead to random student learnings that are not aligned to the targeted standards.
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Exhibit 2.3.9 (continued)
Objective Redundancy within the AZCCR

English Language Arts
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
Grade AZCCR Standard/Expectation:
level Determining the meaning of a word or phrase from context

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including figurative and

6" . . . . . .
connotative meanings; analyze the impact of a specific word choice on meaning and tone.

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including figurative
7 and connotative meanings; analyze the impact of rhymes and other repetitions of sounds (e.g.,
alliteration) on a specific verse or stanza of a poem or section of a story or drama.

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including figurative
g and connotative meanings; analyze the impact of specific word choices on meaning and tone,
including analogies or allusions to other texts.

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in the text, including figurative and
connotative meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of specific word choices on meaning and

th_1 Ot
9"-10 tone (e.g., how the language evokes a sense of time and place; how it sets a formal or informal
tone).
Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in the text, including figurative
1112t and connotative meanings; analyze the impact of specific word choices on meaning and tone,

including words with multiple meanings or language that is particularly fresh, engaging, or
beautiful. (Include Shakespeare as well as other authors.)

Exhibit 2.3.9 is intended to demonstrate that although the skill being taught is important at every grade level,
there is very little information provided to teachers to demonstrate how a third grader’s mastery of the skill
differs from a fourth grader’s mastery, apart from the emphasis on literal vs. non-literal language in grade 3
and the particular inclusion of mythology in grade 4. It would be inappropriate to assume that on a test of this
content, fourth grade students will only encounter passages from mythology. Teachers are not provided with
sample texts, nor with exemplars of how this skill is demonstrated. This leaves the interpretation of what the
mastery of this standard looks like up to individual teachers, who may in fact interpret it very differently.

This lack of a clearly articulated sequence of skills within the standards documents is particularly important when
a district has no written curriculum to supplement the standards documents. TUSD does not have curriculum
guides that meet audit criteria, and there are many content areas for which curriculum is not available (see
Finding 2.2 and this finding, prior sections).

The auditors also interviewed dozens of administrators, parents, teachers, and board members and surveyed
over 1,350 stakeholders in the district regarding the curriculum and its design and delivery across the district.
The auditors heard many comments from various stakeholder groups that attested to the lack of consistency in
what is taught across grade levels and schools, and the poor articulation among schools as students move from
one grade level to the next, especially when they switch schools.

During interviews, auditors heard the following comments about the lack of articulation—the sequencing of
concepts, skills, and knowledge from one level to the next—across the district:

»  “Middle school students are not ready for high schools. That is an issue.” (Board Member)

» “There is no collaboration or articulation in our district at this time. We hope to see that change.”
(Building Administrator).

*  “There is inconsistency, schools are all doing different pacing.” (District Administrator)

There were many comments made regarding the lack of coordination and consistency across buildings in the
district, or even within a building:
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“Teachers want to get together for alignment purposes, but it hasn’t been done to this point. What has
been done hasn’t been systemic.” (District Administrator)

“[There is a] lack of consistency across schools. Too much is left for schools to decide on, which makes
it difficult for students who transfer from school to school.” (Building Administrator, online survey)

“Students should be able to transfer from school to school within TUSD and have the same curricular
programs.” (Building Administrator, online survey)

“We need a district-wide curriculum so any student who transfers can do so seamlessly.” (Parent)

“Alignment isn’t evident from campus to campus or even from classrooms on the same campus.”
(Instructional Specialist)

“There is no consistency across schools in our ELA and math curriculums.” (District Administrator)
“Each teacher chooses their own curriculum, and that’s not fair to students.” (Parent)

“The only thing that’s used across the district that’s consistent is the FOSS. But those rotate because
there aren’t enough kits for every kid to have.” (Curriculum Personnel)

“Teachers know what to teach—if we’re not told what to do, we decide for ourselves. Every school is
doing it differently.” (Teacher)

Given the lack of written curriculum, the insufficient specificity within the standards documents, and the
amount of variation in the materials and resources used by teachers, the auditors determined that curriculum is
insufficiently articulated and coordinated district-wide. A major theme in open-ended responses on the online
survey instrument and during interviews pertained to the lack of consistency in curriculum and instruction
across the district, both related to the lack of a common written curriculum as well as to the number of resources
and the different primary resources available to teachers.

Comments from interviews as well as from the survey regarding the lack of consistency included the following:

“We’re all over the place with real curricular alignment.” (District Administrator)
“[A weakness is] consistency in Curriculum.” (Building Administrator, online survey)

“There are no curriculum maps or pacing guides at the high school level. There is little clarity
with respect to what texts should be used and many texts are old and are not available.” (Building
Administrator, online survey)

“[There is a] lack of consistency in curriculum, no standardized curriculum.” (Building Administrator,
online survey)

“[The] district is not yet in alignment with [its] curriculum and resources.” (Building Administrator,
online survey)

“Qur district needs to ensure consistency of expectations and philosophy. | think it important to be
able to ask colleagues to share their experiences and best practices—that is difficult to do when we are
all doing so many different things.” (Building Administrator)

“We made a big mistake when we adopted three math curricula, particularly with our mobility.”
(District Administrator)

“There is a major weakness. There is no consistency of curriculum between schools and there is no
consistency in the delivery of it. We need a tight written, taught, and tested curriculum.” (District
Administrator)

“[The] decentralization of curriculum created inconsistency.” (District Administrator)

“Curriculum is all over the place. It has never been clearly defined in TUSD. I have no idea what my
teachers are supposed to be teaching in terms of curriculum. There has never been clarity. As a teacher
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myself at the high school level, we got together at my school and developed our course documents.
That has never been done district-wide, as far as [ know.” (Building Administrator)

It is evident that the lack of curriculum and the inadequate quality of the curriculum that does exist have
contributed to perceived inconsistency in curriculum and instruction across the district. Multiple stakeholders
attested to the lack of coordination and articulation of curriculum, a situation that is particularly challenging
with the high mobility of students. There has been insufficient definition of what teachers are expected to teach
and, more importantly, what students need to learn.

Summary

In summary, auditors found that the quality of the approved curriculum was inadequate to guide teaching.
Board policy lacked specific direction for the development of curriculum documents in all subject areas and
courses offered in the district as well as direction for the content of curriculum guides to ensure consistency.
Job descriptions lacked a clear path of responsibility and communication regarding the design of curriculum
documents. Existing documents (n=28) had an overall mean rating of 5.7 out of a possible 15 points when
analyzed for specific design elements. No approved curriculum documents attained the minimum acceptable
score of 12 points. About one-fourth of all teachers who responded to the teacher survey reported finding the
curriculum useful for planning, while one-fifth reported finding it not useful.

Teachers reported relying most often on state AZMS or Career and College Readiness standards when planning
instruction, on commercially produced resources and materials, or even on their own inspiration, since curriculum
is considered weak or nonexistent. The lack of robust, central curriculum has contributed to the inadequate
articulation and coordination of curriculum across the district and to a strong perception of inconsistency in
curriculum across a number of district stakeholder groups.

Finding 2.4: The contexts and cognitive demand of sample student work and sample benchmark
assessment items are inadequate to prepare students for mastery of Arizona College and Career Readiness
Standards and PARCC assessments.

A critical premise of curriculum alignment is that the instruction in the classroom is aligned to expectations
for student mastery found in both the curriculum standards and in the assessments used to measure mastery of
those standards. Likewise, student work should align with district-level assessments; those district assessments
should also align to high stakes assessments, to ensure that students’ performance on the local assessments is a
valid predictor of their performance on high stakes assessments. The most critical role of written curriculum is
providing teachers with objectives, resources, and materials to guide their instruction so that it is aligned to all
assessments in use. This alignment is assured in the design of the curriculum and increases the likelihood that
students will be prepared for the content, contexts, and cognitive demand of any assessments.

The auditors examined curriculum and resources used in Tucson Unified School District classrooms to
determine if they adequately align to the standards and assessments. The curriculum itself was based entirely
on the standards in mathematics and English language arts. Therefore, the auditors randomly collected samples
of student work while visiting classrooms and conducted an examination of those documents, evaluating
their alignment with the ATT benchmark assessments used to measure student progress in the classroom. The
auditors then examined the 477 benchmark assessments to see if this tool is adequately aligned to the standards
themselves, as well as to the PARCC assessments, which measure student mastery of the Arizona College and
Career Readiness Standards.

In determining alignment, the auditors use three key dimensions as additional classifications in the analyses:
content, context, and cognitive type. Content is simply the concepts, skills, knowledge, and/or vocabulary that
are present. Context refers to how students are expected to learn or practice the content, while the cognitive
type dimension refers to how students are cognitively engaged when completing the work or practicing the skill
or knowledge.

Overall, the auditors determined that the samples of student work collected while in classrooms were not
congruent with the content and cognitive demand found on the district benchmark assessments. The district ATT
benchmark assessments were congruent with the state standards in content, but were not found to be adequately
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aligned with the state standards in their cognitive demand. The auditors also determined that the district AT/
benchmark assessments were congruent in content skills for English language arts in comparison to sample
PARCC assessment items, but the district 477 benchmark assessments were not congruent in content skills for
mathematics nor in cognitive demand for both English language arts and mathematics in comparison to sample
PARCC assessment items. Auditors found the contexts found in the sample artifacts were not congruent with
the context demands expected on the district A77 benchmark assessments and on the sample PARCC assessment
items.

The analyses will be presented in four sections. These sections are: 1) the cognitive demand of classroom artifacts
and their alignment with A77 benchmark assessments, 2) the alignment of AT7 benchmark assessments with the
AZ Standards for College and Career Readiness, 3) the alignment of the A77 benchmark assessments with the
PARCC assessments, and 4) context alignment of the classroom artifacts with A77 benchmark assessments and
the PARCC assessment items.

Cognitive Demand of Classroom Artifacts and Their Alignment with 477 Benchmark Assessments

Auditors visited classrooms throughout the district. Among other academic indicators auditors looked for in
classrooms was the cognitive type students were expected to use in completing their daily work. The type of
cognition is an indicator of the sort of thinking required of the learner to carry out a given task. Auditors expect
cognitive types of the written, taught, and tested curriculum to be congruent so that students are not surprised
by any of the cognitive demands placed on them in high stakes testing situations. Auditors collected artifacts
(worksheets, tests, teacher handouts, etc.) as often as possible in the classrooms they visited. The various
assignments and activities collected should reveal a range of cognitive demands so that students have ample
opportunity to practice the cognitive skills they need to be successful on national, state, and local assessments.

To perform the analyses of cognitive type, auditors used the framework based on the revised Bloom’s taxonomy
of cognitive domains as presented in Exhibit 2.4.1.

Exhibit 2.4.1

Description of Cognitive Types in the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Cognitive
Process Definition of Type Additional Clarification Comments
Dimension

Finding or remembering
information.

Answers questions that stem from prompts such as /isz,
find, name, identify, locate, describe, memorize, Or define.
Answers questions that stem from prompts such as

Remembering

Understanding and making

Understanding

sense out of information.

interpret, summarize, explain, infer, paraphrase, or
discuss.

Using information in a new

Answers questions that stem from prompts such as use,

something new.

Applyi L o
pPplyme (but similar) situation. diagram, make a chart, draw, apply, solve, Or calculate.
Analvzin Taking information apart and | Answers questions that stem from prompts such as
yzing exploring relationships. categorize, examine, compare and contrast, Of organize.
ritically examinin .
. C tica y exa g Answers questions that stem from prompts such as judge,
Evaluating | information and making iy e
. critique, defend, Or criticize.
judgments.
Creating Using information to create | Answers questions that stem from prompts such as

design, build, construct, plan, produce, devise, Or invent.

Auditors visited 92 sites and 1,237 classrooms during the on-site visits. The auditors randomly collected a
sampling of core course student artifacts while visiting classrooms to determine to what extent these artifacts
reflected the district’s expectations for academic rigor. Auditors analyzed 138 student artifacts for cognitive
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type, using the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Process Dimensions. When artifacts required more
than one type of cognition, auditors classified the cognitive domain based on the dominant activity or concept.

Exhibit 2.4.2 displays the number of artifacts collected from classroom visits by grade span (K-5, 6-8, and 9-12)
and by subject. Auditors realize this was not a purposeful sampling; auditors only collected artifacts when
the opportunity presented itself. This cannot be viewed as a conclusive representation of what is typical in
classrooms across the district, but it does allow district leaders to see where concerns may lie, and the process
can be repeated for more reliable data.

Auditors did note the source of the classroom artifacts while collecting them. Most of the artifacts collected
were from textbooks, internet websites, other state education sources, and teacher blogs. Only a few of the
artifacts were teacher created. Materials are expected to be from a variety of sources, but inconsistencies can
result if materials are pulled from multiple places without a clearly defined curriculum in place. Without a tightly
held curriculum, the materials and resources may not be congruent with assessments in content, context, and
cognition. Exhibit 2.4.2 presents an overview of information regarding the samples of student work collected
in classrooms.

Exhibit 2.4.2

Collected Artifacts by Grade Span and Subject
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
ELA Reading Math SOCl.a ! Science Elective Total
Studies
K-5 28 19 19 3 3 - 72
6-8 13 6 12 6 11 2 50
9-12 3 -- 6 4 1 2 16
Total 44 25 37 13 15 4 138
Exhibit 2.4.3 displays cognitive type data from the analyses of student artifacts.
Exhibit 2.4.3

Cognitive Type of Classroom Artifacts by Grade Span
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Cognitive Type of Classroom Artifacts
n=138

75, 79% B

21% 18%

12%
4% o%
] N R

Evaluating and Creating

Remembering and
Understanding

Applying and Analyzing

mGrades K-5 mGrades 6-8 Grades 9-12

The following can be noted from Exhibit 2.4.3:
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* The largest percentage of artifacts collected by auditors fell into the Remembering/Understanding
cognitive type as defined by Bloom (76 percent).

* Five percent of the artifacts collected by auditors reflected Evaluating/Creating cognitive type, the
highest level as defined by Bloom.

Auditors did not collect any artifacts from high school classrooms that reflected the Evaluating/Creating
cognitive type.

Using kinesthetic strategies for first grade math at

Seatwork at Drachman Elementary Maldonado Elementary

The auditors then subjected the sample artifacts to further analyses. The auditors sought to determine if the
samples of student work were aligned in all dimensions. Auditors noted that the district administered the
ATI PM1 benchmark in December, before the on-site visit, and therefore expected the classroom artifacts to
minimally meet and exceed the content and cognitive type of the benchmark, since they were collected several
weeks after the test. Auditors expected to find a minimum of 70 percent congruence to meet the minimum audit
criteria.

Appendices L and M display the auditors’ analysis of the congruence between a sampling of mathematics and
English language arts classroom and the district benchmark tests for grades 2 to 10. Exhibit 2.4.4 presents the
summary data from the analyses.
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Exhibit 2.4.4

Overall Congruency of Classroom Artifacts to ATI Benchmark Assessments
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Congruency of Classroom Artifacts to
ATl Benchmark Assessments

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Content Congruence Cognitive Congruence

= Mathematics English Language Arts

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.4.4:

» Ten (10), or 67 percent, of the sample mathematics classroom artifacts were congruent to the content
of the corresponding A77 items.

» Seven, or 47 percent, of the sample mathematics classroom artifacts were congruent with the cognitive
type of the corresponding A71 items.

*  Neither dimension met the audit minimum requirement of 70 percent congruence.

*  Four, or 44 percent, of the sample ELA classroom artifacts were congruent to the content and cognitive
levels of the corresponding A77 items. This does not meet the auditors’ expectation of 70 percent.

Overall, auditors found that the classroom artifacts collected during the on-site visits were not congruent with
district A77 benchmark assessment samples. Based upon the artifacts collected from across the district and the
information displayed in Appendix L., auditors concluded that students may not be completing work in the
classroom that is sufficiently aligned with the benchmark assessments to ensure success on those assessments.
Auditors noted the ATT PM1 benchmark test had been administered in December and many classroom artifacts
required less content and/or cognitive demand than that necessary to master the selected 477 benchmark
assessment items.

Alignment of A7/ Benchmark Assessments with Arizona Standards for College and Career Readiness

Auditors then examined the district benchmark assessments to evaluate their congruence with Arizona College
and Career Readiness Standards in the dimensions of content and cognitive type. Selected items from the
December benchmark and end-of-year benchmark assessments, along with the Arizona College and Career
Readiness Standards provided by the district to the auditors for grades 3, 6, 8, and 10 in mathematics and
English language arts are compared in Appendices N and O. The summary of these data is presented in Exhibit
2.4.5.
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Exhibit 2.4.5

Overall Congruency of ATl Benchmark Sample Items to Arizona
College and Career Readiness Standards
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Congruence of ATl Sample Benchmark Items
to Arizona Standards
Minimum of 70 Percent Required

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%
Content Congruence Cognitive Congruence

mYes = No

The auditors found the following when conducting this analyses:

Fifteen (15), or 88 percent, of the district AT7 benchmark examples for mathematics were found to
be congruent with the content designated in the Arizona standard. This exceeds the minimum audit
standard of 70 percent congruency.

Ten (10), or 59 percent, of the district 477 benchmark examples for mathematics were found to be
congruent with the cognitive type designated in the Arizona standard. This does not meet the minimum
audit standard of 70 percent for congruency.

Nineteen (19), or 95 percent, of the district ATT benchmark examples for English language arts were
found to be congruent with the content designated in the Arizona standard. This exceeds the minimum
audit standard of 70 percent congruency.

Eight, or 40 percent, of the district 477 benchmark examples for English language arts were found to be
congruent with the cognitive level designated in the Arizona standard. This does not meet the minimum
audit standard of 70 percent for congruency.

Many items considered not fully congruent in cognitive type usually met only one or two aspects of
the cognitive type required to master the standard. Other elements of the standard may have been
addressed in other ATI questions not examined by the auditors.

Overall, auditors found the district A7/ benchmarks aligned with the Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards for content congruence in both mathematics and English language arts. The district AT7 benchmarks
were not found to be congruent with the Arizona standards in cognition because most of the standards had
multiple levels to them and the selected A77 benchmark examples only addressed the first part of each standard,
with a limited level of cognitive engagement.

Alignment of ATl Benchmarks to PARCC Assessments in Content and Cognitive Type

After auditors examined the congruency of the benchmark assessments themselves to the content and cognitive
levels of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, auditors wanted to examine the congruency levels
between the ATT benchmark assessments and sample items from the PARCC assessment. Appendices P and Q
presents selected items from the district ATT assessments and comparisons for alignment with PARCC sample
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items for grades 3 to 10 in mathematics and English language arts. A summary of these analyses are presented
in Exhibit 2.4.6. Auditors expected to find a minimum of 70 percent congruency to meet the minimum audit

criteria.

Exhibit 2.4.6

Overall Congruency of ATl Benchmark Assessments to PARCC Sample Items
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Congruence of ATI Benchmark Assessments
with PARCC Sample Items

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Content Congruence Cognitive Congruence

Yes mNo

The auditors found the following when examining the alignment of the A77 with PARCC sample items.

Overall,

Two, or 25 percent, of the district 477 benchmark examples for mathematics were found to be congruent
with the content and cognitive levels of the PARCC examples for grades 3 to 10.

Auditors noted that the district A77 benchmark examples for mathematics involved fewer steps than the
PARCC examples.

Six, or 75 percent, of the district 471 benchmark examples were found to be congruent with content
skills necessary to master the curriculum when compared to the PARCC sample items for English
language arts in grades 3 to 10. This exceeds the minimum audit criteria of 70 percent for congruency.

None of the district ATI benchmark examples for English language arts were found to be congruent
with cognitive skills necessary to master the curriculum when compared to the PARCC sample items
for English language arts in grades 3 to 10.

The main difference noted between ATT benchmark examples and PARCC sample items was that the
PARCC sample items all asked for additional steps that could not be answered through a single multiple
choice item such as those found on the district AT7 benchmark assessments.

auditors found that the district A77 benchmark assessments were aligned to the PARCC items in content

in English language arts (75 percent congruence), but not in mathematics. Neither content area’s 477 assessment
items aligned adequately with the PARCC items. The PARCC assessments asked students to perform multiple
steps, whereas the district ATT benchmark assessments were single answer, multiple-choice questions. The
cognitive demand of the PARCC assessments exceeded that of the A77, mostly due to the contexts found on the
PARCC assessments.

Context Congruency

Context refers to the format or situation in which the student will demonstrate his/her learning or his/her
mastery of the content objective. For example, the student may be asked to demonstrate performance of content
via multiple choice options, a short essay, a quiz or test, or a real world situation. Real world applications
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ground students’ work in lifelike situations, deepening student understanding by connecting knowledge and
skill development to scenarios with which they can personally relate, as they are relevant and authentic. Real
world applications also typically involve more hands-on interactions and increase students’ intrinsic motivation.

Auditors analyzed all student artifacts collected during school visits for objective contexts and classified them
into three domains: Real World, Test-Like, and Other Contexts. The results of this analysis are reported in
simple percentages. The auditors added up the number of type of contexts and determined the percent by core
subject and grade levels K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12.

The next two exhibits summarize results from the analysis of the congruency of context from 134 student
artifacts collected in core classrooms only during on-site visits to 92 sites (see Exhibit 2.4.2).

Exhibit 2.4.7 displays the percentages of artifacts by grade level (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) and context for
English language arts and social studies.

Exhibit 2.4.7

Context Percent of Student Artifacts
English Language Arts and Social Studies, K-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Percent of Artifacts by Context for English Language Arts and Social Studies
Distributed by Grade Level
English Language Arts Social Studies
Real World | Test-Like Other Grade | Real World | Test-Like Other
Contexts Contexts

7% 81% 12% K-2 -- -- --

10% 90% -- 3-5 -- 100% --

16% 78% 6% 6-8 17% 83% --

-- 100% -- 9-12 -- 75% 25%

Data Sources: Student artifacts collected in English language arts and social studies classes by auditors during classroom visits.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.4.7:

*  The majority of artifacts for English language arts and social studies reflected context that is test-like
in nature.

*  There were small, but noticeable, percentages of artifacts that reflected real world contexts.
* Grades 6 to 8 have the most varied contexts of the artifacts collected.

»  While English language arts shows minimal artifacts with real-world experience across grade levels,
social studies has only one grade level observed with an artifact that reflected real world contexts.
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Exhibit 2.4.8 displays the percentages of artifacts by grade level (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) and context for

mathematics and science.

Exhibit 2.4.8

Context Percent of Student Artifacts
Mathematics and Science, K-12
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Percent of Artifacts by Context for Mathematics and Science
Distributed by Grade Level

Mathematics Science
Real World | Test-Like Other Grade | peal World | Test-Like Other
Contexts Contexts
17% 66% 17% K-2 ~ 100% ~
15% 85% - 35 33% 33% 33%
~ 88% 12% 6-8 29% 71% -
~ 100% - 9-12 20% 80% —

Data Sources: Student artifacts collected in mathematics and science classes by auditors during classroom visits.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.4.8:

*  The majority of artifacts for mathematics and science reflected context that is test-like in nature.

* Science had the highest percentages of artifacts that reflected real world experiences across all grade

levels.

* All the high school mathematics artifacts and all the grades K-2 science artifacts examined reflected

test-like contexts.

Exhibit 2.4.9 displays a summary of the auditors’ ratings for Finding 2.4.

Exhibit 2.4.9

Summary of Congruency of Classroom Artifacts, ATI Benchmark Assessments,
Arizona State Standards, and PARCC Assessment Sample Items
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Content Cognitive Context Congruency to
Congruency Congruency | Real World Applications
Classroom Artifacts to ATl Benchmark
Mathematics No No No
ELA No No No
Arizona Standards to ATl Benchmark
Mathematics Yes No No
ELA Yes No No
ATl Benchmark to PARCC
Mathematics No No No
ELA Yes No No
Total (Percent Congruent) 50% 0% 0%

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.4.9:

e Three, or 50 percent, of the items compared were found to be congruent in content type.
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* None of the items compared were found to be congruent in the cognitive type required for students to
master the content.

* None of the artifacts examined were found to be congruent to real world contexts.
Summary

In summary, auditors searched for content and cognitive congruence in three main areas: between classroom
artifacts and district 477 benchmark assessments; Arizona standards and district A7/ benchmark assessments,
and district 47T benchmark assessments and PARCC sample assessments. The classroom artifacts evaluated
by auditors were not cognitively demanding, and they were not aligned with the A7T assessments in content
or cognitive type. While the ATT benchmark assessments do align in content with the standards used to guide
instruction, they do not align with the cognitive type necessary for students to master the standard. There is
a lack of congruence between the district benchmark assessments and the state PARCC assessments, with the
exception of content congruence in English language arts. In addition, auditors examined collected classroom
artifacts for context: real world applications, test-like in nature, or other context. Results of this final analysis
revealed that the majority of classroom artifacts reflected test-like contexts (multiple choice, short answer).
This correlates with the cognitive rigor found in student artifacts.
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STANDARD 3: THE SCHOOL DISTRICT DEMONSTRATES INTERNAL
CONSISTENCY AND RATIONAL EQUITY IN ITS PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPLEMENTATION.

A school system meeting this Curriculum Audit™ standard is able to show how its program has been created as
the result of a systematic identification of deficiencies in the achievement and growth of its students compared
to measurable standards of pupil learning.

In addition, a school system meeting this standard is able to demonstrate that it possesses a focused and coherent
approach toward defining curriculum and that, as a whole, it is more effective than the sum of its parts, i.e., any
arbitrary combinations of programs or schools do not equate to the larger school system entity.

The purpose of having a school system is to obtain the educational and economic benefits of a coordinated and
focused program for students, both to enhance learning, which is complex and multi-year in its dimensions, and
to employ economies of scale where applicable.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

The CMSi auditors expected to find a highly-developed, articulated, and coordinated curriculum in the school
system that was effectively monitored by the administrative and supervisory staffs at the central and site levels.
Common indicators are:

*  Documents/sources that reveal internal connections at different levels in the system;

» Predictable consistency through a coherent rationale for content delineation within the curriculum;
»  Equity of curriculum/course access and opportunity;

* Allocation of resource flow to areas of greatest need;

*  Acurriculum that is clearly explained to members of the teaching staff and building-level administrators
and other supervisory personnel;

*  Specific professional development programs to enhance curricular design and delivery;
* A curriculum that is monitored by central office and site supervisory personnel; and

» Teacher and administrator responsiveness to school board policies, currently and over time.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Tucson Unified School District No. 1:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Three. Details follow within
separate findings.

The Tucson Unified School District provides for gifted education, special education, and English language
learners through a variety of models in the district. Not all of the models are offered at every school; however,
the district provides transportation for students to attend the school in order to receive the service. The district
has several board policies addressing equity and equal opportunity for learning and non-discrimination. The
policies fail to provide specific guidance for the design and delivery of the instructional programs to ensure
student success. In addition, the ESL/bilingual program uses a curriculum separate from the general curriculum,
while special education material is considered to be supplemental, and gifted and talented is considered
“differentiated.” Auditors identified multiple inconsistencies and inadequacies in a number of practices of
these programs. Specifically, inequities were noticed in identification of ethnicities in special education and
GATE. Discipline, retention, graduation, and student achievement raised concern as to the equal opportunity
for all students to be successful. An expectation that every student was capable of achieving and will learn was
lacking.

Auditors found that professional development is occurring in the Tucson Unified School District at the district
and campus levels to varying degrees and that some components of a professional development plan are in
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place. However, the current components do not provide for focused, ongoing training for all employees of
the district. Additionally, there is no vehicle to ensure that initiation, implementation, institutionalization, and
evaluation occur and that student performance increases as a result of improved staff performance. The Tucson
Unified School District does not have a comprehensive professional development plan to provide direction for
the systemic development of all district staff, or to ensure that all professional development requirements of the
Unitary Status Plan are met.

Given the status of policy and plans, auditors determined that, in its present state, the design for student equity
and equal access is inadequate.

The auditors found that the overall design for equity and equal access to education within the district is
inadequate, especially as board policies and district plans did not meet audit criteria for designing equitable
programs and processes. In spite of the fact that the district has been under court order to provide equity and
equal access for more than 30 years, an adequate design for those efforts—the Unitary Status Plan—is in the
first year of implementation and many necessary and required supporting plans and infrastructure have not
been completed or put into place. Further, the auditors determined that delivery of equal access and equity is
ineffective. The composition of the staff was inconsistent with the district’s policy commitment to diversity
and the court’s requirement for it. Enrollments in the Advanced Learning Experiences (ALE) (e.g., University
High School and Advanced Placement, honors, and gifted and talented courses) did not reflect the ethnic and
gender characteristics of district students. The same is true for disciplinary actions, retentions in grade, and
exceptional education placements. Achievement gaps existed among students groups and many of them cannot
be closed at current growth rates in the percentages of students performing satisfactorily on 4IMS tests. Given
these facts, the audit team concluded that delivery of equal access and equity in the Tucson Unified School
District is ineffective.

Finding 3.1: Direction for desired modes of instruction in governing documents is inadequate. Some
elements of an instructional model are informally present, but not formalized. Auditors observed mostly
large group approaches in classrooms, with varying degrees of student time-on-task.

The effectiveness of curriculum delivery is dependent on two key components: what is being taught in
combination with how it’s being taught. The first relates to the quality and clarity of the written curriculum,
in that it provides the necessary content for teachers to teach and focuses and connects that content. The
second relates to teachers’ adherence to an instructional model that reflects the type of strategies and approaches
known to be effective in improving student mastery of the desired skills, concepts, knowledge, and vocabulary.
Curriculum delivery, however, is a fluid act that relies on teacher expertise and judgment; teachers must
have the freedom to make choices on how they will teach based on data and observation in order to meet
students’ academic and affective needs. This freedom occurs within a framework of curriculum objectives
that are tightly held—all students are expected to master the same concepts, skills, and knowledge—while
allowing for teacher-level decision making and action that are loosely held and in the students’ best interest.
An instructional model is defined to provide teachers (especially inexperienced teachers) a model for what
district leaders know to be effective, but the quality of instruction must ultimately be determined by its results—
student achievement—rather than by adherence to the model. A defined model also allows district leaders to
articulate other classroom-based approaches that are desirable, or even required, such as culturally responsive
approaches, sheltered instruction, or flexible groupings.

In other words, a strong framework for quality instruction must be in place in the form of a rigorous, aligned
curriculum (with clearly defined and specific objectives; see Findings 2.1 and 2.3) and a defined instructional
model, but student learning and student needs must be the driving force behind all decisions made, whether
administrative or instructional. Much of the decision making for instruction has to be based on solid information
that is available frequently enough to be useful, such as from formative assessments, and on information that is
diagnostic in nature. To be diagnostic, an assessment instrument must hone in on specific skills and concepts
and determine the level to which students have mastered that skill or concept so that specific gaps or weaknesses
in student learning may be identified. Teachers can then respond to those gaps that the assessment has identified.
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Being precise in diagnosing and addressing gaps in student learning is an essential part of making the most of
the overall instructional time available; it is simply more efficient.

To determine the nature of instruction in classrooms during a Curriculum Audit, and to get an accurate picture of
what modes of instruction are evident, the auditors seek to collect several forms of data. These different streams
of data all provide a general picture of instruction, or curriculum delivery, in the district. The first data source
is classroom observations. The auditors visit classrooms for a short period of time and record observations
regarding the nature of student engagement and the dominant activities students are involved in, as well as the
dominant teacher activity, objective being taught, and students’ level of attentiveness (percentage of students
engaged or on-task).

Information is also collected regarding more rigorous cognitive engagement or critical thinking that is evident
in any activity students are observed completing. The second data source is from samples of student work
collected during classroom walk-throughs. When the auditors observe students completing an assignment or
task, they request a blank copy to take along or take a picture of a sample or of the directions. These samples of
student work are another example not only of the content students are learning, but how they are demonstrating
their learning.

The final data source encompasses district documents. These documents include board policies, regulations,
plans, teacher evaluation instruments, and job descriptions, among other documents, that describe what district
leaders’ expectations are for teaching and learning—both what is expected to be taught and how. Such documents
might describe an instructional model, belief statements regarding how students learn, or a collective district
philosophy concerning what effective instruction looks like.

For this finding, the auditors collected information from the documents mentioned above to create a list of
district expectations for classroom instruction. They then collected observational data and the samples of
student work, and compared each to these expectations. The student work is analyzed and discussed in Finding
2.4. The observational data are presented here.

Overall, the auditors found that there is only limited direction in governing documents regarding district
expectations for instruction, and there is no district-wide instructional model. There has been system-wide
training in the Essential Elements of Instruction (EEI), which has components of an instructional model, but
the auditors found no evidence that EEI has been formally adopted or integrated into teacher evaluation and
classroom monitoring. The auditors saw some evidence of engaged classrooms and examples of cognitive
engagement beyond basic knowing and understanding, but more rigorous types (synthesizing and evaluating)
were observed infrequently. The most commonly observed mode of teaching was whole group, direct instruction.

From various documents, the auditors found the following expectations regarding classroom instruction,
displayed in Exhibit 3.1.1:

Exhibit 3.1.1

District Expectations Regarding Instructional Delivery
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Statement Document
The mission ...is to assure each pre-K through 12" grade student Board Policy A: Vision, Mission
receives an engaging, rigorous and comprehensive education. Statement

Classroom practices encourage multiple intelligences and reflect an
understanding of different learning styles, both in individual and in
cultural applications.

Policy Regulation ADF-R:
Intercultural Proficiency

Modify instruction to meet the needs of each child. Teacher job description, Code 35001
Implement instructional techniques to encourage and motivate students. | 7eacher job description, Code 35001
Understand and appreciate diversity. Teacher job description, Code 35001

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 107




Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 131 of 942

The direction found in the documents listed in Exhibit 3.1.1 is limited, but one at least can extrapolate the general
expectations that students will be cognitively challenged and engaged; their individual learning styles and
preferences will be taken into account; their diversity respected and valued; and that, perhaps most importantly,
instruction will be modified to meet individual needs of children. The auditors also found directives in the USP
requiring culturally responsive pedagogy in every school and classroom. In reviewing the EEI, the auditors
found that although the elements do represent an instructional model, the model does not support individualized
differentiation, nor has it been incorporated into any policy or plan that makes its use a system expectation.

During classroom visits, the auditors collected information regarding dominant student activities, dominant
teacher activity, cognitive type of activities observed, effective ELL strategies in use, and the general percentage
of student oriented to their work or to the lesson. Classroom visits were short in duration and the data are only
intended to reflect a snapshot of what instruction was like at a single point in time during the week of the audit.
Care should be used in drawing any conclusions or in generalizing the findings, since this was only a single data
collection. Trends cannot be discerned, nor is this to suggest that the auditors’ observations are typical for daily
instruction in TUSD. It does, however, present to district leaders what instruction did look like during auditors’
visits and whether it was reflective of district expectations.

Exhibit 3.1.2 presents the categories into which auditors classified their observations.
Exhibit 3.1.2

Categories for Classroom Observation Data
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Teacher Instructional Behaviors

Large Group Refers to the teacher verbally leading the entire class through a learning activity, e.g.,

Instruction— lecture, demonstration, overhead projector or Promethean Board. Student involvement is
Teacher Centered | typically passive.

Iﬁi?jc(t;igf Refers to the teacher leading a whole-group activity that engages students actively, such as
Student Centered discussion, question/answer, etc.

Refers to a teacher working with a group of students that is less than approximately one-
Small Group . ; .
Instruction fourth of the number of students in the classroom. Examples include reading groups,

centers, or tutoring a small group.

Individual Work

Refers to a teacher working with students individually for instruction, such as giving the
student information about specific steps or actions the student(s) should use, or reviewing
student work, not simply providing praise or feedback.

Monitoring

Refers to the teacher circulating about the classroom, visually monitoring the students as
they work.

Other

Refers to an instructional activity not included in the classifications above, such as reading
aloud or sitting at their desk. Auditors typically note what “other” refers to.

Student activities

Large Group Work

Refers to students involved as a whole class in a common activity that could include
receiving direct instruction, listening to someone read aloud, listening to a lecture, watching
a demonstration, etc.

Small Group Work

Refers to students working with a group that is less than approximately one-third of the total
number of students in the classroom. Examples include reading groups, centers, students

in groups trying to solve mathematical or science problems by deciphering information or
analyzing data, pair work in a lab situation, or the teacher tutoring a small group.

Seatwork

Refers to students working at their desks doing some type of paper and pencil textbook-type
exercise or prepared worksheet.

Individual Work

Refers to students actively involved in an individual learning activity that is more cognitively
engaging and open-ended, such as researching for a project, sustained silent reading of
authentic literature, or a writing task.
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Exhibit 3.1.2 (continued)
Categories for Classroom Observation Data
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Teacher Instructional Behaviors

Refers to the class completing or being engaged in some type of media activity, such as oral

Media/Presentation . . L IUS
presentations, computer research, video viewing, etc.

Other Refers to any activity not included in the categories above, such as lab work.

Exhibit 3.1.3 presents the data regarding the dominant teacher activity observed in over 1,230 classrooms.
Exhibit 3.1.3

Dominant Teacher activity Observed
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Large Group
Student-Centered
12%

None
10%

Individual
6%

Monitrng

239 Small Group
0

11%

Large Group
Teacher-Centered
38%

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.1.3, in 10 percent of all classrooms, teachers were not observed conducting
instructional activity. In six percent of all classrooms visited, teachers were observed working with individual
students, and in 11 percent of all classrooms, teachers were working with small groups. In the largest percentage
of classrooms, 38 percent, teachers were observed conducting large group instruction that was teacher-centered
in nature (lecture, etc.). The second most observed activity was monitoring, which involved teachers monitoring
students while the students were completing individual work or seatwork. If teachers were working with an
individual student while other students were completing work, this was classified as individual instruction.
In 12 percent of all classrooms, teachers were observed conducting large group instruction that was student-
centered in nature.

Although large group instruction can be effective, it doesn’t universally support meeting individual students’
needs, and students are generally passive during these approaches. This may not be in keeping with the district
expectation for engaging instruction that incorporates students’ learning styles. Half of all teacher activity
observed was large group in nature.
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The auditors collected information on the dominant student activity in each classroom, as well. These data are
presented in Exhibit 3.1.4.

Exhibit 3.1.4

Dominant Student activity Observed
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Other
7%

Seatwork
25%

Large Group
35%

Individual Work
18%

Media
Presentation ~ Small Group
2% 13%

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.1.4, in one-fourth of the classrooms visited, students were observed completing
seatwork. In 18 percent of the classrooms, they were observed completing individual work, such as a writing
assignment, research activity, or meaningful individual work. In 13 percent of all the classrooms, students were
working in small groups, and in a very small percentage (two percent), students were having or giving media
presentations. In over one-third of all the classrooms visited, students were engaged in large group instruction
of some kind, either teacher-centered or student centered (see Exhibit 3.1.3). This was the most commonly
observed activity for students in all TUSD classrooms. In seven percent of the classrooms, students were
engaged in activities that did not fall under the given classifications.

Overall, students were mostly involved in seatwork or large group instruction. Although any mode of instruction
can be effective, certain modalities tend to correspond more with individualized instruction. These modes are
usually small, flexible groups; centers; and individual work that corresponds with the students’ academic needs
and interests. Whole-class activity that is identical for every student cannot respond to or meet individual
needs, yet whole-group activities were observed in over one-third of all classrooms.
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The auditors then collected information regarding the cognitive type of instruction observed. This information
is presented in Exhibit 3.1.5.

Exhibit 3.1.5

Cognitive Type Observed
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Synthesis/Evaluation
1%

Application/Analysis
18%

Knowledge/
Comprehension
81%

N=1,157

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.1.5, the predominant cognitive type observed by auditors was knowledge
and comprehension, noted in 81 percent of the 1,157 classrooms visited. In almost one-fifth (18 percent)
of classrooms, students were engaged in application and analysis types of cognition, and in one percent of
classrooms, the most rigorous cognitive types were observed. Although these observations may not be reflective
of typical instruction, auditors did not observe the majority of students engaged in rigorous instruction, if rigor
is defined as the more engaging cognitive types of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. This finding was also
true of the artifacts collected, although the sample was not robust (see Finding 2.4).

Finally, auditors also collected information regarding effective strategies with English language learners.
There were fewer observations recorded of these strategies, but the data show the frequency with which certain
strategies may be implemented. These data are presented in Exhibit 3.1.6.
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Exhibit 3.1.6

ELL Strategies Observed
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Percentage of
Observations

Visual aids used 15
Slow & simple language 11
Verbal cues

Modeling spoken language

Range of reading & writing activities
Extra process time

Text preview w/ key vocabulary
Scaffolded writing

Peer support & collaboration

High expectations

Oral/written sentence stems

Native language help provided
Allowance for non-participant

Direct teaching of vocabulary
Positive feedback

N=301 observations recorded in all classrooms visited

Strategy Observed

[EEN
o
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As can be seen in Exhibit 3.1.6, the most commonly observed ELL strategy was the use of visuals to support
students’ comprehension in the classroom, accounting for 15 percent of the observations. The second and third
most commonly observed strategies were using slower and more simple language structures (11 percent) and
verbal cues (10 percent). It cannot be concluded that these frequencies are typical; rather, the auditors suggest
to district leaders that this may be an area for further study, to determine how frequently and how successfully
ELL strategies are being implemented in TUSD classrooms.

The auditors heard concerns over classroom instruction during interviews with district personnel. Comments
regarding a perceived lack of rigor included the following:

“We have to have increased rigor early to get them ready for that challenge.” (Board Member)

“Our rigor in this district has fallen below what it should be. A number of our children have left the
district to attend charter schools.” (Board Member)

“The rigor of the schools needs to be raised. The kids ought to be held accountable for their behaviors.”
(Board Member)

“We really need to increase the rigor in our curriculum, get some consistency, get some of that central
support that schools really don’t have right now.” (Board Member)

“Educationally sound practices conflict with high stakes testing. There is no depth, analysis, or problem
solving in curriculum.” (Building Administrator)

“How do we take to scale that teachers need to teach at a higher level?” (District Administrator)

Other comments were made that addressed the lack of consistency in the quality of instructional delivery, and
an awareness of the need to improve instruction:

“Our building currently lacks systems to deliver effective instruction....The current focus...is to create
an effective learning environment for our students.” (Building Administrator)
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*  “I want to make sure what we are doing is right for kids.” (Building Administrator)
*  “High levels of student engagement are my top priority.” (Building Administrator)

*  “[Our focus is on] moving us away from being a tier 2 model. There hasn’t been any sound first tier
instruction” (District Administrator)

*  “There is a weakness in our district with consistency of instruction.” (District Administrator)
*  “We have pockets of excellence, but we haven’t been able to take that to scale.” (District Administrator)

Several district stakeholders commented in particular on the Essential Elements of Instruction. The training was
rolled out in the last year to all teachers; however, consistent implementation has not been verified. Comments
regarding the perceived benefits of the EEL included the following:

*  “EEI practices provided a strong foundation for curriculum planning.” (District Administrator)

*  “There was a strong instructional planning framework with EEI training. . .at least it provided a common
language from which to start consistency in the district.” (District Administrator)

* “EEI training gave us common language.” (School Administrator)
e “We did EEI last year. It was a big district initiative.” (Elementary Principal)
Others shared concerns about the effectiveness of the EEI training:

e “l can tell you that | see very little of EEI. | say, at minimum, | need to see active engagement.”
(Building Administrator)

*  “We have focused on EEI and our teachers are capable. But | think that some teachers just begin to use
it when we walk in the door for walk-throughs.” (Building Administrator)

e “Mentors are interesting. They are here to support new teachers and they do not report to the principal.
Yet they do their own thing. There is a district agenda and it is EEI and Danielson. | would like it to
be a bit more collaborative.” (Building Administrator)

Auditors’ observations suggest that differentiation at the individual student level may not be implemented as
widely as district documents would suggest. There were comments regarding a need to improve differentiation
in the classroom, particularly in implementing effective guided reading (small group) instruction. A few
stakeholders felt new teachers are not equipped to manage small group instruction and modalities that require
different groupings of students. Concerns regarding differentiation and using interventions with students
included the following:

* “Interventions are not effective—we need to improve instruction first and differentiation based on
needs.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We need district-wide professional development in math, differentiation, and gifted education. We are
not doing well anyplace in the district.” (Instructional Personnel)

*  “We need actual training, like [on] differentiation.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We have a bunch of teachers that don’t know guided reading—they are coming out of the university
not knowing guided reading. Especially at the lower grades.” (Curriculum Personnel)

The expectation for culturally responsive pedagogy and effective instruction for ELLSs is shared among district
leaders and is a requirement of the USP. Comments suggest that these strategies should be an integral part of
daily instruction. A few individuals expressed concern that the current initiatives do not adequately integrate
SIOP and culturally responsive pedagogy with the EEI and the Danielson framework. The auditors found no
district documents or plans that link all these initiatives for teachers and principals. Comments regarding these
issues included the following:

e “We do have lesson plan template with SIOP included on it. When we do trainings we infuse SIOP.”
(District Administrator)
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*  “It (Danielson) correlates with EEI and with SIOP....The cultural piece could be stronger.” (District
Administrator)

»  “Because of USP, multi-culture curriculum was developed and is out there. This curriculum rolled out
without alignment to Common Core Standards.” (District Administrator)

Overall, the dominant modes of instruction observed by auditors do not reflect high levels of individualized
instruction. Auditors did see some evidence of ELL strategies but could not conclude if the frequency of
their use is at desired levels. Rigor in classrooms was limited; students were most frequently engaged with
knowledge and comprehension activities. There are elements of an instructional model within the Essential
Elements of Instruction, but this model is not a formal district expectation (in writing) and its implementation
was not determined to be consistent. District documents do not communicate clear expectations regarding the
type of instructional approaches district leaders want to see in TUSD classrooms.

Finding 3.2: Monitoring of instruction by building principals occurs inconsistently across the district.
There is inadequate direction for the purposes of and procedures for monitoring in district documents.

Academic success for students depends on two fundamental pieces: curriculum design and curriculum delivery.
The first critical piece, the written curriculum, is a high priority in successful districts. The necessary complement
to a high-quality written curriculum is effective delivery: how well the curriculum is delivered to students, how
well that delivery is aligned to state and national standards, and, most importantly, whether or not instruction
is differentiated to meet individual student needs. To ensure effective delivery of the curriculum, it must be
monitored consistently and on a regular basis. As the instructional leader of a campus, the principal plays a vital
role in monitoring the delivery of curriculum.

Monitoring is much more in depth than simply observing what the teacher is doing and what the students are
doing during daily classroom visits. There are multiple purposes involved in monitoring. Lesson plans should
be monitored and linked to curriculum guides to ensure that teachers are teaching the appropriate standards and
objectives for that course or content area; that research-based, sheltered, and culturally responsive instructional
strategies are being used; that assessments are varied and are appropriate to give teachers feedback regarding
student learning; and that those assessment results are then used to inform instructional decision making, so
student learning is maximized. Resources should be checked to assure their content is on-level, rigorous, and
aligned in all dimensions with the district curriculum and required assessments.

Monitoring must begin with direction from board policy on the philosophy and purposes of monitoring
instruction, the accompanying guidelines, and the results expected from implementation of the monitoring
process. The elements to be monitored should be explicitly described and all campus administrators trained in
the district adopted process and requirements for monitoring curriculum delivery. To inform instruction and
ensure that student learning and achievement are present, principals must become skilled at analyzing the many
factors involved in classroom curriculum delivery. Although teacher appraisals are an important component of
school-level leadership, monitoring is fundamentally different in that it is ongoing, formative, and a process
that should engage teachers and building administrators in reflective discussions regarding student learning.
Monitoring should also include a review of lesson plans, ongoing analysis of the level of rigor and relevance of
the work students are being asked to do, evidence of strategies and approaches that district leaders expect to see
in classrooms, and frequent assessments of the alignment of classroom work with curriculum and assessments
in all three dimensions (content, context, and cognitive type).

To determine the expectations for monitoring the district’s curriculum and instruction, the auditors reviewed
board policies, job descriptions, appraisal instruments, district and campus improvement plans, and other
pertinent district documents. The auditors visited campuses and interviewed principals, district administrators,
and teachers and surveyed over 1,350 district teachers, counselors, and building-based personnel regarding
monitoring frequency.
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Overall, the auditors determined that the majority of principals in TUSD understand and appreciate the
importance of visiting classrooms, but the frequency with which principals do visit classrooms is inconsistent,
and direction for the philosophy and purposes of monitoring, as well as guidelines for how to monitor, are
inadequately defined in district policy and governing documents.

Administrative Regulation GCO mentions classroom observations within the context of conducting teacher
evaluations, but there is no definition for monitoring, no expectations attached to the observations, nor any
process or additional requirement mentioned. Policy CF: Principles of Leadership delineates more formal
expectations of principals and specifies their responsibility to oversee the educational program of the school
and supervise staff:

“...The primary duty of a principal is to administer and supervise the instructional program....These
duties include, but are not limited to, the following:

* A principal is responsible for the operation of the educational program of the school.
* A nprincipal is responsible for the supervision, evaluation, and support of the school staff members.”

In addition to these requirements, Administrative Regulation CF-R also requires principals to “coach employees
to focus on job tasks and behaviors.” The general requirement to monitor curriculum is present in policy,
but there are no specifics as to how, how frequently, why, and with what instruments. The TUSD Principal
Evaluation Process, dated April 2013, also includes the expectation that principals supervise instruction and
“monitor and evaluation [sic] the impact of the instructional program.”

While visiting schools, the auditors asked principals how often they visited classrooms. Exhibit 3.2.1 presents
the information collected from principals.

Exhibit 3.2.1

Frequency of Classroom Visits Reported by Principals
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

Daily Occasionally Seldom

0%

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.2.1, about half of principals reported being in classrooms daily. Over 40 percent
reported being in classrooms occasionally, and about five percent reported being in classes infrequently. The
auditors then asked teachers, via the online survey, to report how often they saw their building principal in their
classroom.
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Exhibit 3.2.2 presents this information.
Exhibit 3.2.2

Frequency of Classroom Visits Reported by Teachers
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

How often does your principal or
assistant principal visit your classroom?

11.0% 13.0% @ Daily or almost daily

WAt least weekly

16.09
& O At least monthly

O At least twice a year

32.0%
|| rarely see my

principal/assistant principal
in my classroom

28.0%

Exhibit 3.2.2 shows that a smaller percentage of teachers reported seeing their principal or assistance principal
on a daily basis, at 13 percent. Almost one-third of teachers reported seeing their principal at least weekly,
twenty-eight percent reported seeing their administrator at least monthly, while over one-fourth of teachers
reported seeing their principal rarely. In addition to this question, teachers had the opportunity to add open-
ended comments. There were over 150 comments made, and several indicated that their building was severely
understaffed, leaving the principal no time to conduct walk-throughs. Others commented on the number of
meetings downtown that pull their administrator out of the building, while a few mentioned the “invisibility”
of their building leader. Many also made comments about the excellent support they receive from their
administrator and the frequent classroom visits. Overall, however, there was a clear indication that classroom
visits for the purposes of monitoring curriculum are inconsistent across the district.

The auditors were also unable to find any clear written direction regarding the purposes and philosophy of
monitoring. Several principals reported using TeachScape, a walk-through tool that connects with the Teacher
Evaluation Instrument. However, several principals also reported being unable to use TeachScape since wireless
internet access is unavailable throughout the building. There was no consistent tool or checklist presented to the
auditors for collecting classroom data, and a number of principals also reported creating their own tool or using
a tool or checklist they located on their own.

Writing a prediction—Marshall Elementary Finishing the spelling words—Dunham Elementary
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When in classrooms, principals reported looking for various things. These data were collected from principals
during school visits by the auditors and are presented in Exhibit 3.2.3.

Exhibit 3.2.3

Things Principals Look for When Visiting Classrooms
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
90%
79%
80%
70%
60%
51%
50%
40%
30%
19%
20%
9%

-

0%

Pupils Engaged Teaching Appropriate Robust Strategy Cognitive Type
Objectives

The most common classroom characteristic principals reported looking for was pupil engagement. Almost 80
percent of the principals reported looking for this when visiting classrooms. Just over half of the principals
reported looking for teachers teaching the appropriate objectives, almost 20 percent (19 percent) reported looking
for robust teaching strategies, and just under one-tenth (nine percent) reported looking for the type of cognition
in which students are engaged.

Seatwork at Marshall Elementary Tolson Elementary School students in sleeping posture

During interviews, the auditors heard comments that conveyed a common expectation that principals should visit
classrooms and monitor instruction.

*  “Wearein classrooms weekly. We look at what students are doing more than what teachers are doing. We
are checking to see if students are actually understanding what is being taught.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The building principal is responsible for monitoring teacher instruction.” (District Administrator)

*  “Walk-throughs are required, but principals are not required to use the same walk-through forms or
processes.” (Instructional Support)
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Other comments were made by building administrators and building-based personnel that also conveyed a sense
of responsibility for monitoring and for overseeing teachers and classroom instruction:

Monitoring: “I chat with teachers before and after school.” (Building Administrator)

“We use a walk-through protocol developed loosely around EEI. We also use TeachScape” (Building
Administrator)

“During our classroom observations we look for student and teacher engagement, energy. We also look
for probing questions. We look for evidence of Spanish being spoken since we are a dual language
school.” (Building Administrator)

“I love the Danielson framework. The use of the framework during conferencing with teachers has
raised the levels of our conversations.” (Building Administrator)

“When my teachers fail, I fail.” (Building Administrator)
“I have a responsibility for monitoring, not so much with curriculum.” (District Administration)

“In our walk-throughs, we look for preplanning, objectives, the Essential Elements of Instruction.”
(District Administrator)

As can be seen from interview comments, the expectation to be in classrooms is perceived as a responsibility
and is being implemented by a number of principals. However, monitoring is not clearly defined at the system
level and its delivery is inconsistent across buildings.

Marking the best answer—Marshall Elementary Multiple choice worksheet - Marshall Elementary

Current district leadership communicated a clear goal to support principals more effectively in the future:

“We will align and pull principals together via the academy...we will do PD, so [they] understand
being a campus leader. We have the Assistant Principal participate in the ILA to build their capacity. In
organizing around the [district], we convey the same message—that the district office is here to support
schools.” (District Administrator)

Summary

In conclusion, there is an expectation in Tucson Unified School District that principals need to be supervising
the educational program and that they should be coaching teachers. However, monitoring the curriculum is
inconsistent from one building to the next, and principals cited difficulties in having time to be in classrooms
because of meetings, disciplinary issues, or no building support (such as an Assistant Principal). A number
of teachers reported never seeing their building administrator, while others reported seeing him or her often.
Written direction regarding the philosophy, purposes, instruments, and results of monitoring is inadequate to
ensure proper support and oversight of the delivery of curriculum.
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Finding 3.3: District programs for exceptional education and English language learners are inadequate
to provide the impetus needed to eliminate the difference in achievement among student groups District
programs for gifted and talented students continue to grow, but current delivery models fail to offer equal
opportunities for access.

In an effective public school system, every student has access to the programs and services available in the
district. Access to these programs and services should not be determined by gender, ethnicity, disability status,
socioeconomic background, or the school in which a student is enrolled. In these systems, one finds similar
proportions of students by gender and ethnic origin in specific programs as reflected in the general student
population. There should not be a disproportionate representation of students in advanced programs, or in
retention and suspension rates, graduation rates, or identified for special programs and services. The terms equal
and equity are not synonymous. While “equal” is defined as exactly the same, “equity” means fairness. The audit
refers to “equity” as the allocation of resources based on need. Rather than distributing resources based on per
pupil allocation formulas, equity requires that additional resources be directed to students with greater needs.
Without an equitable distribution of resources, equal access to programs and services cannot occur, resulting in
school systems perpetuating the disparities that a public school education was designed to ameliorate

A school system that has a strong curriculum in place is well positioned to adopt or create programs that serve
to customize instructional delivery of that curriculum to meet the learning requirements of students with a
variety of special needs. School systems demonstrate program definition when each program is derived from
the common curriculum and developed rationally in response to a systematic identification of deficiencies in the
achievement and development of all students, based on measurable standards of pupil learning (see Finding 4.3).
Communication between the core curriculum program management and support programs creates a linked and
focused approach to program planning, development, and implementation. District procedures, practices, and
expectations for all students are critical to facilitating the design, delivery, and assessment of district programs
to remove student achievement gaps.

Well-defined programs have clear goals and objectives, targeted approaches, and measurable outcomes.
Cohesiveness is demonstrated when the various program effects logically relate to the common core of learnings
and to each other without being redundant. Program integration is demonstrated when the outcomes of the
programs support and build on each other in order to systematically foster common curriculum learnings.

A systematic and cohesive plan for program development begins with an assessment of student needs relative
to a common core of learnings. This is followed by the development of program models that are congruent
with and function to support and convey the curriculum, in concert with the other programmatic efforts, to
meet the needs identified. A school district meeting this standard is able to demonstrate that it possesses a
coherent and focused approach toward program development and implementation, and that the program efforts
work in common to support and extend the comprehensive curriculum. Without program cohesiveness and
integration, meaningful program evaluation becomes very complex and contributes little to rational program
decision making. When programs operate without a consistent framework, the fragmentation complicates staff
training efforts and increases the risk of inequities or counterproductive efforts.

To assess the status of program development in the Tucson Unified School District, the auditors reviewed
documents including district plans, test data, budget documents, job descriptions, program documents,
memoranda from administrators, state reports and data summaries, as well as enrollment data and other reports
compiled by school district personnel. They interviewed board members, administrators at the district and
school sites, teachers, and parents. Auditors visited classrooms and collected observational data at every school
site in the district. . The auditors also examined district policies to identify the direction given by the governing
board regarding how the need for programs is to be established (see Finding 1.1.), how the programs are to be
delivered, and how they are to be evaluated (see Finding 4.4).

The auditors found that the programs in Tucson Unified School District operate as stand-alone programs with
minimal interface with the regular curriculum program. Selection of materials and resources lacks coordination
with the curriculum process and is not aligned with the assessments. Provision of services is mostly self-
contained pull-out programs. Student achievement in the special education and English language learner
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programs is below district achievement. Dropout, retention, and graduation rates are out of proportion to the
special population in the district. Program planning is minimal, evaluation of the programs is not done, and
the teachers are not all highly qualified to teach in the programs. There were numerous inconsistencies in the
implementation of programs and practices intended to improve student achievement. The belief that every
student can achieve and will achieve was not found district-wide.

The following relevant board policies and accompanying regulations were identified and are briefly summarized
here. A more detailed explanation of these policies is found in Appendix G.

Board Policy AC: Non-Discrimination states, “Tucson Unified School District is committed to a policy
of nondiscrimination based on disability, race, color, religion/religious beliefs, sex, sexual orientation,
age, or national origin. This policy will prevail in all matters concerning Governing Board, District
employees, students, the public, educational programs and services, and individuals with whom the
Board does business.” This policy provides the legal definitions, laws, and the definitions associated
with such. It further stipulates a procedure to be in place to monitor and address complaints of
discrimination.

Board Policy ADF: Intercultural Proficiency stipulates, “Tucson Unified School District is committed
to creating and fostering a systemic educational ecology that respects the cultural diversity and inherent
cultural wealth of the various TUSD communities and cultures that TUSD serves. TUSD further
recognizes that culture exerts a powerful influence on teaching and learning and will therefore promote
cultural understanding in all aspects of a student’s school experience by adopting curriculum, learning
activities and teaching practices that lead to intercultural proficiency. All students have the opportunity
to learn their cultural heritage and appreciate its uniqueness as well as that of others. TUSD will assess
and hold accountable District staff for increasing intercultural proficiency and understanding that leads
to academic success. In its support of multicultural education TUSD directs the implementation of
programs and activities which foster recognition of and respect for, basic human rights and fundamental
freedoms for all, regardless of race, gender, socioeconomic status, linguistic proficiency, language,
ethnicity, national origin, religion, age, disability, sexual orientation, or gender identity/expression.”
The policy defines diversity in the broadest sense and is not limiting to any population.

Regulation AD-F: Intercultural Proficiency addresses the district’s commitment to diverse populations
and defines equity as follows: “equity means that all individuals, the organization, and our work must
be all inclusive and respective for the diverse population of which we serve.” Specific points within
the regulation are found in Appendix G.

Board Policy GBA: Equal Opportunity emphasizes, “Discrimination against an otherwise qualified
individual with a disability or any individual by reason of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation,
age, or national origin is prohibited. Efforts will be made in recruitment and employment to ensure
equal opportunity in employment for all qualified persons.”

Regulation GCAB-R2: Highly Qualified and Appropriately Certified Staff directs, “Principals are
required to assign teachers to only teach classes for which the teacher is highly qualified and appropriately
certified. Only in an emergency situation when no highly qualified or appropriately certified teacher
is available may a teacher be assigned to teach a class for which the teacher is not highly qualified/
appropriately certified. In that event, the teacher must take steps to meet the requirements prior to the
end of the current school year.”

Board Policy GCFC: Certification and Credentialing stipulates, “Before beginning a teaching/
administrative assignment in Tucson Unified School District, and in order to be placed on the payroll,
a teacher/administrator must possess a valid and appropriate teaching certificate issued by the Arizona
State Department of Education.”

Board Policy IGA: Curriculum Development addresses the need for ongoing program of curriculum
development and evaluation. The superintendent is designated as the person responsible for all
curriculum development for programs.
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*  Board Policy IHAA: English Instruction provides guidance for English language learning and provision
of programs, stating that the goals of Dual Language are to promote individual student achievement,
to provide student full access to the curriculum, and to secure acquisition of Basic English language
skills. This policy directs the superintendent to develop regulations to address services for ELLs and
“establish a plan for language education which shall include the training and professional growth of
employees involved in the educational programs and activities governed by this policy.”

*  Board Policy IHB: Exceptional Education Instructional Programs requires that “A long-range plan will
be the basis for providing special education services for students with exceptional needs and education
requirements. These services may include specialized programs, personnel, facilities, materials, and
equipment needed to promote the individual physical, social, intellectual, and emotional growth of
exceptional students.” The policy directs the superintendent to develop a regulatory procedure for the
implementation of the provisions of IDEA for students with disabilities.

*  Regulation IHB-R: Exceptional Education Instructional Programs, as detailed in Appendix G, provides
additional specific information related to programs for exceptional education, free appropriate public
education, and Individual Education Programs.

* Board Policy IHBA: Education of Section 504 Disabled Students provides for district services to
students who meet the definition of disabled under Section 504. The policy states that “Students may
be eligible for services under the provisions of Section 504 even though they do not require services,
pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA).”

* Board Policy IHBB: Gifted Talented Education stipulates that “Gifted and talented students shall
be provided with appropriate instruction and/or special ancillary services (from first grade through
high school) that are designed to meet their educational needs” and “No students shall be excluded
from the program(s) because of their ethnic status, handicapping condition, creed, gender, or religious
convictions if they meet the eligibility criteria and have parent or guardian approval for participation.”

* Board Policy IHBE: Parental Waiver for English Learners in Dual Language Classrooms provides
a mechanism whereby parents may seek a waiver from the requirements relating to teaching children
who are English learners in Structured English Immersion. This policy addresses the request for waiver
form administration as well as stipulations on when the waiver would be granted.

*  Board Policy 1IB: Class Size addresses special education: “It is the intent of the District to maintain
a special education student-teacher ratio that will allow the teacher to work effectively and efficiently
toward the individualized education program (IEP) objectives of each student with a disability and to
work with classroom teachers to prevent learning problems whenever possible.”

*  Board Policy IJ: Instructional Materials outlines the foundation for instructional material provisions
within the district.

* Board Policy 1JJ: Textbook/Supplementary Materials Selection and Adoption addresses the state
requirement for textbooks, supplementary course books, e-textbooks, and course software.

*  Board Policy IKA: Grading/Assessment provides guidance for grades for regular and special education.

*  Regulation IKA-R: Grading/Assessment Systems states that the subject grade should be based upon
pupil mastery of the content of the course. Grades shall be based on performance, and discipline is to
be marked separately.

* Board Policy IK-AB: Report Cards/Progress Reports provides for student progress reporting in a
timely manner to parents.

*  Board Policy IKE: Promotion, Retention, Acceleration and Appeal states that the Tucson Unified
School District is dedicated to the continuous development of each student and describes the promotion,
retention, and acceleration provisions. It provides for diverse learners.
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Regulation IKE-R1: Promotion, Retention, Acceleration and Appeal defines the requirements for
promotion from grade to grade and level to level as well as the retention, acceleration, and appeal
process. Special subpopulations are not addressed.

Regulation IKE-R2: Competency Requirement for Promotion of Students from Third Grade provides
direction for how TUSD will address the requirement for students to be promoted from third grade
based on the reading section of the AIMS test (see Appendix G for specifics).

Board Policy IKF: Graduation Requirements defines the number of credits in specific courses that
must be achieved, as well as a statement that students must “demonstrate proficiency/competency in the
areas determined by the State Board of Education by achieving a passing score on established tests.”
See Appendix G for specifics.

Regulation IKF-R: Graduation Requirements outlines the verification of student accomplishment of
subject area requirements and credits, including decisions made by IEP teams.

Board Policy JG: Equal Education Opportunities & Anti-Harassment provides, “The right of a student
to participate fully in classroom instruction shall not be abridged or impaired because of race, color,
religion, sex, sexual orientation, age, national origin, and disability, or any other reason not related to
the student’s individual capabilities. The right of students to participate in extracurricular activities shall
be dependent only upon their maintaining the minimum academic and behavioral standards established
by the Board, and their individual ability in the extracurricular activity.”

Regulation JG-R: Equal Education Opportunities & Anti-Harassment outlines procedures for appeals.

Regulation JG-R: Assignment of Students to Classes and Grade Levels addresses the process for
determining placement, credit status, and assignment to a grade level.

Board Policy JK: Student Discipline names the Student Code of Conduct (entitled Guidelines for
Student Rights and Responsibilities) as the policy and procedures for discipline within the district.

Regulation JK-R1: Short Term Suspensions provides definitions of short term suspension, the use
within the district for disciplinary action, the documentation, the notice to parents and the conference,
the appeals procedures, and the hearing process.

Regulation JK-R2: Long Term Suspensions gives direction for long term and short term suspensions
and the use within the district for disciplinary actions. This regulation defines the procedures for
implementing long term suspensions, the documentation, the appeals procedures, and the hearing
process.

Board Policy JKAA: Discipline, Suspension, Expulsion for 504 Handicapped Students outlines the
district commitment to students with disabilities and provides direction for procedural safeguards.

Board Policy JKAB: Discipline of, and Alternative Interim Education Placements for Special Education
Students details the process for students with disabilities as it relates to alternative disciplinary
placements.

Board Policy KBF: Interpreter and Translator Support Services for Students and Parents/Guardians
states, “In order to ensure equal access to District education and support services, Tucson Unified
School District is committed to ensuring communication with Limited English Proficient (LEP) students
and their families in a language they understand.”

Overall, auditors found board policies to be inadequate for addressing the development, implementation, and
evaluation of programs in the district to ensure support of the curriculum (see Finding 1.1). While board
policy provides some general support for equity in the delivery of instructional programes, it is inadequate as a
comprehensive guide to those who implement those programs. The policies focus on the provision of programs
and legal mandates, but do not provide direction for the delivery of the programs. Furthermore, none of the
policies directs the district to align these programs as true support and inclusive programs within the delivery
of the curriculum.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 122



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 146 of 942

In order to ascertain information about the interventions in Tucson Unified School District, auditors reviewed
board policy and administrative regulation, job descriptions, program reports, and professional development
documents; visited classrooms; and interviewed district and site staff, parents, students, and teachers. Exhibit
3.3.1 displays information regarding key documents reviewed. A full listing of documents reviewed can be
found in Appendix D.

Exhibit 3.3.1

Program Documents Reviewed by Auditors
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Document Date
2013-14 40" Day Enrollment by School and Subgroup (Excel File) 1-28-2014
AIMS Achievement Data 5 years for District, ALE, Spec Ed, ELL, FARM 1-29-2014
ALE Access and Recruitment Plan 2-1-2014
ALE Enrollments by program types and schools Excel File 1-22-2014
ALE GATE, HONORS, AP, IB Courses and Enrollments Excel File 1-29-2014
ALE Organization Chart 2014
ALP Guidebook 2012-13 & 2013-14
Alternative Language Programs Descriptions Website 2-5-2014
Discipline Data for ELL Five Years by Gender, Ethnicity, Levels Excel File 2010-2014
Dropout Retention Data for 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13 Various
ELL Budget 1-30-2014
Exceptional Education Organization Chart 1-25-2013
GATE Itinerant Student Count 1-28-2014
GATE Models Description ND
Gate Self Contained Enrollments by Schools Excel File 1-31-2014
GATE Student Growth Excel File and Email 2-3-2014
GATE Student Achievement Growth TUSD Stats Dept 1-28-2014
GATE, LAP, Exceptional Education from TUSD Website Various
Gifted and Talented Parent Handbook No date
HR Teachers in Non Highly Qualified Status 1-30-2014
LAD Professional Development Sessions June 2013-January 2014 2-6-2014
LAD Program Models by Schools Excel File 1-29-2014
List of Language Acquisition Materials 2-7-2014
Materials Purchased for Special Education Excel File 1-28-2014
Professional Development Materials For Checkout---GATE No date
Software, Textbooks, Materials Requests GATE, Ex ED, ELL 1-29-2014
Special Education Budget 1-31-2014
Special Education Criteria for Referral and Place 1-28-2014
Special Education Enrollment by Ethnicity, Gender and Sub Group 1-29-2014
Special Education Primary Identification by School Excel File 1-31-2014
Student Retention Data by District, School, Program, Gender, Ethnicity Five Years 2008-2013
TUSD: Gifted and Talented Services NA
Two Way Dual Language Program Handbook 12-2014
Unitary Status Annual Report (website) 2-13-2014

The auditors reviewed all job descriptions (see Finding 1.4). In this finding, job descriptions specific to GATE,
ELL, and Exceptional Education were reviewed. Over 35 different job descriptions were reviewed, including
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Exceptional Education Director, compliance coordinator, interpreter, teacher, paraprofessional, job coach,
instructional specialist for exceptional education, prevention-intervention specialist, program coordinator,
psychologist, Director of Advanced Learning Environment, language acquisitions specialist, and learning
support specialist. The job descriptions were written in very general language; for those jobs that overlapped
several areas, such as instructional specialist, the descriptions were identical except the infusion of words such
as special education, ELL, or ALE.

Exhibit 3.3.2 lists the state, federal, and local programs established at the district level; the funds budgeted to
provide these programs; and the funding sources. While this exhibit includes the major program funds, the
listing is not intended to represent a comprehensive itemization of all the district program efforts.

Exhibit 3.3.2

Grants and Program Funds, 2013-14 Approved Budgets and Funding Sources
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Prosram Funding Funding State/ Funding Other Funding
g Deseg Federal Grants Received
Bilingual Education $9,584,418.77 | Title 111 $1,140,828.20 $10,725, 246.77
Special Education IDEA Basic Autism $18,652.62 $9,901,379.96
$9,129,605.73 AZ TIERS
IDEA CSPD Grant $11,121.72
$46,053.06 IDEA LETRS TOT
IDEA PreSchool Academy $17,041.42
$425,426.62 IDEA Secondary
Transition Mentoring
Year 2 $33,478.79
1t Things 1% Grant
$193,000.
Advanced Learning $6,481,943 $93,625 $8,241,889
Environments
Totals $28,868,515.73

Budget provided by District dated 2013-14

The information on district-wide program efforts presented in Exhibit 3.3.2 shows that $28,868,515.73 in grant-
based state and federal funding supplements the basic local budget. This significant level of funding represents
a strong resource to support curriculum delivery, but the auditors found that linkages vary widely between
these programs, core curriculum, and student achievement. The auditors recognize the lack of a mandate for
alignment between the funding agencies and the district curriculum in board policy; however, the benefit for the
achievement of students would be greatly enhanced should this occur.

Major Program Efforts

The district operates several major district-wide programs including gifted and talented, special education,
Title I, ELL, and magnet school programs, as well as a variety of innovative and intervention programs (see
Finding 5.3). Below are descriptions of three major program efforts funded through state and federal grants.
The district is operating under a long standing desegregation order, with the latest document January 20, 2013
outlining specific compliance issues. Finding 3.5 addresses equity and issues surrounding the Unitary Status
Plan. Auditors have also noted areas of noncompliance as reported in the district compliance reports. Tucson
Unified School District has entered into three agreements with the Office of Civil Rights. These agreements
[Instructional Services for ELLs (OCR #08955002), Interpreter/Translation Services (OCR #08011157), and
Health and Human Services Meaningful Access (OCR #09-01-3298)] have been developed to ensure meaningful
access to district services for limited English proficient members of the TUSD community.
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Gifted and Talented (GATE—Advanced Learning Environment)

In order to ascertain the development and operation of the Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) program,
auditors reviewed information provided by district staff, visited classrooms, and conducted interviews. GATE
is one component of the larger Advanced Learning Environment (ALE) created through the Unitary Status Plan
in 2013. Finding 3.5 presents information about the desegregation order for addressing underrepresentation
of minorities, particularly African American and Hispanic students in the GATE program. This finding focuses
on the GATE program services and delivery.

From district documents, the following is a description of district service delivery: “Gifted and Talented
Education provides services are designed to meet the academic and social needs of identified students. Lessons
integrate critical and creative thinking, along with problem solving within the content areas of language arts,
science, math, social studies, and fine arts. Emphasis is placed on self-direction, flexibility, and cooperation
in social and academic situations. A student who qualifies may receive services through one of the following
programs.

* Elementary Pull-out Model: The GATE Pull-out Model is offered at all elementary schools in TUSD.
A teacher with a gifted endorsement is assigned to each elementary school. Identified students are pulled
from class one day per week for 30 — 90 minutes to work in cooperative and collaborative groups. All
group activities are highly enriched and focus on higher order thinking skills, inquiry learning, and
systems thinking.

* Elementary Clustering, Enhanced Pull-out Model: This nationally research-based gifted and
talented model was piloted in TUSD during the 2010-11 academic year. Under this model identified
students are clustered in a classroom with a teacher trained in gifted education. Not all students in
the classroom have been identified as gifted, but all students in a cluster classroom have access to
gifted education strategies used in that mainstream, cluster classroom. Gifted students participating
in the clustering model also receive pull-out services through a once per week expanded block of up
to 3.5 hours. Schools that offer clustering are Collier, Cragin, Dietz, Drachman, Dunham, Erickson,
Ford, Fruchthendler, Gale, Hudlow, Miller, Robins, Warren, and Whitmore. More TUSD teachers are
to receive training in hopes of expanding this program model to additional schools.

* Grades 1-8 Self-Contained Model: Students attend self-contained GATE classes according to a
geographic feeder pattern. All students who have been previously identified are assigned to a GATE
trained or GATE endorsed classroom teacher. The GATE classroom teacher incorporates gifted education
strategies in all core content areas on a daily basis. Project- based learning is a major focus of the
self-contained model. Currently, TUSD has four self-contained elementary sites (Kellond, Hollinger,
Lineweaver, Tulley, and White) and three self-contained middle school sites (Doolen, Pistor, and Vail).
Tulley is an accelerated Magnet School model. Hollinger is a Dual Language program that provides
the additional benefit of instruction in both Spanish and English; all qualified elementary GATE self-
contained students can apply. Pistor has both an English instruction program and a Dual Language
program that provides instruction in Spanish and English.

* Middle School GATE Classes: All middle school students have the option to enroll in GATE classes
outside of the self-contained schools. Part-time GATE resource programs are available at all middle
schools. Programs typically consist of one class period daily. GATE classes may be offered in all core
subject areas. GATE offerings vary from site to site in terms of service delivery.

* High School Block: GATE block classes for English and Humanities are offered at all neighborhood
high schools for students and determined by site administration and may consist of any of the following:
English, Western Civilization, Non-Western Civilization. High school students may register for
GATE block classes through the registration process. High school counselors should be consulted for
information on participation in GATE block classes.”

Students are initially identified for the GATE program through assessments. The assessments currently used
by the GATE department include the Cognitive Abilities Test, grades 1 through 8; Raven Test of Progressive

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 125



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 149 of 942

Matrices, (non-verbal) kindergarten through 8; Otis-Lennon, kindergarten only; and SPARK (Screening
Procedure and Assessment for the Recruitment of Kindergartners). The SPARK assessment is a performance-
based assessment designed to identify gifted children from underrepresented populations.

The decisions on how student assessment results are reviewed for placement decisions occur in different ways.
District documents provide the following regarding the placement process:

All GATE test results are compiled and rank-ordered by the central GATE Office. The Placement Team
reviews all test results. The Placement Team is responsible for reviewing all test information including
teacher checklists submitted with kindergarten referrals.

Students who score at the 97th percentile or above in any one of three areas--verbal, non-verbal, or
quantitative reasoning--on any test from the State Board approved list will be considered eligible to
receive services.

All placements in self-contained GATE classes and the elementary GATE Pull-out program are approved
and monitored by the GATE Office. Placements in self-contained classes in grades two through eight
(2-8) are very limited, occurring as the result of student attrition.

All students are rank-ordered by composite test score and within the district geographic feeder pattern
for purposes of eligibility and placement consideration. Students are offered placement in self-contained
classes based on their rank order and the number of vacancies available in their specific grade level.

State qualified students (students with a minimum of one 97th percentile score) who are not placed in
self-contained classes in grades 1 through 5 will be placed in the part-time GATE pull-out program
offered at all elementary school sites. The GATE Pull-out program begins in 1st grade at all schools.

State qualified students who are not placed in self-contained classes in grades 6, 7, and 8 will be
referred to their home school for GATE resource classes offered at all middle schools.

Self-contained elementary placement is not guaranteed for middle school classes.
Middle schools are responsible for enrolling students in GATE resource classes.

High schools are responsible for enrolling students in GATE block classes for 9th and 10th grade. Site
administrators, teachers, and counselors are responsible for ensuring equal access for students.
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One of the first questions to ask in an audit of a special program addresses the issue of the population receiving
the services. Exhibit 3.3.3 displays six years of enrollment in GATE in TUSD.

Exhibit 3.3.3

Six-Year Enrollment in GATE
Tucson Unified School District

2008-2014
60,000
= 50,000 -
2
'S 40,000 -
3
» 30,000 -
5
€ 20,000 -
=
Z 10,000 -
0 172008-00 [ 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14
Total Students| 51,852 | 50,320 | 48,501 | 46,992 | 46,199 | 44,808
Total GATE | 4,147 4,848 4713 | 4,035 | 4393 | 4,198
Gate % 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 8.6% 9.5% 9.4%

m Total Students m Total GATE Gate %

Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
As shown by Exhibit 3.3.3:
*  The GATE enrollment was highest in 2010-11 at 9.7 percent.
» The lowest year of enrollment was 2008-09 at eight percent.
» The second lowest year of enroliment was 2011-12 at 8.6 percent.
*  The current year’s enrollment is down from the previous year by one-tenth of a percentage point.

* The current enrollment in the GATE program is 4,198 students, which is 9.4 percent of the district
student enrollment.
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Exhibit 3.3.4 shows the ethnic enrollment in the GATE program for five years.
Exhibit 3.3.4

Five-Year Enrollment in GATE by Ethnicity
Tucson Unified School District

2009-2014
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
As can be seen in Exhibit 3.3.4:
»  White student enrollment increased in 2012 and decreased in 2013.
» Hispanic student enroliment increased in 2012 and then decreased in 2013.

* Hispanic students constitute the largest number of students enrolled in GATE.
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Exhibit 3.3.5 shows the specific subpopulations enrolled in the GATE program for the last five years.
Exhibit 3.3.5

Five-Year SubPopulation Enrollment in GATE
Tucson Unified School District

2009-2014

6,000

5,000

4,000 -
E m Total GATE
% 3,000 - m SPED GATE
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0 |
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
From Exhibit 3.3.5, it is noted:
*  The largest subpopulation of students enrolled in GATE is the free and reduced lunch students.
*  Special education constitutes the second largest subpopulation of students enrolled in GATE.

»  The special education subpopulation numbers are decreasing in enrollment in GATE, going from a high
in 2011-12 of 153 to a low of 123 for the current year.

* English language learners are minimally enrolled in the GATE program, with only 16 students identified
for the current year.
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Exhibit 3.3.6 provides information regarding the numbers of students enrolled in self-contained programs in
grades 1-8 and pull-out programs in grades 1-2 receiving GATE services for the last three years.

Exhibit 3.3.6

Self-Contained (Grades 1-8) and Pull-out (Grades 1-12)
GATE Program Enrollments
Tucson Unified School District
2011-2014
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Total Pull-out Total SC Total GATE

Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
From Exhibit 3.3.6, it is noted:
*  The majority of students receiving GATE services are in pull-out programs.

*  The number of students in pull-out programs was lowest in 2011 and highest in 2012. The current year
shows a decrease in the number of GATE students receiving pull out services.

» The number of students receiving self-contained services in grades 1 through 8 is increasing, going
from a low in 2011 of 986 to a high for 2013 of 1,081.

¢ The number of identified students in GATE decreased from 2012 to 2013.
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Achievement scores of GATE students were reviewed by grades 3-10 in math and reading for 2012-13. Exhibit
3.3.7 shows this information for mathematics.

Exhibit 3.3.7

GATE Achievement in Math by Grade Level
Tucson Unified School District

2012-13

Test Year | Subject | Test Grade | Total N | GATE N | GATE % | Non-GATE N | Non-GATE %
2013 Math 3 3954 417 96 3537 55
2013 Math 4 3896 590 94 3306 48
2013 Math 5 3865 579 92 3286 48
2013 Math 6 3607 323 91 3284 44
2013 Math 7 3620 258 96 3362 47
2013 Math 8 3630 205 98 3425 40
2013 Math 10 3415 192 76 3223 51

Total 25987 2564 23423
Data from Accountability Office, TUSD

From Exhibit 3.3.7, the following can be noted:

GATE students scored consistently higher in math than non-GATE students.
*  GATE students performed at 90 percent proficiency at all levels except grade 10 mathematics.
* Non-GATE students scored at a higher proficiency level at grade 10 than in grade 8.

Exhibit 3.3.8 shows reading achievement scores of GATE students for 2012-13.

Exhibit 3.3.8

GATE Achievement in Reading by Grade Level
Tucson Unified School District

2012-13

Test Year | Subject | Test Grade | Total N | GATE N | GATE % |Non-GATE N | Non-GATE %
2013 Reading 3 3955 417 95 3538 64
2013 Reading 4 3897 590 98 3307 67
2013 Reading 5 3867 579 97 3288 70
2013 Reading 6 3600 323 98 3277 69
2013 Reading 7 3623 258 99 3365 77
2013 Reading 8 3629 205 98 3424 60
2013 Reading 10 3423 191 96 3232 79
2013 Reading 99 25994 2563 97 23431 69

Data from Accountability Office, TUSD

From Exhibit 3.3.8, it is noted:
*  GATE students scored above 90 percent proficiency at all levels.
*  GATE students increased in percentage of proficiency until seventh grade, and then declined.
*  Non-GATE students showed an up and down trend in reading from grades 3 through 10.
* At grade 10, the non-GATE students increased in proficiency while the GATE students declined.

The auditors worked with the district officials in determining the growth of GATE students in self-contained
GATE programs when compared to non-GATE students in the same schools. The growth values represent the
median Student Growth Percentile (SGP) for the group. In this analysis the self-contained GATE schools were

split into two schools, and their letter grades were re-calculated. Exhibit 3.3.9 shows this information.
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Exhibit 3.3.9
GATE vs Non-GATE Reading and Math Achievement

Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

2012-13 School Letter Grades - Disaggregated by Self-Contained GATE vs. Non-GATE Classes

Median P tial Rank of th
Total AIMS Passing edian Percential Rank of Growth | . '\, | FFB ELL ool | Letter
Code School Group Total Lowest 25% reduction | Reclass. .
- - - - +1 . . Points | Grade
Reading | Math | Combined | Reading | Math | Reading | Math Points Points
173 | Corbett Non-GATE 54 33 44 55 43 54 52 52 0 3 99 D
Self-Contained
173 | Corbett GATE 94 97 95 66 67 66 70 68 0 3 166 A
233 Hollinger Non-GATE 66 53 60 a7 52 60 63 56 3 0 119
. Self-Contained
233 Hollinger GATE 98 93 95 70 53 4 31 40 3 0 138 B
281 Lineweaver |Non-GATE 66 56 61 38 56 37 51 46 3 3 113
281 | Lineweaver |S°H-Contained 99 98 99 60 73 93 70 75 3 3 180 A
GATE
419 | Tully Non-GATE 68 49 59 47 45 50 46 48 3 0 110
Self-Contained
419 | Tully GATE 98 98 98 64 65 67 66 3 0 164 A
505 | Doolen Non-GATE 63 43 53 48 53 50 58 53 3 0 109
Self-Contained
505 | Doolen GATE 99 100 100 67 79 74 3 0 174 A
527 Pistor Non-GATE 67 38 53 47 47 50 47 49 0 0 102
. Self-Contained
527 | Pistor GATE 98 94 96 48 47 41 33 43 0 0 139
555 | Vail Non-GATE 65 37 51 44 39 44 46 44 3 0 98
. Self-Contained
555 | Vail GATE 100 98 99 39 41 41 3 0 140

NOTE: The data is based on Betebenner’s growth model http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/files/2013/11/2013-a-f-technical-manual.pdf By way of understanding this

exhibit, the Betebenner’s growth model was utilized to determine the school letter grade formula. Statewide distribution of Composite and Growth Points for the 1,665 schools

evaluated by the ADE last year show the statewide median composite score was 74, and the statewide growth score was 52. Additionally, 67% of all schools (or roughly the first
standard deviation) earned between 44 and 60 growth points, 16% earned 43 or fewer, and 17% earned 61 or more points. Given what is known about the statewide growth-points
distribution, it is expected that groups of students who are keeping up with their statewide peers to have a median SGP of approximately 52. And, that if the group is below 44 or above
60, they are statistical outliers (above or below the approximate first standard deviation).

Explanation and data provided by TUSD stats department.




Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 156 of 942

From Exhibit 3.3.9, the following is noted:

*  Corbett Elementary (note, the school was closed last year and transferred the GATE program to Kellond
Elementary) had a median SGP of 52 for their non-GATE students and 68 for their GATE students.
However, because of the overall poor performance in math (33 percent passing) for their non-GATE
students, that group would have earned a D letter grade when growth and achievement are combined.

*  Asimilar growth gap, where the non-GATE students perform near the statewide median, and the GATE
students perform above the first standard deviation, is observed at Lineweaver and Tully Elementary
schools. However, at these schools, the non-GATE students performed better in math, resulting in
hypothetical C letter grades for the non-GATE students and A letter grades for the GATE students.

* Hollinger is an outlier among the elementary GATE schools. While the non-GATE students at the
school scored a median SGP of 56 (slightly above the statewide median), the GATE students scored
only 40 points, meaning they are falling significantly behind their academic peers statewide.

* At the middle school level, the non-GATE and GATE performance of the Doolen students mirrors
that of the majority of elementary GATE schools. However, the GATE growth at Pistor and Vail, like
that observed at Hollinger, is surprisingly low. Not only is the GATE median SGP below the non-
GATE median, but in both cases, the GATE students fall outside the first standard deviation below the
statewide mean.

*  The poor growth performance of the Vail GATE students is particularly disturbing because this school
serves a more affluent population of students than the other GATE middle schools, and these GATE
students had the lowest growth of any group of kids in this analysis, including the neighborhood non-
GATE kids at Pistor.

In reviewing the curriculum for GATE, auditors were informed that a committee had developed a scope and
sequence chart in 1988. The curriculum since that time has been largely determined by the schools with
recommended resources and materials from the administration. Auditors requested a listing of resources and
materials utilized in the program but were informed that since schools and classrooms made those decisions, no
central list was available.

Additionally, the audit team requested data on the certification of teachers providing GATE services to students
in the district. Through interview data, auditors found that not all teachers providing services in the GATE
program held appropriate certification, but the district provides multiple opportunities for teachers to gain
such expertise. A review of documents and additional interviews failed to provide specific numbers of non-
certified GATE teachers, a listing of the opportunities for training, and the current status of GATE teachers. One
explanation for this was given by an interim director explaining that the GATE program had not been updated,
was in a constant state of change due to the Unitary Status Plan, and was being reconstituted within the Advanced
Learning Environments programs. This same director indicated that data and documents were difficult to find
regarding the development and delivery of the GATE program. Decision making for the program had been held
tightly by past administration and schools, and evidence regarding the process was not available.

During interviews with district and school administrators, teachers, parents, and board members, auditors
received the following representative comments regarding the GATE program:

*  “There is nothing in writing, no documents that present the rationale or criteria for the GATE program.”
(District Administrator)

*  “Once you are in the program (GATE), you are in it through eighth grade.” (District Administrator)

*  “The GATE handbook was last updated in the ‘90s. We found a folder with lots of documents in it. We
do not have a program guidebook.” (District Administrator)

*  “When I looked at all our programs, every level has different materials, books, etc., as there is no set
of cohesive standards. In one level, | saw the novels matched the topic but not the level it should have
been. There are gaps in GATE to be addressed.” (District Administrator)
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In summary, GATE is one programmatic piece of the Advanced Learning Environments (ALE) program offered
by the district. The overall discussion of equity issues in the total ALE program is found in Finding 3.5. The
GATE program is provided in Tucson Unified School District with several service delivery models. Not all
service models are provided at every school. Not every student identified as GATE has the opportunity to enroll
in a self-contained GATE program because of the qualification criteria, number of students who are eligible,
and the number of available classes. In order to participate in the GATE self-contained program, students
may need to attend a school outside their assigned school, as the self-contained classes are not offered through
district-wide classrooms. Furthermore, once a student is identified as GATE in elementary school, he or she
remains identified through grade 8, leading to a waitlist for these classes. Few students enter the GATE program
as a result of the lack of vacancies. The largest ethnic subgroup in the GATE program is Hispanic students.
The white population continues to increase in GATE enrollment, even as there is a declining white population
in the district general enrollment, while the Hispanic population does not show the same trend. Students
enrolled in the GATE programs perform well in math and reading until tenth grade, and then show a slight
decline. At the same time, the non-GATE students show an increase in proficiency at the tenth grade. When
comparing the growth performance of the self-contained GATE students to the non-GATE students at the six
self-contained classroom schools, auditors noted that some of the GATE students demonstrated performance
higher than one standard deviation above the average student growth norm. However, this was not evident
across the entire GATE self-contained programs, indicating a lack of consistency in GATE programs to afford
all GATE students appropriate gains in their student achievement.

Exceptional Education Program

The Tucson Unified School District provides programs for students with disabilities. The program and students
are identified as Exceptional Education in TUSD, even though many data reports utilize the federal term
“students with disabilities” and state data term “special education (SPED)”.

Exceptional education programs in TUSD are organized as either inclusive, pull-out or self-contained programs.
Not all of the categorical programs are offered at each school. Inclusion is the district’s name for a collaboration
class in which the student attends regular education with an exceptional education collaborating teacher and/
or paraprofessional in the regular classroom. According to federal guidelines, that is one of the least restrictive
environment options. If a student needs a resource program in which he or she receives instruction from the
exceptional education teacher for a particular content area, the district provides this service at every school.
District officials in the office of exceptional education identified increasing the number of learners who receive
their education in the regular classroom as a priority. The district was asked to provide the service delivery
options available within each school; however, these data were not provided to the auditors. Instead, the district
provided the federal report from December 2013, indicating the summative service delivery options for the
district. These options are shown in Exhibit 3.3.10.
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Total Number in Each Placement

Exhibit 3.3.10

Exceptional Education Service Delivery Classrooms
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014
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Data from Accountability Office, Tucson Unified School District

From Exhibit 3.3.10, the following is noted:

The placement of students in exceptional education service delivery has remained relatively constant
over the six years.

In 2012-13, the district significantly reduced the number of students in a separate school.

Numbers of students receiving services in resource classrooms decreased by one percent in the past
two years.

Numbers of students receiving services in self-contained classrooms has remained at the same level for
all six years.

The number of exceptional education students receiving the majority of their education in the regular
classroom is not increasing in Tucson Unified School District.
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The audit team reviewed documents and interviewed administrators and teachers regarding the numbers
of students identified as exceptional education. The number of students eligible for exceptional education
programs in the Tucson Unified School District is between 15 and 16 percent of the district enrollment. Exhibit
3.3.11 shows the enrollment over five years.

Exhibit 3.3.11

Exceptional Education Eligibility and Total Student Population
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
From Exhibit 3.3.11, it is noted:
» The enrollment in exceptional education eligibility increased from 2008-09 through 2011-12.
* There was a slight decrease in the percent of identified exceptional students from 2011-12 to 2012-13.

* The identified population of exceptional education students ranges from a low of 14.4 percent in 2008-
09 to a high of 16 percent in 2011-12.

*  Currently, TUSD has 15.9 percent of their total population of students identified as exceptional
education.

Auditors asked during interviews about the implementation of federal laws and regulations regarding referrals
and placements in special education programs. In response to inquiries from auditors about the national student
with disability rate being at 12 percent and the TUSD rate being at 16 percent, administrators had no response
other than describing the most recent attempt to implement a Response to Intervention (Rtl) process as part of
the referral process. Interviewees described the Rtl process in TUSD as a multitiered system of intervention,
developed within the past year and being implemented this year. The multitiered system of intervention was a
direct response to the Unitary Status Plan addressing the overidentification of certain ethnicities as exceptional
learners. Auditors reviewed specific data related to the numbers of students identified in each category of
exceptional education and noted the specific learning disabilities category and speech category that had the
largest numbers of identified students.
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Gender demographics of students eligible for exceptional education are shown in Exhibit 3.3.12.
Exhibit 3.3.12

Gender of Exceptional Education Students
Tucson Unified School District
2009-2013
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
From Exhibit 3.3.12, it is noted:

*  More males than females are identified as eligible for exceptional education programs.

» Thedistribution of females has remained between 32 percent and 34 percent of the exceptional education
students.

» The proportion of males has remained between 66 and 68 percent of the exceptional education
population.

Using data obtained from the district website, auditors found that males constitute 51.2 percent of the total
student population in TUSD, while females constitute 48.8 percent. When compared to the percentage of males
in the general population, males are disproportionately identified for exceptional education.
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Exhibit 3.3.13 displays the ethnicity of the students identified as exceptional education for the past five years.
Exhibit 3.3.13

Ethnicity of Exceptional Education Students
Tucson Unified School District
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD
From Exhibit 3.3.13, the following is noted:
»  The number of white students enrolled in exceptional education is decreasing.
» The largest ethnicity in exceptional education is Hispanic students.

* The Asian American ethnicity is the smallest subpopulation in exceptional education.
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Exhibit 3.3.14 compares the percentages of the ethnic subgroups identified as exceptional education to the
percentage of the ethnic subgroup in the TUSD population for 2013-14.

Exhibit 3.3.14

Ethnic Percentages in Exceptional Education and District
Tucson Unified School District
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Data from TUSD Statistics and Accountability Department
Exhibit 3.3.14 shows the following:

* Native American students are overrepresented in exceptional education, making up 17.8 percent of
exceptional education but only 3.9 percent of the overall population.

» African American students identified as exceptional education constitute 6.7 percent of the exceptional
education students, while making up only 5.5 percent of the overall TUSD population.

» Hispanic students make up 58.5 percent of exceptional education students, while Hispanics constitute
62.9 percent of the TUSD students.

»  White students identified as exceptional education constitute 25.6 percent, while they are only 22.5
percent of the overall TUSD population.

Note: The percentage of a subgroup identified for special education is not the same as the percentage of the
special education population made up by that subgroup.

Based on this data, auditors concluded that some ethnicities are disproportionately identified as exceptional
learners. Additional comparisons of ethnicities and program eligibility can be found in Finding 3.5.
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Exhibit 3.3.15 shows the percentage of English language learners and of free and reduced meal students who
are enrolled in exceptional education.

Exhibit 3.3.15

English Language Learners and Free and Reduced Meals Enrollment in Exceptional Education

Tucson Unified School District
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Data from Accountability Office, TUSD

From Exhibit 3.3.15, it is noted:

The percentage of exceptional education students who also qualify as free and reduced meals continues
to increase each year.

The percentage of exceptional education students who are identified as English language learners has
decreased in the past three years.

The total number of exceptional education students has been declining over the past three years, while
the percentage of those students who qualify for free and reduced meals is increasing.

The district FARM percentage is 58.6 percent in 2013-14, while the percentage of FARM students
identified as exceptional learners is 73.4 percent.

The district ELL percentage for 2009-10 was 5.9 percent, while the percentage of ELL students in
exceptional education was 14.35 percent.

There was a trend of ELL students being overrepresented in exceptional education until 2013-14.

While the percentage of FARM students has decreased in the district since 2009, the percentage of
FARM students has increased in exceptional education.
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An area of exceptional education that has been identified as a concern is the graduation rate of exceptional
learners. Exhibit 3.3.16 shows five years of exceptional education graduation rates.

Exhibit 3.3.16

Exceptional Education Graduation Rates
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013
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Data from Accountability Office, Tucson Unified School District
From Exhibit 3.3.16, it is noted:
» Exceptional education graduation rates range from 56.8 percent in 2012 to 70.1 percent in 2008.

» Graduation rates for exceptional education students show a decline from a high in 2008 to the low in
2012.

*  The special education graduation rate is lower than the district graduation rate in all five years.

The graduation rates for both the district and exceptional education are concerns for the district.
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The auditors reviewed information obtained from the TUSD Statistics and Accountability Office regarding
district and exceptional education retentions and dropouts. Exhibit 3.3.17 displays the data on exceptional
education retention for five years compared to district retention.

Exhibit 3.3.17

Retention of Exceptional Education Students
Tucson Unified School District
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Data obtained from TUSD Accountability Office
From Exhibit 3.3.17 we note the following:

» Given the percentage of the total population, special education students are retained at more than twice
their percentage of the total population. Special education students comprised 15.9 percent of the total
population, but their retention rate was 33.4 percent.

» From 2009 to 2012 the percentage of special education students retained decreased.
» In 2013, the percentage of special education students retained increased.

» Special education students are retained at a higher rate for their subpopulation than the general student
population.
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Exhibit 3.3.18 displays data on the exceptional education student dropout rate compared to the district dropout
rate for five years.

Exhibit 3.3.18

Exceptional Student Dropout Rates Compared to District Rates
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013
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Data Obtained from http://tusdstats.utsd l.org/paweb/aggD/dropouts

From Exhibit 3.3.18 the following is observed:
» The exceptional education student dropout rate has increased from 2009 to 2013.

» The percentage of exceptional students dropping out has almost tripled from 2009 to 2013 (1.31 percent
versus 3.35 percent).

» The exceptional student dropout rate was higher than the district dropout rate from 2010 to 2013.
»  The exceptional student dropout rate decreased from 2010 through 2012.

» There was an increase in exceptional student dropout rates of 1.11 percentage points from 2012 to 2013.
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Auditors were also provided with discipline data for exceptional education students for five years. Exhibit
3.3.19 shows this data.

Exhibit 3.3.19

Discipline Data for Exceptional Education
Tucson Unified School District
2010-2014
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Data from Accountability Office, Tucson Unified School District
From Exhibit 3.3.19, it is noted:

* The percentage of exceptional education students receiving discipline has increased from nearly 23
percent in 2010 to over 28 percent in 2013.

» The lowest percentage of exceptional education students receiving discipline occurred in 2010.
» The highest percentage of exceptional education students receiving discipline occurred in 2013.

* Overafive-year period, the percentage of exceptional education students receiving discipline constituted
24 percent of the total.

From Exhibit 3.3.19, auditors determined that exceptional education students are overrepresented in disciplinary
actions, making up 28 percent of discipline incidents but only 16 percent of the overall student population. A
review of the percentage of students enrolled in exceptional education services compared to the discipline rate
shows that for all five years, the rate of disciplining students with disabilities is higher. Additional data and
discussion regarding discipline and suspensions can be found in Finding 3.5.
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Additionally, auditors reviewed data relative to the student achievement of exceptional education learners
for the past five years. Exhibits 3.3.20 displays achievement data for exceptional learners in reading for the
previous year.

Exhibit 3.3.20

Reading Achievement Data for Exceptional Education
Tucson Unified School District

2012-13

Grade ExEd ExEd | Non-ExEd | Non-

Level No. % No. ExEd %
Reading 3 527 26 3428 74
Reading 4 572 32 3325 79
Reading 5 548 32 3319 81
Reading 6 478 27 3122 79
Reading 7 482 42 3141 84
Reading 8 499 22 3130 69
Reading 10 373 35 3050 86
Reading 99 3479 30 22515 79

Data from Accountability Dept, TUSD

From Exhibit 3.3.20, it can be noted:

* Exceptional education students score significantly lower scores than non-exceptional education students
in reading.

* Exceptional education students’ percentages increased from third grade to fourth grade (26 percent to
32 percent).

* Exceptional education students stayed at the same achievement percentage in fourth and fifth grades
with no increase.

*  Exceptional education students showed a decrease in reading scores from fifth to sixth grades.

* Exceptional education students’ percentages showed an increase from sixth grade scores to seventh
grade scores (27 percent to 42 percent).

» There was a decrease from 42 percent to 22 percent in scores from seventh grade to eighth grade for
exceptional education students.

» There was an increase from 22 percent to 35 percent in exceptional education student scores from
eighth grade to tenth grade.

Thus, in reading, exceptional education students’ achievement in reading was well below their peers in all
grades. The scores did not exhibit a gradual increase in achievement from third grade to tenth grade; rather,
there were three grades in which the exceptional education student achievement declined from the previous
grade level.
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Exhibit 3.3.21 displays achievement data for exceptional learners in mathematics for 2013.
Exhibit 3.3.21

Mathematics Achievement Data for Exceptional Education
Tucson Unified School District

2013
Levar | TotatNo | Torat % | EE | EE NG o
Math 3 3954 60 526 26 3428 65
Math 4 3896 55 570 21 3326 60
Math 5 3865 55 547 17 3318 61
Math 6 3607 48 488 12 3119 54
Math 7 3620 50 480 14 3140 56
Math 8 3630 43 500 11 3130 49
Math 10 3415 52 372 10 3043 57
Math 99 25987 52 3483 16 22504 58
Data provided by TUSD Accountability Office

The following is noted from Exhibit 3.3.21:

*  Except for a slight increase in percentage at the seventh grade level, the exceptional education students’
scores decrease as they advance to higher grade levels.

» From third grade to tenth grade the percentage of exceptional education scores on AIMS mathematics
decreases from a high of 26 percent to a low of 10 percent.

» The highest percentage of exceptional students achieving at grade level was third grade with 26 percent.
» The lowest percentage of exceptional students achieving at grade level was tenth grade with 10 percent.

Using the identified subgroups in Tucson Unified School District, a “years to parity” comparison was made of
the percent passing the state’s 4AIMS test in language arts and math. Years to parity is a numerical estimate of
the predicted trend of measured achievement differences between two or more groups with two or more years
of testing data. Assuming that poverty, race, gender, or other ethnic or demographic differences should not
predict differences in achievement levels, conventional wisdom is that group differences in achievement are
the result of disparate, inadequate, or ineffective educational experiences rather than ethnic or demographic
characteristics. The expectation in curriculum management auditing is that all such groups should achieve at
comparable levels—demonstrating parity or equivalency in achievement, if not at the time of measurement,
then with intervention at some demonstrable and reasonable future point in time.

If differences are observed between groups, it is important to determine what the system is doing in regard
to such differences and also to determine what progress is being made, if any. If achievement trends indicate
disparities among or between groups and those trends continue without intervention, it is likely that the disparity
may continue at the same ratio.

The auditors calculated years to parity, or the amount of time needed to close the achievement gap. The rate of
change of the lower performing group must be higher than the rate of change of the comparison group in order
for the gap to be closed at some point in the future. If the rate of change of the lower performing group is equal
to or less than the rate of change of the comparison group, then the gap will not be closed. To calculate the rate
of change for both groups in the comparison, the auditors subtracted the mean score of the lower scoring group
from the mean score of the higher scoring group for the initial year and the final year. This change was divided
by the number of years minus one, identified as gain by year. The years to parity was derived by dividing the
final year gap by the gain by year.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 146



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 170 of 942

Exhibit 3.3.22 displays the data related to years to parity for exceptional education learners in reading and
mathematics by grade levels. A discussion of years to parity will be found in Finding 3.5 and Finding 4.3.

Exhibit 3.3.22

Years to Parity Data for Exceptional Education
Tucson Unified School District

2008-2013
Percent Scoring Proficient or Advanced (P/A) on . .
Student AIMS Tests Annu?hzed G? /1 Vears to
Group Loss 1n. Relation Parity
2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 |to Leading Group
Reading
Grade 3 36 31 30 27 26 -2/2 Never
Grade 4 29 29 30 30 32 0.2 227.1
Grade 5 29 26 35 28 32 0.8 64.3
Grade 6 22 25 28 31 27 0.6 90.7
Grade 7 22 28 30 34 42 2.3 18.8
Grade 8 19 19 19 22 22 0.4 141.5
Grade 10 23 28 28 33 35 11 52.6
Mathematics
Grade 3 40 30 29 26 26 -1.4 Never
Grade 4 36 21 22 21 21 -0.9 Never
Grade 5 31 18 18 16 17 0.2 240.9
Grade 6 15 8 10 12 12 2.4 18.8
Grade 7 21 11 11 10 14 0.7 74.7
Grade 8 16 11 9 9 11 15 30.8
Grade 10 20 9 9 13 10 -0.3 Never
Notes:
* Negative number indicates that the gap will never close at rates of progress recorded during the period 2008-09 through 2012-13.
Exceptional Education = Students with disabilities.
Average annual gains shown are rounded up to one decimal place.
Source: Annual AIMS results by subgroup, grade, and subject provided by TUSD.

From Exhibit 3.3.22, the following can be noted with regard to the reading achievement gap:

* At grade 3, at the rate students are now achieving, the gap in reading achievement between exceptional
education students and non-exceptional education students will never close.

* At grade 4, it would take 227.1 years for the reading achievement gap to close between exceptional
education students and non-exceptional education students.

* At grade 7, the lowest number of years exists for the reading closing of the achievement gap between
exceptional education students and non-exceptional education students at 18.8 years.

»  Grade 10 has the second lowest number of years for the reading achievement gap to close for exceptional
learners at 52.6 years.
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From Exhibit 3.3.22, the following can be noted with regard to the mathematics achievement gap:

At grades 3, 4, and 10, at the rate students are now achieving, the gap in mathematics achievement for
exceptional education students will never close.

The lowest number of years for the achievement gap to close for exceptional learners exists at grade 6
with 18.8 years.

At grade 5, it would take 240.9 years for the mathematics achievement gap to close for exceptional
learners.

Due to the low achievement level of the exceptional education students, the auditors inquired as to the
professional training the teachers received as well as the highly qualified status of the teachers. The auditors
additionally reviewed data regarding professional development, recruitment, and retention of exceptional
education teachers. Of the 105 non-highly qualified teachers, in the district, 32 are exceptional education
teachers for a percentage of 30.56 percent. Of the 35 vacant or long-term substitute positions in the district,
thirteen (13) were in exceptional education, for a 37 percent rate. The district has a recruitment plan in place
to recruit and retain all teachers (see Findings 1.4 and 3.5). However, not all students identified as exceptional
learners have access to a highly qualified and credentialed teacher.

Professional development provided by the exceptional education department consisted of the following topics:

Assistive Technology: Promoting Independence in the Classroom
Community Based Instruction

Sign Language

Connecting Informal Assessments to SMART Goals and Data
Destination Co-Teaching

IEP Meeting Facilitation

Secondary Transition Requirements

Job Alike for Speech

Job Alike for OT/PT/APE

Mandatory Compliance Training

Mapping Paraprofessionals

Methods of Data collection

Preschool and Kinder Transition

Job Alike Psychologist

Teaching Social Thinking through Stories and Play in Preschool
Motivation Breakthrough

TIENET for Principals

Together, We Are Better: Inclusive Practices that Work
Transitions: Bridging Across Schools and Programs

Universal Design for Learning

Writing a Secondary IEP for Transition

ADE Approach to Learning

Infant and Toddler Guidelines
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e Introduction to Early Learning Standards

* Alternate Assessment Testing

e |EP Make and Take for TIENET Help

e Student Intervention Training

* TIE NET For New Hires

* Job Alike HI Specialists

* Job Alike VI Specialists

* Exceptional Education Compliance Requirements A-Z
e Exceptional Education Welcome Back Meeting

These topics covered a two-year period from 2011 through 2013. Of the 32 topics listed, it was noted that
only four addressed promising practices for the teachers of the majority of the students. Much of the training
addressed compliance and legal issues. During interviews auditors were informed that the exceptional education
teachers received training from their schools and the general curriculum this year. One of the topics included
the mandated Danielson Training.

Interviews with school administrators, teachers, and parents provided the following comments regarding
special education;:“In pockets, our special education students do well. Overall, they are not doing well. There
is a culture of not looking at their data...the thinking is if they have an IEP they don’t have to look at them.”
(District Administrator)

*  “We need to improve the quality of special education programs and services to students. “ (District
Administrator)

*  “We have too many students in restrictive placements...we are trying to shift to the inclusive settings.
This is one of our ongoing goals through a variety of strategies.” (District Administrator)

*  “We are working on standards of practice and there is an effort for consistency in the amount of services
and inclusion; however, from one building to another, the services vary.” (District Administrator)

*  “We have some schools where kids with IEPs are in the bottom of A7MS. We have two grants to provide
training on Teaching Reading Effectively.” (District Administrators)

*  “We have about 20 teachers (special education) who are not highly qualified.” (District Administrator)

e “Our special education students are not really doing well. We have to remind our people to look at
individual students.” (District Administrator)

» “Special programs like special education often miss professional development with their colleagues
(job alike) because they are not permitted to leave their buildings.” (Teacher)

*  “One of the weaknesses in our district is finding highly qualified math, special education, and science
teachers.” (District Administrator)

*  “Alot of parents are concerned about students being promoted without the grade level skills. Then they
later fail or drop out of school.” (Parent)

*  “There is confusion with our special education pop—I am saying we need to be standards driven, but
(the teachers) are not there yet.” (Building Administrator)

In summary, the auditors found that the exceptional education program does not provide equitable opportunities
for students identified as exceptional education in order to increase student achievement. Although the exceptional
education program provides a continuum of services for the Tucson Unified Public Schools, the number of
students receiving services in the delivery models has had minimal change in the past five years. The majority
of students receive services within the regular program with itinerant or special education teacher support, or
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in resource rooms. Currently, 15.9 percent of district students are identified as exceptional education, with the
greatest numbers of students being identified as special learning disabled or specific language disorder. The
majority of students are male with Hispanic ethnicity. African American and white students are overidentified
within exceptional education, while Hispanics are under represented. The percentage of exceptional education
students graduating is 56.8 percent, which is below the district graduation average of 77 percent. Students
identified as exceptional education are retained at a higher rate than students not identified. The rate of retention
for exceptional learners has held steady at approximately a third of all students retained for the past five years.
Students identified as exceptional education have a higher dropout rate than the district average. The rate has
continued to increase since 2009. In 2012-13, the rate of exceptional student dropout was 3.35 percent,and the
district rate was 2.3 percent. Given the exceptional education percentage of the total district population (15.9
percent), exceptional education students are over-identified for discipline issues at 25 percent. The percentage
of exceptional learners receiving discipline has increased over the past five years. Additionally, the biggest
issue facing the exceptional education program is the under achievement of the students. Auditors found that
in reading and math, it would take an inordinate number of years to close the achievement gap for exceptional
education students given the current rate of achievement. Exceptional education students are not receiving
equitable opportunities to achieve in Tucson Unified School District.

Language Acquisition Program (Bilingual/ESL)

In Tucson Unified School District, the English language learners are served by the Language Acquisition
Programs (LAP). The LAP services support both the acquisition of the English language by non-native speakers
of English and the acquisition of several world languages (Arabic, Chinese (Mandarin), French, German, Korean,
Russian, and Spanish) and American Sign Language. The audit focused on the English language learner (ELL)
population of the LAP.

According to the Language Acquisition Program Guidebook for Administrators, the overall goals of the
Language Acquisition Department are to provide support and resources so that:

» English and world language learners participate fully in our district-wide academic initiatives.

* English language learners acquire English and content at an accelerated pace.

*  World language learners acquire proficiency in foreign language communication skills.

* English language learners are prepared to meet rigorous promotion and graduation requirements.

» World language learners are prepared to meet the challenges, demands, and needs of the 21st century
global society.

The guidebook provided a history of ELL in TUSD as follows: “Since 1970 TUSD has offered bilingual
education to parents interested in obtaining for their children the advantages that bilingualism imparts. Current
state law permits school districts to offer students a range of language programs, including bilingual education,
and thus TUSD takes special pride in promoting Dual Language Instruction (DLI). As noted in governing
board policy HIAA, DLI stands out as the most effective method available for developing bilingual students
in our public schools. DLI is a bilingual education model that combines students from two different language
groups—most commonly English-dominant and Spanish-dominant students—in a classroom setting designed
so that each group facilitates the acquisition of the other group’s language. The program emphasizes learning
through the use of the student’s primary language as an initial and continuing medium of instruction while also
emphasizing second language acquisition as an essential part of the student’s education.”
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Exhibit 3.3.23 displays the enrollment of English language learners in the Tucson Unified School District.
Exhibit 3.3.23

English Language Learner Enrollment
Tucson Unified School District
2013-14

m Total
EELL

Exhibit 3.3.23 shows there are 2,882 ELLs enrolled in the Tucson Unified School District for 2013. This
constitutes six percent of the enrollment in TUSD.

According to the Alternative Language Program Guide Book 2013-14 for Principals, there are three placement
options for English language learners: Structured English Immersion (SEI), Bilingual Education (BLE) or Dual
Language (DL), and Individual Language Learning Plans (ILLP).

The guidebook offered the following criteria for ALP Instruction: “Whether in Structured English Immersion or
Bilingual Education, the instruction offered to ALP students must meet the following criteria:

e Criteria #1: The instruction must effectively develop sufficient English language listening, speaking,
reading and writing skills as specified in the Arizona Academic Standards and the Arizona English
Language Proficiency Standards.

» Criteria #2: The instruction must be sheltered so that it is comprehensible for students at their level of
proficiency while addressing appropriate grade-level content in all subjects, including math, science,
and social studies, as specified in the Arizona Academic Standards.”

Additionally, the guidebooks offered standards of instruction: “The curriculum for ELLs in the ALP must
reflect the same academic standards established for mainstream students with the additional goal of acquiring
proficiency in speaking English and, in BE programs, developing speech, academic literacy and content
knowledge in both English and Spanish.” For further information on the curriculum, please review Findings
2.2 and 2.3.

The guidebook provided guidance regarding ALP instructional materials: “Teachers and students in SEI
Programs should be provided with the following materials:

» English Language Development (ELD) adoptions; and
» District adopted literature and content materials in English.”

“Teachers and students in DL Programs should be provided the following tools:
* English/Spanish Language Development (ELD) adoptions
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» Spanish language materials and
* District adopted Language Arts and content materials.”

The guidebook provided graduation information, stating, “The graduation requirements are the same for ELL
students as for all other students. The following statements provide additional clarification for the special
circumstances that commonly affect ELLs:

» ELL students must pass the AIMS test to qualify for graduation but the AZELLA test is not a graduation
requirement.

e Certain ELD courses count as English credits toward graduation, but ELD courses are not accepted by
the University of Arizona for meeting admission criteria.

* ELL students’ ELD courses may be used to meet all four of the English credits required for graduation,
provided that the ELD courses are those that are specifically approved for English credit rather than
those approved for elective credit.”

The guidebook provided the following descriptions of the ELL service delivery options:

Option One: SEI Program Design: The Structured English Immersion program is designed exclusively for
ELLs with the aim of providing an early-exit transition into the mainstream program once students achieve a
composite score of Proficient on the state’s English proficiency assessment. ELL instruction from the teacher is
in English though a minimal amount of a student’s native language other than English may be used. The state
of Arizona requires a sheltered immersion block of four hours of instruction. The District allows individual
schools to make decisions on how to block ELL students into SEI instruction for four hours. As a result many
of the schools utilize a separate ELD classroom for the four hour instruction. Four special factors contribute to
the effectiveness of SEI classes:

* The class requires specific instruction for English language development (ELD).
* The teacher is trained in ELD methodology and sheltered instructional techniques (SIOP).
e ELLs have access to materials designed for ELLs as well as to mainstream texts.

* It is recommended that SEI class sizes be kept lower than those of mainstream classes to promote the
most effective instruction and to allow for space availability for incoming ELLs.

* Instruction shall follow the State academic and ELL proficiency standards and the state’s Discrete
Skills Inventory.

Option Two: Individual Language Learning Plans (ILLP)

This option is available only to schools having 20 or fewer ELLSs in a three-grade span. Such schools are
permitted to mainstream ELLs by providing each ELL student with an Individual Language Learner Plan.
ILLP students must still receive four periods of individualized ELD instruction per day. At some Elementary
schools, the ILLP involves an itinerant teacher funded through the Language Acquisition Department. At most
ILLP secondary schools in TUSD, the four periods of ELD instruction are delivered as two periods of ELD
instruction provided through an English class or as two periods of ELD instruction provided through any two
of the student’s content classes. Teachers designated to participate in the ILLP are required to prepare an annual
ILLP Form, as well as two quarterly forms for each ELL student.

Option Three: Dual Language (Bilingual) Program Design

The Dual Language program is designed for all students seeking to become fluent and literate in two languages.
The resources currently available permit the District to offer the program only in an English-Spanish combination,
except for a very limited number of students receiving instruction in English-American Sign Language. Four
special factors contribute to the effectiveness of DL classes:

» Theteacher is specifically trained to meet the needs of 2™ language learners and holds a BE endorsement.

* ESL or SSL instruction is required for all students.
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*  All students have access to materials in two languages.
¢ The recommended maximum class size of 24 to 1 is maintained.

Auditors reviewed documents and data and interviewed administrators, teachers, staff, and parents to determine
the success of implementation of the LAP delivery programs. Exhibit 3.3.24 shows which type of service
delivery LAP program is offered by schools within the district.

Exhibit 3.3.24

LAP Service Delivery Offered by School
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Elementar BIL/DUAL Middle
Schools y ELDP ILLP LG Schools ELDP ILLP BIL
Banks K-5 Doolen 4 Periods
Blenman K-5 Mansfield 4 Periods
Bloom K-5 Naylor 4 Periods
Bonillas K-5 Utterback 4 Periods
Booth-Fickett K-5 Valencia 4 Periods
Borman K-5 Roskruge 1 Period 6-8 K-8
Borton K-2 3-5 Pistor 2 Periods 6-8 6-8
Carrillo K-2 3-5 Fickett 2 Periods 6-8
Cavett K-5 Gridley 2 Periods 6-8
Collier K-5 Magee 2 Periods 6-8
Cragin K-5 Saffor 2 Periods 6-8
Davidson K-5 Secrist 2 Periods 6-8
Davis K-5 Vail 2 Periods 6-8
Dietz K-2 3-5 Dietz 1 Period 6-8
Drachman K-2 3-5 Drachman 1 Period 6-8
Dunham K-5 Mccorkle 1 Period 6-8
Erickson K-2 3-5 Rose 1 Period 6-8
Dodge
Ford K-5 Magget 6-8
Fruchthendler K-5 Hollinger 6-8
Gale K-5 Lawrence 6-8
Grijalva K-5 K-5 Miles 6-8
Henry K-5 Maxwell 6-8
Pueblo
Holladay K-2 3-5 Gardens 6-8
Hollinger K-2 K-5 Robins 6-8
Howell K-5
Hudlow K-5
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Exhibit 3.3.24 (continued)
LAP Service Delivery Offered by School
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Elementary | g, np | ppp | BIWPUAL | ik Schools | ELDP ILLP | BIL

Schools LG
Hughes K-5 Rincon 4 Periods
Johnson K-2 Catalina 4 Periods
Kellond K-5 Pueblo 3 Periods 9-12 9-12
Lawrence 3-5 Cholla 2 Periods 9-12
Lineweaver K-2 3-5 Palo Verde 2 Periods 9-12
Lynn/Urquides K-5 Tucson 2 Periods 9-12
Maldonado K-5 Sabino 2 Periods 9-12
Manzo K-5 Sahuaro 2 Periods 9-12
Marshall K-5 Santa Rita 9-12
Maxwell K-5 Tapp 9-12
Mccorkle K-4 5-7 K-3 Project More 9-12
Miles K-5 University 9-12
Miller K-5
Mission View K-4 5 1-5
Myers/Ganoung K-5 Agava X
Ochoa K-5 Direct Link X

Life Skills/

Oyama K5 Core Plus X
Pueblo Gardens K-5 Southwest X
Roberts/Naylor K-5 Meredith 6-12
Robins K-5
Robison K-5
Rose K-5
Roskruge K-8
Safford K-5
Sewell K-5
Soleng Tom K-5
Steele K-5
Tolson K-5
Tully K-5
Van Buskirk K-5 K-5
Vesey K-5
Warren K-2 3-5
Wheeler K-2 3-5
White 1 K-5 K-5
Whitmore K-2 3-5
Wright K-5

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.3.24:

*  All schools in the district offer at least one delivery model.
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» Many schools offer two delivery models to ELL students.

» At the Elementary level, service delivery for K-2 is in SEI classrooms.

* At the elementary level, service delivery for grades 3-5 is ILLP.

e There are eight elementary schools with a Dual Language Program.

* At five middle schools, ELL is offered four periods a day.

* At twelve middle schools, ELLs are offered one to two periods a day through SEI as well as ILLP.
e Seven middle schools offer ELLs only through ILLPs.

e There are two dual language schools at the middle school level.

* At two high schools, ELL is offered through SEI four hours a day.

* At five high schools, ELL is offered through SEI two periods a day, along with ILLP.
e One high school offers dual language ELL and three periods of SEI.

* At four high schools, ELL is offered only through ILLPs.

Auditors then reviewed data regarding the number of English language students served through each model. A
summary of the district is shown in Exhibit 3.3.25.

Exhibit 3.3.25

LAP Enrollment by Service Delivery
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

m SEI
m|LLP

= Bilingual

As noted in Exhibit 3.3.25:
» The majority of ELLs are served in self-contained SEI classes (approximately 66 percent).
» The second largest number of ELLs are served with ILLPs (approximately 20 percent).

» The smallest number of ELLs are served through dual language programs (14 percent).
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Exhibit 3.3.26
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Number of Years in ELL Programs and Reclassifications

Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Grade Reclass Count | Years as ELL
1 37 0.53
2 307 0.99
3 492 1.36
4 335 1.28
5 552 1.17
6 684 2.28
7 685 2.47
8 653 2.94
9 592 3.14
10 527 3.38
11 486 3.65
12 473 3.91

Total 5,823 2.49

Exhibit 3.3.26 shows:

* At the elementary level, ELL students spend an increasing number of years classified as ELL until
fourth and fifth grades, at which time the number of years start to decline.

*  Middle school ELLs show an increase number of years to reclassification, going from 2.28 years to 2.94
years in three grade levels.

* High school ELL students take almost as many years to reclassification, going from 3.14 in ninth grade
to 3.91 in twelfth grade.

e The average number of years it takes an ELL in TUSD to reclassify is 2.49.

Arizona state law requires that ELL students be reassessed annually for reclassification as fluent English
proficient once the student demonstrates proficiency on the AZELLA. Auditors reviewed data regarding the
reclassification of English language learners. Exhibit 3.3.27 displays this data.

Exhibit 3.3.27

Reclassification of ELL Students by Grade Level
Tucson Unified School District

2011-12
Grade Tested Passed Rate
K 1,034 312 30.2%
1 878 253 28.8
2 643 353 54.9
3 329 64 195
4 365 123 33.7
5 301 138 45.8
6 210 113 53.8
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Exhibit 3.3.27 (continued)
Reclassification of ELL Students by Grade Level
Tucson Unified School District
2011-12
Grade Tested Passed Rate

7 124 62 50.0
8 120 46 38.3
9 135 41 30.4
10 134 41 30.6
11 116 37 31.9
12 118 26 22.0
Total 4,507 1,609 35.70%
Data from April 2, 2013 OCR Letter

As can be noted in Exhibit 3.3.27:

The highest rate of reclassification occurs at grade two (54.9 percent).

The lowest percentage of reclassification of ELL students occurs at third grade (19.5 percent).
Grades 5, 6, and 7 reclassify students at a higher rate than grades 8 through 12.
Approximately one-third of the ELL students in grades 9, 10, and 11 reclassify.

The overall ELL reclassification rate for the district is 35.7 percent, or just above one-third of the
students.

Auditors requested and reviewed data regarding ELL student achievement. Exhibit 3.3.28 shows the number
of ELL retentions versus total district retention for five years.

Exhibit 3.3.28

Number of ELL Students Retained vs. District Retention
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

350

300

250

200 -

150 - H Total Retained

mELL Retained
Rate

100 -

Number Retained

50

0

2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13

m Total Retained| 277 215 268 299 308

mELL Retained 74 42 31 41 51
Rate 0.267 0.195 0.116 0.137 0.166

From Exhibit 3.3.28, it is noted:

There was a higher percentage of ELL students retained in 2008-09 than any other school year.
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e From 2008-09 until 2010-11, ELL student retentions declined.
e From 2010-11 through 2012-13, ELL student retentions increased.

* At 16.6 percent retention, there is a higher retention rate for ELL students proportionate to the percentage
of ELL students in the population (six percent).

Auditors also requested discipline data from the district for English language learners versus the total student
population. Exhibit 3.3.29 displays this data for five years.

Exhibit 3.3.29

Number of ELL Disciplinary Instances vs. District Disciplinary Instances
Tucson Unified School District

2010-2014
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= Totals District 16162 11743 12139 8837 2379
e Totals ELL 4241 1384 1303 1060 406
% ELL 13.00% 5.80% 5.60% 5.50% 6.60%

From Exhibit 3.3.29, is it noted:

»  The number of disciplinary actions for all students decreased from a high in 2010 to a low in 2014.

* The number of disciplinary actions for ELL students has decreased from a high in 2010 to a low in
2014.

» District-wide disciplinary actions decreased at a greater rate than ELL disciplinary actions in 2014,
creating a slight increase in the percentage of ELLs disciplined from 2013.

A review of the same data provided auditors showed that male ELL students were three times more likely to
receive disciplinary actions than females. Additional discussion of the discipline of ELL students is found in

Finding 3.5.
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Auditors received information about the dropout and graduation rates of ELL students compared to district
dropout and graduation rates. Exhibit 3.3.30 shows the dropout information. Exhibit 3.3.31 displays the
graduation data.

Exhibit 3.3.30

Number of ELL Dropouts vs. District Dropouts
Tucson Unified School District

2008-2013
5
4.5
4
5 35
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2012-13 2011-12 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09
e District % 2.1 1.63 1.8 1.87 1.59
e ELL % 4.63 3.36 1.33 1.64 2.27

Data from http://tusdstats.tusdl.org/paweb/aggD/graduation/dropouts.aspx
From Exhibit 3.3.30 it is noted:

» The dropout rate for the district for 2012-13 was 2.1 percent while the ELL dropout rate was 4.63
percent, double the rate of the district.

» The dropout rate for the district in 2011-12 was 1.63 percent, while the dropout rate for ELL was 3.36
percent, double the rate of the district.

» The dropout rate for English language learners dropped from 2008 through 2010 and then rose sharply
in 2011 and 2012.

» The dropout rate for the district increased from 2008 to 2009, decreased slightly in 2010 and 2011, and
then increased in 2012.
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Graduation rates for English language learners compared to district graduation rates are shown in Exhibit
3.3.31.

Exhibit 3.3.31

Number of ELL Graduates vs. District Graduates
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013
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Data from http://tusdstats.tusd1.org/paweb/aggD/graduation/dropouts.aspx
The following is shown in Exhibit 3.3.31:

*  The graduation rate of ELL students has declined for five years from a high in 2008-09 of 66.91 percent
graduating to a low of 32 percent graduating in 2012-13.

» The graduation rate of the ELL students is less than half that of the general district students population.

» The graduation rate of ELL students was closest to the graduation rate of the district in 2008-09 at 66.91
percent and 82.98 percent, respectively.

Auditors also reviewed student achievement data for English language learners for five years in reading and
mathematics. As with the exceptional education population, the auditors examined the AIMS scores for reading
and math for five years at grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 and calculated the years to parity. ELL has been identified
as a subgroup in the achievement gap data for the district. Exhibit 3.3.32 provides the data to demonstrate how
many years it would take at specific grade levels to close the achievement gap.
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Exhibit 3.3.32

Years to Parity Data for English Language Learners
Tucson Unified School District

2008-2013
Percent Scoring Proficient or Advanced (P/A) on AIMS Annualized
Student Tests Gain/Loss in | Years to
Group | 5008-09 | 2000-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 Le':fl'iitg'ogrt:up Parity
Reading
Grade 3 24 15 9 11 23 0.3 193.9
Grade 4 19 7 15 12 24 -0.8 Never
Grade 5 14 2 13 9 21 2.0 30.4
Grade 6 6 1 2 1 15 1.7 37.6
Grade 7 3 4 5 4 16 0.6 107.7
Grade 8 3 2 2 0 3 -0.1 Never
Grade 10 7 4 2 7 11 -3.6 Never
Mathematics
Grade 3 29 16 12 18 24 1.1 41.6
Grade 4 24 8 12 10 17 1.1 45.8
Grade 5 18 5 7 7 15 3.1 15.9
Grade 6 7 1 1 0 10 4.0 12.1
Grade 7 10 4 5 0 6 18 33.3
Grade 8 5 5 2 1 2 1.8 31.7
Grade 10 12 4 6 4 6 0.5 152.0
Notes:
* Negative number indicates that the gap will never close at rates of progress recorded during the period 2008-09 through 2012-13.
ELD = Students formerly and currently classified as having limited proficiency in the English language.
Average annual gains shown are rounded up to one decimal place.
Source: Annual AIMS results by subgroup, grade, and subject provided by TUSD.

From Exhibit 3.3.32, the following can be noted with regard to the reading achievement gap:

* Atgrade 3, at the rate students are now achieving, the gap in reading achievement between ELL students
and regular students will take 193.9 years to close.

e At grades 4, 8, and 10, the reading achievement gap for ELL students will never close at the rate
students are currently achieving.

e At grade 5 and 6, it would take approximately 30.4 and 37.6 years, respectively, for the reading
achievement gap between ELL and non-ELL students to close, which is the least amount of years in the
grade levels reviewed.

* Atgrade 7, it would take 107.7 years for the achievement gap to close for ELL students in reading.
From Exhibit 3.3.32, the following can be noted with regard to the mathematics achievement gap:

* At grades 3 and 4, at the rate students are now achieving, the gap in mathematics achievement for ELL
students will take 41.6 and 45.8 years, respectively, to close.

»  The lowest number of years for the math achievement gap to close for ELL exists at grade 6 with 12.1
years.

* At grade 5, it would take approximately 15.9 years for the mathematics achievement gap to close for
ELL learners.
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» Grade 10 poses the greatest challenge to closing the achievement gap for ELL learners as it would take
152 years to close the mathematics gap.

During interviews and review of documents, auditors requested information describing the curriculum and
materials that guide instruction in ELL classrooms. The curriculum materials utilized in ELL classrooms are
considered to be supplemental to the general curriculum, but in the absence of general curriculum (see Findings
2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) ELL teachers indicated that these materials guided the instruction ELL students received
in TUSD. Auditors reviewed information related to materials utilized in schools for ELL students and the
instructional recommendations for ELL students recommended by the Language Acquisition Program. Exhibit
3.3.33 displays the materials utilized and the instructional strategies recommended for ELLs.

Exhibit 3.3.33

ELL Materials and Instructional Strategies
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Program Materials

Elementary:
¢ Achieve 3000
¢ Avenues

Secondary:

* Visions 6-12

» Edge 9-12

* Rosetta Stone- ELD Level 1 (6-12)

Additional (pilots):

¢ Imagine Learning English (Davidson, Lynn, Rose, and Van Buskirk)

* Imagine Learning Espafiola (Dual language schools-first grade)

« Kidspiration

* English At Your Command K-5 and

* Alphachant (K)

Strategies:

» Utilize the SIOP model daily

» Use data weekly/monthly from running records, Avenues e-assessment, and DRA

» Provide 30 minutes additional reading instruction to review skills taught in 90-minute block using
Avenues

 Increase computer lab time in dual language schools

* Optimize differentiated instruction by creating flexible and targeted reading groups

* Maximize the use of phonics in Avenues

» Small group pre-teach reading

e Small group pre-teach math

» Provide strategic reading instruction with daily Guided Reading

* Frequent 1:1 help during whole group instruction in reading

* Additional leveled reading intervention groups

» Use of Promethean boards and computers to enhance reading instruction.

» Use of paraprofessionals in the classroom to increase adult contact time

» Have literacy nights for parents, provide instructional supplies and games for use at home.

» Provide supplemental educational services (SES) four times a week for at least 1.5 hours in reading
and math

Source: Language Acquisition Program Handbook

Given the above information for materials, curriculum, and teaching strategies, the auditors visited classrooms
in the district and collected data from those classrooms auditors were told were ELD classrooms. Exhibit 3.3.34
displays the strategies observed in these classrooms.
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Exhibit 3.3.34

Strategies Observed in ELL Classrooms
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Number of Classroom

Percentage of

Strategies Observed Using Strategy Total
Slow & Simple Language 33 11%
Text Preview with Key Vocabulary 16 5
Visual Aids Utilized 46 15
Regrouping of Reading & Writing activities 19 6
Verbal Cues 31 10
Peer Support & Collaboration 10 3
Direct Teaching of Vocabulary 30 9.9
Extra Process Time 17 5.6
High Expectations 8 2.6
Oral/Written Sentence Stems 9 2.9
Native Language Help Provided 9 2.9
Modeling Spoken Language 23 7.6
Allowance for Non-Participation 7 2.3
Scaffold Writing 12 4.0
Positive Feedback 31 10
Total 301

From Exhibit 3.3.34, it is noted:

» Fifteen (15) different strategies were observed in English language learner classrooms.

* Use of visual aids was the most frequent strategy observed at 15 percent.

» Using slow and simple language was the second most frequent strategy observed, with 11 percent of

the classrooms using the strategy.

* The least frequently observed strategy was allowance for non-participation.

»  Other strategies observed at least 10 percent include positive feedback, verbal cues, and direct teaching

of vocabulary.

In order to determine training and support in terms of professional growth ELL teachers in TUSD received,
the auditors reviewed the professional development offered to ELL for 2013-14. Exhibit 3.3.35 provides this

information.

Exhibit 3.3.35

ELL Professional Development Offerings
Tucson Unified School District

2013-14
Professional Development Total Participants
AZELLA Stage 1I-V Placement Training (7 sessions) 159
AZELLA Kinder Placement Training (6 sessions) 112
ELD lItinerant Teachers Meeting 6
Dual Language PD 6
Teachers New to Avenues: ELP Standards 43
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Exhibit 3.3.35 (continued)
ELL Professional Development Offerings
Tucson Unified School District
2013-14
Professional Development Total Participants

Teachers New to Avenues Basic Avenues Materials (2 sessions) 72
Secondary ILLP Training 19
New Secondary ELD Teachers Workshop 6
Teachers New to Avenues: E-Assessment Basics and Data Driven Instruction 39
DL Ensuring Greater Rigor—Veteran teachers 38
Elementary K-5 ILLP Training (4 sessions) 91
Achieving Success—New Teachers 34
Student File PHLOTE Documentation Compliance Training (3 sessions) 122
4 Hour ELD Lesson Planning Workshop 25
Elementary ELD Itinerant Teachers Meeting (3 sessions) 34
Spring 2014 AZELLA Reassessment (5 sessions) 201
Avenues eAssessment Data Analysis & Interventions 60
Multi-Leveled ELD on Secondary Classrooms 14
Guided Reading Planning 27
Danielson Framework for Teaching (27 sessions) 619
PELL Meeting 5
Move On When Reading Literacy Training (2 sessions) 325
Data from LAP Department

From Exhibit 3.3.35 auditors determined there were 22 unique opportunities for district ELL teachers to
receive professional development. There were over 2,000 attendees at the sessions. The sessions with the most
attendance included the Danielson Framework for Teaching, the Move On When Reading Literacy Training,
Spring AZELLA Training, the Fall AZELLA training, the PHLOTE Document Compliance Training, and the
Kinder AZELLA training. The topics related to compliance and documentation constituted the largest number
of offerings.

The auditors also reviewed data regarding the highly qualified status of ELL teachers as well as the number of
positions vacant or with long-term substitutes for the 2013-14 year. Of the 105 non-highly qualified teachers in
the district, five were ELL teachers, for a percentage of 19. 6 percent. Of the 35 vacant or long-term substitute
positions in the district, three were ELL, for a nine percent rate. The district has a recruitment plan in place to
recruit and retain ELL teachers (see Findings 1.4 and 3.5).

The following are comments relate to the English language learner programs from interviews with board
members, district staff, and community members:

*  “We have Title II money for ELL PD specifically.” (District Administrator)

*  “We use desegregation money to provide for a stand-alone ELD class at elementary levels.” (District
Administrator)

* “Ifaschool has less than 20 ELL students in three grade spans we provide an ILLP or an ‘IEP’ for ELL
and the mainstream teacher provides language for the ELL students.” (District Administrator)

*  “In order for us to use Achieve and Imagine like the regular classrooms, we look at results to correlated
AZELLA. They correlate to the Common Core. It is not correlated for us yet.” (District Administrator)

» “If the desegregation money went away, it would hurt the ELL program. The state provides Group B
money but it is much less than deseg money.” (District Administrator)
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* “The academic success of ELL is always a challenge. They are always low on AIMS.” (District
Administrator)

*  “There is a flat line on AZELLA as ELL with disability never pass it. We never make progress.”
(District Administrator)

* “The challenge for ELL is always compliance and it is a challenge to ensure schools are in compliance
with accountability.” (District Administrator)

e “Our ELD students test poorly, but read well.” (Building Administrator)

*  “With the ELD block, it is hard to get the students the credits they need to graduate.” (Building
Administrator)

»  “During our classroom observations we look for student and teacher engagement, energy. We also look
for probing questions.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We are a dual language school because we have teachers deeply invested in dual language. Not all
campuses do.” (Building Administrator)

*  “This four-hour model that the state requires for English language learners is ridiculous. There is no
linguistic support for students and they are missing out on the content areas of math, science, and social
studies.” (District Administrator)

» “Everyone has had SEI training. But to say it is widely adopted---that is up for discussion.” (District
Administrator)

In summary, the Language Acquisition Program in Tucson Unified School District identifies approximately six
percent of its students as English Language Learners. The district offers three service delivery models to serve
students. The majority of students are served in the ELD self-contained classroom model, which requires four
hours of structured language arts learning. Additionally, many students are served with an Individual Language
Learning Plan to meet their language needs through a variety of classroom interventions. Dual Language or
Bilingual programs are offered at eight schools in the district. Given the variety of delivery systems for ELL in
the district, there are multiple issues of equity for the ELL students. It takes an average of 2.54 years for English
language learners to be reclassified within the Tucson Unified School District, as the average reclassification
rate for the district was approximately 35 percent. The dropout rate for ELL students is higher than the
district dropout rate, and the graduation rate for ELL students is much lower than the district graduation rate.
Professional development has been designed for teachers working with ELL students, but the majority of the
offerings and attendance focused on testing and compliance rather than improvement strategies. Not all of the
ELL teaching staff are highly qualified, and there are still vacant positions for this year. The most challenging
aspect regarding the Language Acquisition Program in TUSD for ELL students is closing the achievement gap
in reading and math. In reading, there are three grade levels at which the achievement gap will never close at the
current rate ELL students are achieving. Even though reducing the achievement gap is brighter in mathematics
than reading, the least number of years to close the gap for any grade level is 12.1 years. Thus, TUSD must
improve services to ELLs in order to reduce the inequity demonstrated by the data and for ELLs to be college
and career ready.

Summary

The Tucson Unified School District provides for gifted education, special education, and English language
learners through a variety of models in the district. Not all of the models are offered at every school though the
district provides transportation for students to attend the school in order to receive the service. The district has
several board policies addressing equity and equal opportunity for learning and non-discrimination. The policies
fail to provide specific guidance for the design and delivery of instruction in the programs to ensure student
success. In addition, the ESL/Bilingual program uses a curriculum separate from the general curriculum, while
special education material is considered to be supplemental, and gifted and talented is considered differentiated.
Auditors identified multiple inconsistencies and inadequacies in a number of practices of these programs.
Specifically, inequities were noticed in identification of ethnicities in special education and GATE. Discipline,
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retention, graduation, and student achievement raised concern as to the equal opportunity for all students to be
successful. An expectancy that every student was capable of achieving and will learn was lacking.

Finding 3.4: The district lacks a formal professional development plan to increase teacher growth,
provide the necessary support for curriculum implementation, and support school improvement and
student achievement.

A sound professional development program is necessary for maintaining and advancing the proficiency of
educational leaders, instructional staff, and support personnel, as well as the orientation of new employees.
District leaders committed to improving student achievement recognize the need for professional development
for all employees of the district. Long-term change requires focused professional development planning and
plans. Professional development activities are an integral part of the program through policy and comprehensive,
long-range plans. Funding for professional development programs should be identifiable within the district
budget. Professional development policy and planning include participant evaluation of the various trainings
and also provide a means of assessing the effect of professional development on student outcomes. Systems
that do not provide adequate professional development for all staff lack an effective means to promote staff
growth and organizational change necessary to improve student achievement.

To determine the presence and effectiveness of professional development in the Tucson Unified School District,
auditors reviewed board policy, administrative regulations, district and campus improvement plans, employee
job descriptions, employee evaluation documents, staff/faculty handbooks, the Unitary Status Plan, and other
documents provided by the district. They also interviewed district personnel regarding professional development
plans and opportunities.

Auditors found board policy related to professional development. Auditors also found references to professional
growth in the Tucson Unified School District Consensus Agreement for 2013-2014, the 2013-2014 TUSD
Continuous Improvement Plan, in various job descriptions, in some campus staff/faculty handbooks, and
in campus-level professional development schedules. Auditors located specific professional development
requirements in the Unitary Status Plan for TUSD employees.

From their review, the auditors determined that while the district provides some professional development
activities, the individual campuses are responsible for much of the professional development that occurs in the
district. They further found that professional development activities vary from campus to campus, with little
common focus. The Tucson Unified School District does not have a comprehensive professional development
plan to provide direction for systemic development of all district staff, or to ensure that all professional
development requirements of the Unitary Status Plan are met (see Exhibit 3.4.3).

To determine the status of the design of professional development in the Tucson Unified School District, auditors
reviewed the documents listed in Exhibit 3.4.1.

Exhibit 3.4.1

List of Professional Development Documents Reviewed
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Document Reviewed Date
TUSD Board Policy April 2012
Arizona Department of Education - Professional Development 2014
Consensus Agreement 2013-14
Unitary Status Plan February 2013
TUSD Continuous Improvement Plan 2013-2014
Campus Goals and Mission Statements Various
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Exhibit 3.4.1 (continued)
List of Professional Development Documents Reviewed
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Document Reviewed Date
Campus Staff/Faculty Handbooks 2013-14
School Improvement Plans 2013-14
Campus Professional Development Schedules 2013-14
Business Leadership Team Plan December, 2013
Teacher/Principal Evaluation Process 2013
TUSD Budget 2011-12 through 2013-14
National Staff Development Survey Results — Pima County, AZ 2009
ADE CSPD Professional Development Grant 2011
Technology Strategy 2012-2015
Unitary Status Plan Budget Summary 2014
Professional Development Budget 2011-12 through 2013-14
Communications Plan 2013-14
Professional Development Evaluations Various
Professional Development Courses Related to Desegregation Plan 2012-2014
Professional Development Courses TUSD 2011-2014
Professional Development Attendance 2011-2013
Professional Development Procedures, Courses, and Payment No Date
Professional Development - Current Governing Board Members 2010-2014
Job Descriptions Various

The following documents made reference to professional development:

*  Board Policy GCI: Professional Staff Development states, “Employees are encouraged to participate in
professional meetings, conferences, and approved in-service activities for the purpose of professional
growth. As far as possible, Tucson Unified School District funds will be budgeted for these purposes.”

*  Board Policy ADF-R: Intercultural Proficiency says, “TUSD provides opportunities for staff to gain
knowledge about different cultural groups. Teachers receive training to help them use students’ family,
language, and culture as foundations for learning. Teachers receive training to help them work with
culturally and linguistically diverse students and parents. Professional development of all employees
is designed: To provide educational programs in human relations, racial/ethnic relations and human
rights. To provide educational programs for staff to develop the skill necessary to relate knowledgeably
and sensitively to people of different racial and ethnic origins. To provide educational programs for
staff on integration of multicultural curriculum materials into existing programs.”

*  Board Policy IHAA: English Instruction includes, “The Administrative Regulation will establish a plan
for language education which shall include the training and professional growth of employees involved
in the educational programs and activities governed by this policy.”

*  TUSD Continuous Improvement Plan Standard 1 states in ACTION STEP Leverage of all PD Resources,
“All Professional Development resources are coordinated to ensure leverage and alignment with district
and student achievement initiatives.”

(13

*  Business Leadership Team Plan under Personnel Focus requires “...establishing professional
development regarding existing, refined, and/or new operational protocol and standards that enhance
services in TUSD.”
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*  Unitary Status Plan references professional development in the areas of student assignment,
administrative and certificated staff, and discipline.

Job descriptions were examined to determine the role of personnel in the professional development process for
the Tucson Unified School District.

Exhibit 3.4.2

Professional Development Responsibilities in Job Descriptions

Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Job Title

Professional Development Responsibility

Superintendent

“Organizes District programs for effective teaching and learning.”

Deputy Superintendent

“Plans and develops Curriculum and Instruction and Professional
Development budget requirements.”

Assistant Superintendent High
School Leadership

“Provides differentiated professional development to all high school
principals.”

Assistant Superintendent —
Elementary and K-8 School
Leadership

“Provides differentiated professional development to all elementary and
K-8 principals.”

Executive Director — Exceptional
Education

“Plans and directs professional development to staff in collaboration with
appropriate personnel to meet the needs of exceptional and special-needs
population students.”

Director — Professional
Development

“Directs the coordination of District-wide staff development; eliminates
duplication and promotes efficient use of resources. Directs professional
development with appropriate personnel to implement culturally
responsive pedagogy and instruction as appropriate. Collaborates with
the Deputy and Assistant Superintendents to direct the design and delivery
of administrative, certificated, and classified professional development.
Directs and coordinates district wide training with administrators and
certified staff for programs including, but not limited to, Advanced
Academic Courses, Professional Learning Communities, Unitary Status
Plan (USP) and provides expertise, training, and resources necessary to
ensure successful professional development for all TUSD personnel.”

Director — Fine Arts

“Ensures that department’s professional development offerings are geared
towards meeting district goals.”

Director — Health Services

“Provides health related training for Teachers and other staff members...”

Director of Interscholastics

“Provide professional development opportunities for site administrators,
coaches and support staff.”

Directors — African American
Student Services; Mexican
American Student Services; Native
American Student Services

“Initiates and conducts student/parent/community departmental and other
District staff in-services and programs as required or needed.”

Director — Asian Pacific American
Student Services

“Under the supervision of the Deputy Superintendent and/or the
Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional Development Department the
Director will participate in the evaluation of models that meet the academic
needs of Pan Asian American students.”

Director — Advanced Learning
Experiences

“Attends, participates, and presents at workshops, conferences,
professional development opportunities, and school and community
meetings pertaining to Advanced Learning Experience programs.”
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Exhibit 3.4.2 (continued)

Professional Development Responsibilities in Job Descriptions

Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Job Title

Professional Development Responsibility

Director — Culturally Responsive
Pedagogy

“Directs educational approaches and practices which create and support
inclusive learning environments utilizing learner centered approaches that
emphasize students’ cultural assets, backgrounds, social conditions, and
individual strengths, while engaging families of students as partners in the
learning process.”

Director — Guidance, Counseling
and Student Service/Prevention
Programs

“Develop, plan and coordinate professional development, evaluation,
orientation, training, and workshops to counselors, other administrators,
principals, and teachers.”

Director — Language Acquisition

“Provide vision and leadership to support student achievement and...
determin[e] professional development areas and interfac[e] ELL programs
with district goals and initiatives.”

Director — School Improvement

“Direct school improvement teams in the alignment of professional
development for the effective implementation of the Turnaround Model.”

Director — Alternative Middle
School Programs

“Conduct weekly professional development for alternative programs
staffs.”

Directors of Elementary Schools;
Middle Schools; High Schools

“Coaches others in developing and improving school climate and culture.”

Director of Staff Services to
Governing Board Office

“Supervises, trains, evaluates and directs daily operational functions.
Conducts orientation for new Governing Board members regarding
operation and activities of the Board Office.”

Director — Transportation

“Directs hiring and training of transportation employees.”

Principal
Assistant Principal

“Personally models and supports professional growth for all...Develops
personal growth plans for self and all staff...Ensures quality staff
development at school site...Creates and supports learning communities. ...
Uses and models the use of technology...Models behaviors of a lifelong
learner.”

Instructional Staff Development
Specialist

“Coordinates and provides guidelines and training to classified employees
working with, or instructing students, such as Teacher Assistants,
Instructional Specialists, Intervention Technicians, and Tutor/ Advisors.
Provides professional development to para-professionals on areas such
as proper lifting, discipline, implementation of behavior plans, positive
reinforcement and other areas relevant to working with students with
disabilities.”

Professional Development
Specialist

“Designs, implements, and evaluates professional development program(s)
for TUSD classified staft.”

Staff Development and
Multicultural Curriculum
Integration Coordinator

“Provides professional development and sustains opportunities for
Educators to ensure that TUSD students are taught and master the skills
needed to compete and function in the global society. ”

Teacher Mentor

“This position serves as a facilitator, coach, resource, and advocate for
teachers, and will provide professional development opportunities as
appropriate.”

Coordinator — New Teacher
Induction

“...develops and implements a teacher induction system to provide multi-
year support for new teachers, building professional knowledge...”

Certified Teacher

“Demonstrate commitment to continuous learning.”
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As noted in Exhibit 3.4.2:

The Director of Professional Development has primary responsibility for a professional development
program in the Tucson Unified School District.

Other director level positions differ by department as to their role in professional development for the
district.

Personnel evaluation instruments provided additional expectations related to professional development.

Principal Evaluation Process Standard 2 indicates, “An education leader promotes the success of every
student by advocating, nurturing and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive
to student learning and staff professional growth.”

Teacher Evaluation Process Standard #9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice states, “The
teacher engages in ongoing professional learning and uses evidence to continually evaluate his/
her practice, particularly the effects of his/her choices and actions on other learners, families, other
professionals, and the community, and adapts practice to meet the needs of each learner.”

The auditors reviewed the Unitary Status Plan for professional development references related to the plan.
Exhibit 3.4.3 outlines those references.

Exhibit 3.4.3

Unitary Status Plan Professional Development References
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Page #

Professional Development References

LD.7. General Provisions: The Parties & Special Master shall review all professional development
deadlines

9,10

I1.E.3. Magnet Programs: Magnet School Plan - (vi) ensure that administrators and certificated
staff in magnet schools and programs have the expertise and training necessary to ensure successful
implementation of the magnet. (ix) provide necessary training and resources to magnet school and
program administrators and certificated staff

13

I1.J. Student Assignment: Professional Development 1. By Oct 1 of 2013-14, District shall ensure that
all administrators, certificated staff, and other staff involved in student assignment and/or enrollment
process receive training on new student assignment process and procedures.

14

II.LK.1.p. Student Assignment: A list or table of all formal professional development opportunities
offered in the District over the preceding year pursuant to the requirements of this Section, by
opportunity description, location held, and number of personnel who attended by position.

16

IV.B.3. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Hire or designate a director-level employee to
coordinate professional development and support efforts. This employee shall be responsible for: (a)
hiring or designating trainers for PD; (b) PD available at multiple times and at diverse locations; (c)
coordinating district level PD; (d) assisting school sites in required PD; (e) managing New Teacher
Induction Program; (f) developing and implementing support program for underperforming/struggling
teachers; and (g) developing and implementing leadership program for African American and Latino
administrators.

19

IV.E.2. Assignment of Administrators & Certificated Staff: Provide additional targeted training to
staff members involved in hiring and assignment.

20

IV.E.6. Assignment of Administrators & Certificated Staff: Develop a plan to support first year
teachers serving in schools where student achievement is below district average. The plan shall include
professional development targeted toward the specific challenges these teachers face.

22

IV.1.1. Professional Support: Amend New Teacher Induction Program to provide new teachers
foundation to become effective. Hire New Teacher Mentors.
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Exhibit 3.4.3 (continued)
Unitary Status Plan Professional Development References
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Page #

Professional Development References

22

IV.1.2. Professional Support: Develop plan & implement strategies to support underperforming or
struggling teachers regardless of length of service.

23

IV.1.4. Professional Support: Appropriate training for all site principals to build PLCs

23

IV.J.1. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Plan to ensure all administrators and certificated staff
have copies of Order and are trained on elements and requirements prior to 2013-2014 school year.

23

IV.J.2. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Designate or hire trainers for all certificated staff,
administrators, and para professionals to provide professional development to effectively implement
pertinent terms of this Order.

24

IV.J.3. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Ongoing professional development to include: a.
District’s prohibitions on discrimination or retaliation on basis of race and ethnicity; b. practical &
research-based strategies...; c.other training contemplated herein. Shall be offered on a regular basis,
both integrated into instructional days and in dedicated professional development time during the
summer or school year, as appropriate.

24

IV.J.4. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Targeted professional development pursuant to
evaluations as in need of improvement.

24,25

IV.J.5. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Provide all personnel involved in any part of hiring
process with annual training on diversity, competitive hiring process, District’s non-discrimination
policies, state and federal non-discrimination law. This is in addition to annual professional
development requirement.

25

IV.J.6. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Opportunity for administrators and certificated staff who
demonstrate best practices in their classrooms or schools to coach, mentor, or collaborate with others.

26

IV.K.1.n. Administrators & Certificated Staff: Description of New Teacher Induction Program by
race, ethnicity, and school site; 0. Description of teacher support program including data regarding
numbers and race or ethnicity of teachers in the program; p. copy of leadership plan to develop African
American and Latino administrators; and q. for all training and professional development information on
type of opportunity, location held, number of personnel attending by position; presenter, training outline,
and documents distributed.

28

V.A.2.d.iv. Quality of Education: Provide professional development to administrators and certificated
staff to identify and encourage African American and Latino students, including ELL students, to enroll
in ALEs.

30

V.A.3.a.iv. Quality of Education: Require all GATE teachers to be gifted-endorsed or to be in the
process of obtaining gifted endorsement.

30

V.A.4.iv. Quality of Education: Provide professional development to train all AAC teachers using
appropriate training and curricula, such as that provided by College Board.

31

V.A.5.d. Quality of Education: Encourage school personnel, including counselors and teachers,
through professional development, recognition, evaluation and other initiatives, to identify, recruit, and
encourage African American and Latino students including ELL student to apply.

32

V.E.1.b. Student Engagement and Support: Professional development and training for administrators
and certificated staff to teach socially and culturally relevant curriculum and engage African American
and Latino students.

36

V.E.4.c. Student Engagement and Support: Director of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy &
Instruction shall implement a professional development plan for administrators, certificated staft, and
paraprofessionals on how best to deliver courses of instruction and to engage AA and Latino students.

36

V.E.5.a. Student Engagement and Support: Provide all administrators and certificated staff with
training on how to create supportive and inclusive learning environments for AA and Latino students
with emphasis on curriculum, pedagogy and cultural responsiveness. Hire or designate individuals to
assist in providing ongoing support and training.
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Exhibit 3.4.3 (continued)
Unitary Status Plan Professional Development References
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014
Page # Professional Development References
V.E.7.f. Student Engagement and Support: Student support services staff who are part of academic
38 |intervention teams shall be trained to implement specific academic intervention plans and on use of data
systems used to monitor academic behavioral progress.
V.E.8.f. Student Engagement & Support: Student support services staff who are part of academic
40 |intervention teams shall be trained to implement specific academic intervention plans and on use of data
systems used to monitor academic behavioral progress.
V.F.1.j. Student Engagement & Support: District shall provide as part of its annual report: list or
42 |tables of any certificated staff who received additional certification pursuant to requirements of this
Section
V.F.1.t. Student Engagement & Support: District shall provide as part of its annual report: for all
training and professional development required by this Section , information by type of training, location
held, number of personnel who attended by position, presenter, training outline or presentation, and any
documents distributed.
46, 47 | VL.E.1-5. Discipline: Provide necessary training for Restorative Practices
VL.G.1.g. Discipline: District shall provide as part of Annual Report: details of each training on
49 | behavior or discipline held over the preceding year, including the dates, length, general description of
content, attendees, providers, agenda, and any handouts.
IX.B.4. Facilities & Technology: The District shall include in its professional development for all
54 | classroom personnel, as more fully addressed in Section (1V)(J)(3), training to support the use of
computers, smart boards and educational software in the classroom setting.
IX.C.1.e. Facilities & Technology: The District shall provide as part of its Annual Report: for all
training and professional development provided by the District, as required by this Section, information

43

55 on the type of training, location held, number of personnel who attended by position, presenter, training
outline and documents distributed.
55 X.A.3. Evidence-Based Accountability: District shall require all administrators, certificated staff, and

where appropriate, paraprofessionals, to undertake training on the EBAS.
Data Source: TUSD Unitary Status Plan

Exhibit 3.4.3 notes:

*  The Unitary Status Plan references professional development in sections related to Student Assignment,
Administrative and Certificated Staff, and Discipline.

» The Unitary Status Plan further references professional development in subsections related to magnet
programs, professional support, quality of education, student engagement and support, facilities and
technology, and evidence-based accountability.
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Auditors looked at district records of professional development activities related to the Unitary Status Plan.
Exhibit 3.4.4 shows the professional development provided for the current school year and the participant roster
figures.

Exhibit 3.4.4

Unitary Status Plan Professional Development activities for 20-2014
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
. Course | Personnel
Course Title Hours Enrolled
Culturally Relevant Courses Lesson Plan Development 25 5
Culturally Relevant Courses PLC 11 12
*Grant Tracker Training (7 sessions, 6 topics) 15 76
Life Skills Alternative to Suspension Program - Job alike 115 0
Mandatory Magnet Site Coordinator Training Parts 1-5 (7 sessions, 5 topics) 7 159
**Multicultural and Global Literature in the Classroom (3 sessions, 3 topics) 3 31
PBIS #1 - Getting Started/Learning Supports Coords (3 sessions) 2.5 45

PBIS #2 - Implementation/Learning Supports Coords (2 sessions) 34
PBIS #3 - Using Data Effectively/Learning Supports Coordinators 35
Student Assignment (3 sessions) 1,653

2
2
1
(SIIS) Student Identification and Intervention System Pilot Training #2 2 18
2
1

SIIS Training - WatchPoint & Intervention Documentation 11
Understanding the Unitary Status Plan (3 sessions) 3,331
Total Participants 5,410

Note: *Grant Tracker Sessions: African American Studies, Student Services, New Employees, LSCs (2 sessions), GT LSCs ,
Paid Interveners
**Multicultural & Global Sessions: AA, Span Mex, Nat Am/Russian, Arabic, Portuguese/Korean, Japanese, Chinese

Data Source: Excel List of PD for Desegregation Order (Dropbox)
Exhibit 3.4.4 notes:

» Thirty-four (34) professional development sessions are offered during the course of the school year,
with 24 different course topics covered during those sessions.

* Atotal of 5,410 employees are noted as participants in the 34 sessions to date.

*  One-hour courses on Student Assignment and Understanding the Unitary Status Plan have the greatest
enrollment with 1,653 and 3,331 participants, respectively.

Auditors reviewed campus goals and mission statements, school improvement plans, and staff/faculty handbooks
for references to professional development as a means of improving student achievement. Exhibit 3.4.5 shows
references to professional development in those three campus documents.
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Exhibit 3.4.5

Professional Development References in Campus Documents
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014

Documents Documents | Documents w/ | Documents w/
Document Available for w/ Prof Dev | No Prof Dev Limited Prof
Auditor Review | References References | Dev Reference

Campus Goals & Mission Statements 23 3 20 --

9-PLC only
School Improvement Plans 91 65 15 2 - Title I Tchrs
only
Staff/Faculty Handbooks 21 5 16 --
Data Source: Documents provided to auditors in Dropbox by district.

As noted in Exhibit 3.4.5:

e Twenty-three (23) of 91 campuses provided campus goals and missions for review, and of those only
three made reference to professional development or learning.

e Seventy-six (76) of 91 school improvement plans made some reference to professional development;
nine (9) referred only to professional development in relation to Professional Learning communities,
and two plans referenced professional development only for Title | teachers.

* Twenty-one (21) of 91 campuses provided staff/faculty handbooks for review, and of those only five
made reference to professional development.

Auditors examined individual campus professional development schedules and calendars for the 2013-14 school
year. Of 91 campuses, 81 professional development schedules were available for review. For the 81 campuses
reviewed, 191 different professional development activities were noted. Exhibit 3.4.6 shows a summary of
common professional development activities offered by campuses across the Tucson Unified School District,
and Exhibit 3.4.7 lists the most prevalent professional development activities (see Appendix B for individual
campus information).

Exhibit 3.4.6

Summary of Campus Professional Development activities for 2013-14
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Summary of Campus Professional Development

200 100%

180 90%

160 80%

140 70%

120 60%

100 50%
80 40%
60 30%
40 20%
20 10%

0 0%
Courses Courses Courses Courses Courses Courses

Offered by 75 Offered by 50 Offered by 25 Offered by 10 ~ Offered by Offered by

to 100 Percent to 74 Percent to 49 Percent to 24 Percent Fewer than 10  Only One

of Campuses of Campuses of Campuses of Campuses  Percent of Campus
Campuses

mmmm Number == Percent
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As noted in Exhibit 3.4.6:

»  Only two professional development activities, or one percent, were offered by at least 75 percent of the
campuses.

e Three activities, or two percent, were offered by at least 50 percent of the campuses.
» Five activities, or three percent, were offered by at least 25 percent of the campuses.
* Nine activities, or five percent, were offered by at least 10 percent of the campuses.

e One hundred seventy-two (172), or 90 percent, of the activities were offered by fewer than 10 percent
of campuses.

» One hundred eleven (111), or 58 percent, of the professional development activities were offered on
only one campus.

Exhibit 3.4.7

Prevalence of Campus Professional Development activities for 2013-14
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Prof Development Sessions # of Campuses % of Campuses
Offered on Multiple Campuses Offering Training Offering Training

C. Danielson Training 78 96
301 PLC 71 88
AIMS 46 57
ATI 48 59
Curr Dev/Planning 8 10
Data Analysis 44 54
Dept/Team Mtgs 15 19
Grade Level/Team Mtgs 21 26
Interventions 11 14
Math 12 15
Mission/Vision/Goals 11 14
PBIS 21 26
PLC 33 41
Student Engagement 9 11
SuccessMaker 23 28
Teachscape 39 48
Title I Update/Planning 17 21
Unitary Status Plan 9 11
Writing Prompts/Scoring 15 19
Data Source: TUSD Campus Professional Development calendars, schedules, and plans.

As noted in Exhibit 3.4.7:

» Charlotte Danielson (teacher evaluation) training was the most prevalent course offered, with 78
campuses (96 percent) noted.

e Curriculum development and planning was the least prevalent course offered, with eight campuses (10
percent) noted.

*  Only five common activities were offered on at least 50 percent of campuses.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 175



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 199 of 942

Based on TUSD board policy, district and campus improvement plans, job descriptions, principal and teacher
evaluations, campus professional development schedules, and other documents provided, auditors determined
that policy guidance was inadequate to direct professional development efforts. They further determined that
district planning documents were inadequate to provide direction for the district professional development
program. Job descriptions and evaluations were adequate, with the Director of Professional Development
assuming primary responsibility for the development and administration of the district professional development
program, while evaluations provided expectations for ongoing professional growth. Campus professional
development schedules and calendars indicate the lack of district focus and oversight related to professional
development sessions, as evidenced by large numbers of professional growth activities occurring on only one
campus.

The audit uses 18 criteria for assessing the adequacy and effectiveness of professional development programs.
Exhibit 3.4.8 presents the audit characteristics and the auditors’ ratings of those criteria for Tucson Unified
School District. Specific explanations for each rating follow the exhibit.

Exhibit 3.4.8

Audit Characteristics of a Comprehensive Professional Development Plan
And Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
Characteristics Auditors” Rating
Adequate | Inadequate
Policy
1. Has policy that directs staff development efforts. X
2. Fosters an expectation for professional growth. X
3. Is for all employees. X
Planning and Design
4. s based on a careful analysis of data and is data-driven.
5. Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse function X
in place.
6. Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional development X
goals.
7. Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating innovations X
related to mission.
8. Has a professional development mission in place. X
9. Is built using a long-range planning approach. X
10. Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development in a systemic X
manner.
11. Focuses on organizational change—staff development efforts are aligned X
to district goals.
Delivery
12. _Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to Partial
increase productivity.
13. Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, X
and institutionalization.
14. Is based on human learning and development and adult learning X
15. Uses a variety of professional development approaches. X
16. Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure X
improvement.
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Exhibit 3.4.8 (continued)
Audit Characteristics of a Comprehensive Professional Development Plan
And Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach
Tucson Unified School District
January 2014

Auditors’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate
17. Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer of staff supervised. Partial
Evaluation

Characteristics

18. Requires an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources
of information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on X
actual change in behavior.

Total 3 15
Percentage 17%

Partial ratings are counted as inadequate

Exhibit 3.4.8 shows that the district’s professional development plan satisfied three, or 17 percent, of the 18
audit criteria. Two criteria were rated partially adequate and therefore did not receive credit. A program or plan
is considered adequate if it meets 70 percent of the audit criteria. Therefore, auditors rated the professional
development plan as inadequate. The following comments provide explanations for the ratings in Exhibit 3.4.8.

Criterion 1: Policy (Inadequate)

Policy GCI: Professional Staff Development encourages but does not require employees to participate in
professional development activities. Board Policy ADF-R: Intercultural Proficiency and Board Policy IHAA:
English Instruction also address professional development but only in the context of their respective areas.
There is no policy that directs the district to develop a comprehensive professional development program.

Criterion 2: Expectation for professional growth (Adequate)

As noted above, there are limited policies that address professional development. However, the district
continuous improvement plan speaks to professional development, stating, “All Professional Development
resources are coordinated to ensure leverage and alignment with district and student achievement initiatives.”
Personnel evaluations also include expectations for ongoing professional growth, as noted in the principal
evaluation: “An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, nurturing and sustaining
a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth.” The
teacher evaluation states, “The teacher engages in ongoing professional learning...” Further, the district allows
for early release of students each Wednesday to provide time for the purpose of professional training.

Criterion 3: For all employees (Inadequate)

Policy does not speak to an expectation for all personnel and professional growth. The plans shared with the
auditors are vague regarding professional development for personnel other than instructional employees.

Criterion 4: Data-driven (Inadequate)

Campus professional development activities related to data analysis were noted in 54 percent of the campus
plans and schedules. However, there was no documentation presented to support the use of the analyzed data
to inform future decisions related to professional development.

Criterion 5: System-wide coordination with clearinghouse function (Inadequate)

In order to meet adequacy, there would need to be records for campus initiated professional development
activities and records maintained for all personnel at the district level (to include para-professionals, maintenance
and grounds crews, and all other service personnel). Additionally, professional development activities would
go through the clearinghouse in order to avoid duplication of efforts and/or dates. Professional development
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records shared with the auditors were for district level training and were presented in an Excel format, indicating
that a clearinghouse function does not exist for TUSD.

Criterion 6: Necessary funding (Adequate)

Although Board Policy GCI: Professional Staff Development states, “As far as possible, Tucson Unified School
District funds will be budgeted for these purposes,” professional development funding is evident in Title 11
allocations and the Desegregation Plan budget. The 2013-14 Unitary Status Plan Budget shared with auditors
indicated a total of $7.3 million for professional development, with $1.9 million designated as desegregation
and $5.3 million designated as non-desegregation funding. The Title II-A budget for 2013-14 shared with
auditors included $2.8 million for professional development and technology.

Criterion 7: Plan providing a framework (Inadequate)

There is no single plan that outlines a framework to support this criterion. Integration of specific strategies is
further addressed by Criterion 13, which speaks to initiation, implementation, and institutionalization. Criterion
13 was also found to be inadequate.

Criterion 8: Professional development mission (Inadequate)

A mission statement for professional development was not found in board policy or district goals, indicating a
lack of direction from the board.

Criterion 9: Long-range planning (Inadequate)

The only example of long-range planning was indicated in the Technology Strategy 2012-2015, which speaks
only to professional development related to technology and technology implementation.

Criterion 10: Systematic approach (Inadequate)

Professional development activities are planned and implemented by the district and school sites, with school
sites primarily responsible for their own growth. Professional Development Academic Trainers, Teacher
Mentors, and other designated personnel are utilized as professional development trainers, but opportunities
for training vary by campus. Interviews with district personnel indicate that district training typically occurs
during the summer months, while campuses are responsible for most trainings during the school year. Campus
documents presented to the auditors indicated varying numbers and types of trainings offered.

Criterion 11: Aligned to district goals (Inadequate)

District goals are silent on the topic of professional growth, so this criterion is found to be inadequate. TUSD
Continuous Improvement Plan Standard 1 includes as an action step, “All Professional Development resources
are coordinated to ensure leverage and alignment with district and student achievement initiatives.” And the
Business Leadership Team Plan under Personnel Focus stipulates, “...establishing professional development
regarding existing, refined, and/or new operational protocol and standards that enhance services in TUSD.”
District mission and goals, however, do not address a professional development program for Tucson Unified
School District.

Criterion 12: Research-based (Partially Adequate)

Professional development activities and training session lists shared with the auditors indicate that topics and
training models such as the Danielson Framework are research-based. However, based on training activities
found in the campus professional development plans (see Appendix B), sessions also included grade level and
department meetings, as well as titles unique to individual campuses. This criterion was determined to be only
partially adequate.

Criterion 13: Initiation, implementation, and institutionalization (Inadequate)

No evidence was presented to address these three stages of change.
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Criterion 14: Adult learning (Inadequate)

Some of the professional development offerings include strategies such as staff collaboration, application in
the classroom, and varied approaches to presentation. However, of follow-up support, review of progress in
implementation, and evaluation to see the worth of new learning are missing.

Criterion 15: Variety of approaches (Adequate)

Campus professional development schedules provided to auditors indicate several approaches utilized to deliver
professional development. During campus visits, principal interviews revealed the use of book studies, on-line
learning, and professional learning community time and collaboration.

Criterion 16: Follow-up and on-the-job application (Inadequate)

In the analysis of documents provided auditors found no evidence of a systematic approach to monitor the
application of new knowledge. While new teachers are provided with on-the-job application, evidence was not
presented to indicate that all personnel are included. Interview data support this determination.

Criterion 17: Supervisor as staff developer (Partially Adequate)

Supervisors as professional developers are noted in current job descriptions. Although the superintendent
job description includes only “Organizes District programs for effective teaching and learning,” the current
superintendent conducts professional training for district administrators. A sample of supervisors as professional
developers include:

* Assistant Superintendent—High School Leadership—“Provides differentiated professional
development to all high school principals.”

* Directors of Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, High Schools—*“Coaches others in developing and
improving school climate and culture.”

*  Principal & Assistant Principal—“Personally models and supports professional growth for all...”
Criterion 18: Evaluation (Inadequate)

Auditors were presented with evaluations of some district professional development sessions completed by
participants of the sessions. However, no evidence of an evaluation process that is ongoing, includes multiple
sources of information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on actual change in behavior was
presented to the auditors for review.

Auditors interviewed district personnel to determine the nature of professional development in the Tucson
Unified School District. The following comments were noted:

*  “There is no systemic plan for professional development.” (District Administrator)

*  “We need more consistency in professional development. Too much inconsistency. It varies from
building to building.” (District Administrator)

e “Summer professional development was an opportunity but not mandatory.” (Campus Administrator)

*  “We need strategic alignment for professional development. | have been asked to create a district PD
plan. Up until this year it was a frivolous task. They were not aligned until this year. Now I can write
a comprehensive district plan.” (District Administrator)

e “This year the other district training has been the Danielson model for appraisals. With the exception of
EEI, Danielson, and Teachscape, there has been no other professional development across the district.”
(District Administrator)

*  “There isn’t a lot of well-advertised district professional development. But our new superintendent is
trying to revive district-focused professional development.” (Campus Administrator)

“We have weekly professional development with the superintendent teaching us.” (Campus
Administrator)

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 179



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 203 of 942

» “There has been a lack of professional development for teachers on how to work with district students.
We don’t focus on culturally responsive practices to help teachers.” (District Administrator)

*  “Ethnic/multi-cultural training is severely needed in the schools to get people to understand other
cultures.” (Campus Administrator)

*  “Wednesday PD is an area of weakness—they vary in times and content. Sometimes they are just a
staff meeting.” (Campus Administrator)

» “Each school turns in professional development plans to the supervisors describing what is going to be
done for the year. It is site-based and not district controlled. They do everything from A to Z, all over
the place.” (District Administrator)

*  “On Wednesdays [schools] are involved in site-based training and we do not know the effectiveness of
this. We do not collect evaluations of our professional development.” (District Administrator)

e “TUSD devotes individual professional development time after school on Wednesdays for teachers, yet
instruction remains the same. There needs to be changes.” (Community Member)

*  “Professional development is like a huge piece of Swiss cheese. As an administrator, I have tried to
plan professional development to support district initiatives, but if initiatives between Title | and the
district don’t match, it creates tension. We would get more bang for our bucks if things were better
aligned.” (Campus Administrator)

In summary, auditors found that professional development is occurring in the Tucson Unified School District at
the district and campus levels to varying degrees and that some components of a professional development plan
are in place. However, the current components do not provide for focused, ongoing training for all employees
of the district. Additionally, there is no vehicle to ensure that initiation, implementation, institutionalization,
and evaluation occur and that student performance increases as a result of improved staff performance.

Finding 3.5: The district has been under court order for more than 34 years to create a unitary system
that provides equity and equal opportunity for all students. Efforts to achieve those ends have been
ineffective. Practices have perpetuated a two-tier system of haves and have-nots student groups.

The objective of educational equity efforts is to produce comparable academic outcomes for all students. In
order to produce such outcomes, students need to have equal access to programs and services, and equitable
support that address their unique needs.

In order to determine if students had equal access and equitable support in Tucson Unified School District, the
audit team reviewed files that included court documents, policies, plans, test data, program participation, and
performance outcomes. Auditors also interviewed central office administrators, principals, teachers, parents,
and community members and visited district schools to observe classroom activities.

The audit team found that the district was the losing defendant in desegregation suits filed in 1974 and, as a
result, has been under a court-supervised desegregation order for most of the years since the filings. The court
has given adequate general and specific guidance as to what must be done to provide equity and equal access to
all district students, in particular African American and Hispanic students, plaintiffs in the 1974 suits. In spite
of the guidance, the data show—and court records substantiate—that the district has failed to provide evidence
of efforts to implement the court’s directives.

Data reviewed by the audit team show that male, economically disadvantaged and exceptional education
students and English language learners were retained in grade at higher rates than other students. These same
groups, along with African American and Hispanic students, were under-represented in desirable Advanced
Learning Experiences, such as honors, Advanced Placement, and gifted and talented courses, and have not had
equal access to the district’s prestigious University High School. Achievement pass rates for some student
groups and achievement gaps have expanded. Dropout rates have increased and graduation rates have declined.
In general, these conditions have persisted over the five years since the district was temporarily granted unitary
status in 2008 (later revoked by court order). Finally, auditors determined that leadership, infrastructure, and
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support for equity and equal access have been either inadequate or ineffective, as indicated by a lack of central
office direction with regard to staffing, budgeting, data management, and magnet schools.

In summary, the district design for equal access and equity is extensive but inadequate, and actions have been
ineffective in implementing the court’s orders.

An exhaustive list of equity and equal access documents consulted by auditors is provided in Finding 3.3.
However, the following are key documents reviewed by the audit team to determine if the district staff had
adequate guidance to develop and implement the plans necessary to provide equity and equal access for students:

*  Brief, Fisher, Mendoza, et al. v. Tucson Unified School District, Nos. 10-15124, 10-15375, 10-15407,
(9™ Cir. 1980).

*  Mendoza v. United States., 623 F.2d 1338 (9" Cir. 1980), cert denied, 450 U.S. 912 (1981).

»  Unitary Status Plan, Fisher, et al v. Tucson Unified School District, 74-cv-00090-DCB (D. Ariz., 2013).
This document contains detailed requirements regarding equity and equal access for the district’s
students.

*  Unity Status Plan, Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1450-1, filed 02/20/13.

*  Unitary Status Plan Annual Report 2012-2013, Fisher, Mendoza, et al. v. Tucson Unified School
District, 74-cv-00090-DCB (D. Ariz., 2014).

*  Board Policy ADF: Intercultural Proficiency provides direction for programs that “support...respect
for...rights and...freedoms for all, regardless of race, gender, socioeconomic status, linguistic
proficiency, language, ethnicity, national origin, religion, age, disability, sexual orientation, or gender
identity/expression.”

*  Board Policy GBA: Equal Opportunity states, “Discrimination against an otherwise qualified individual
with a disability or any individual by reason of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, age, or
national origin is prohibited. Efforts will be made in recruitment and employment to ensure equal
opportunity in employment for all qualified person.”

* Board Policy IKE: Promotion, Retention, Acceleration and Appeal states that with regard to English
language learners, “The District will employ...interventions...in a way that language considerations
will not be a factor in any retention decision.”

*  Board Policy JG: Equal Education Opportunities & Anti-Harassment grants students “[t]he right...to
participate fully in classroom instruction [regardless] of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, age,
national origin, and disability, or any other reason not related to the student’s individual capabilities.”

*  Board Policy JK: Student Discipline states, “To ensure fairness, a student whose conduct may warrant
discipline, suspension or expulsion will be provided due process as required by law.”

While guidance is extensive, it did not satisfy audit policy criteria (see Finding 1.1). Further, given the context
of long-standing court orders to provide equity and equal opportunity and the court-documented lack of success
on the part of leaders and staff in accommodating those requirements, auditors concluded that existing policy
statements lacked the force and direction necessary to motivate and guide district employees to take required
actions. In view of these findings, policy statements were inadequate.

The district had many plans (Finding 1. 2), but the one most impacting equity and equal access is the court-
mandated and governing board-approved Unitary Status Plan. This document prescribes in detail actions to be
accomplished, numerical goals to be achieved, and the accountability data that must be submitted to the court
on a fixed schedule. Though the plan is extensive, the audit concluded that is incomplete, because, in many
instances, it is a plan that requires preparation of supporting plans. Therefore, the design is incomplete and
inadequate without the supporting plans.

Given the status of policy and plans, auditors determined that, in its present state, the design for student equity
and equal access is inadequate.
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To assess the delivery of equity and equal access in the district, auditors sampled several pertinent areas of
district operations. The results of those samplings are described below.

Ethnic Diversity of Students and Teachers

The court-ordered Unitary Status Plan states, “The District shall seek to enhance the racial and ethnic diversity
of its administrators and certified staff through its recruitment, hiring, assignment, promotion, pay, demotion,
and dismissal practices and procedures.” This requirement recognize that educators who reflect the diversity of
the student body create a more culturally sensitive environment, provide role models for students, and contribute
to students’ sense of belonging. Exhibit 3.5.1 compares the ethnicity of the teaching staff to that of the most
prominent student ethnic groups over recent school years.

Exhibit 3.5.1

Ethnic Distribution of Students and Teachers
Tucson Unified School District

2009-2013
C w» c w C w C nllS 2D 1% C w»n c wn » 1%
Year (S 5 2|CE5S|lla sl sC|l|lRE=-|8€EC|S5=|SE5c| == = G
= S|lE 2 © = Sl a3l ac|lls SIS E® S @
TEZ|ITER|VEFNEE|EE|E-R||7E3|7EE| B2 | B8
2009-10| 7.6 3.6 2.8 1.3 56.2 24.1 45 0.9 29.8 68.3
2010-11| 5.7 3.5 2.5 14 60.6 23.9 3.9 11 24.9 67.8
2011-12| 5.6 3.3 2.6 1.8 61.3 24.4 3.8 1.0 24.1 66.9
2012-13| 5.6 3.5 2.4 18 62.3 24.8 3.7 1.0 23.3 67.2
Sources: Appendix D, Unity Status Plan, Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1450-1, filed 02/20/13 and e-mail, subject: Teacher
Demographics (3), from the Desegregation Director s office, 02/28/14.

Exhibit 3.5.1 shows that, during school years 2009-10 through 2012-13, disparities between the ethnic
composition of the major student groups and teachers remained unchanged. Specifically, the following

conditions are evident:
* African Americans make up approximately 5.6 percent of students and 3.5 percent of teachers.
* Asian Americans make up approximately 2.5 percent of students and 1.8 percent of teachers.

» Hispanics are the largest student group at roughly 61 percent but make up only 24 percent of the
teaching staff.

* Native Americans comprise approximately four percent of students and one percent of teachers.

»  Whites make up approximately 24 percent of students and 67 percent of the teachers.
The data show that, over the past few years, the district staff has not reflected the diversity of the students served.
District employees made the following comments to auditors regarding staff diversity:

e “We have enough money to implement the [Unity Status Plan, but] all of the pieces to manage it are not
in place....We need good people in high positions [to implement the Plan]....It’s the politics of adding
staff that prevents us from getting the people we need....There is a huge resistance to hiring people....
[That’s why] we are not complying with the Unity Status Plan....” (District Administrator)

* “Hiring bonuses were taken out of the recruiting plan.” (District Administrator)
e “We need to start growing our own minority leadership in the district.” (Instructional Support Staff)

Representation of Student Groups in Advanced Learning Opportunities, Disciplinary actions, and
Dropout and Graduation Rates
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Next, auditors turned their attention to sampling areas that reflect equity and equal access for students. The
results of those samplings are reflected in the charts and tables presented as exhibits in the remaining sections
of this finding. Readers should keep the following in mind while reviewing those exhibits:

* All percentages have been rounded based on conventional rounding procedures.

» Incharts where a percentage appears over two or more columns, it indicates that the percentages for the
years represented are approximately equal due to rounding.

*  Most bar charts in this finding cover three or more years, but only two percentages appear above the
set of bars; they are percentages for the first and last school years of the period represented in the chart.

Equal Access to High Level Educational Opportunities

The Quality of Education section on the Unitary Status Plan identifies University High School (UHS) for
special measures to ensure that students have equal access to that institution and are retained therein. UHS,
grades 9-12, is the district’s “exam school” (admission by examination). To determine the representation of
various student subpopulations at UHS, auditors compared the ethnicity of the overall district enroliment to the
ethnicity of students enrolled at UHS. Exhibit 3.5.2 shows the results of those comparisons for school years
2011-12 and 2012-13.

Exhibit 3.5.2

Comparison of Grades 9-12 Student Enrollment to University High School Enrollment
Tucson Unified School District
2011-2013

m2011-2012 =2012-2013

Percentntages

13%
12

6% 6

%y 39

20, 4%

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

% 9-12 % UHS
Pop.  Pop.

White ‘ Hisp/Latino AfAm NaAm AsPacAm MultiR

Source: Appendix 7 of the Annual Report...[on the Unity Status Plan], Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB
Document 1549-8, filed 01/31/14.

Exhibit 3.5.2 compares the ethnic composition of TUSD enrollment in grades 9-12 to the ethnicity of students
at UHS during school years 2011-12 and 2012-13. Results show that:

* During 2011-12, White students comprised 29 percent of the district enrollment in grades 9-12 and 51
percent of the UHS enrollment. In 2012-13, Whites comprised 30 percent of the enrollment in grades
9-12 and 52 percent of the UHS enrollment.

* For both years:

o Hispanic/Latino students were about 55 percent of the student population in grades 9-12, but only
30 percent of the UHS student body.
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o African Americans constituted six percent of the grades 9-12 district enrollment and one or two
percent of the UHS enrollment.

o Native Americans were three percent of the district enrollment in grades 9-12 and one percent of
the UHS enrollment.

o Multi-racial students constituted two percent of the district’s grades 9-12 enrollment and four
percent of UHS enrollment.

* Asian/Pacific Americans comprised three and four percent of district enrollment, respectively, during
2011-12 and 2012-13, and 12 and 13 percent of the UHS enrollment during those years.

* The following student groups were overrepresented during both years at UHS: Whites (by approximately
20 percentage points) and Asians (by nine percentage points). For those years, Hispanics were
underrepresented by 25 percent.

In response to an inquiry regarding the court order to make UHS more accessible to all students, especially to
qualified students from groups that have been de facto, traditionally excluded, one board member said, “We
are lowering the standards to allow Kids to enter into one of our best schools in the district. We should not be
lowering standards. I think that’s a shame.”

Advanced Learning Experiences (ALE) include such programs as gifted and talented (GATE), honors, Advanced
Placement (AP), and the International Baccalaureate (IB). Auditors analyzed student participation in selected
ALE to determine if it was representative of the overall student population. Exhibits 3.5.3 through 3.5.10 show
the results of comparing overall district enrollment to the student participation in ALE. Exhibit 3.5.3 shows the
participation of one set of student groups in GATE programs.

Exhibit 3.5.3

Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13

62%

Percent Enrollment Dist v. GATE

% Dist % GATE %Dist % GATE %Dist % GATE % Dist % GATE
White White AfAm AfAm Hisp Hisp NaAm NaAm

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 28, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.3 shows the following with regard to representation of White, African American, Hispanic, and
Native American students in GATE programs for school years 2008-09 through 2012-13:

*  Enrollment in GATE was not representative of the ethnicity of the student population.

* Atthebeginning of the five-year period, 2008-09, White students were overrepresented by approximately
seven percentage points; their overrepresentation during the last year was 15 percentage points.
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* Hispanics were underrepresented by six percentage points during the first year and by 12 points during
the last year.

* African American and Native American students were slightly underrepresented each year.

Exhibit 3.5.4 shows the participation of a second set of student groups in the GATE program. Note that
exceptional education (SPED) students are included in the chart. Auditors have no expectation that SPED
students will be represented in the GATE program in the same proportion as their presence in the general
student population. The reason is that some conditions that qualify students for SPED status have adverse
effects on educational performance. However, all SPED students were included in the analysis of proportional
participation because privacy laws and regulations prevent the identification of individual students and their
qualifying conditions.

Exhibit 3.5.4

Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13

14%

Percent Enrollment Dist v. GATE

% Dist % GATE % Dist % GATE % Dist % GATE % Dist % GATE
AsAm  AsAm MultiR MultiR  SPED SPED ELL ELL

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 28, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.4 shows the following with regard to the representation of Asian American, Multi-racial, and
exceptional education students, as well as English language learners, in GATE programs during school years
2008-09 through 2012-13:

» Enrollment was not representative of the ethnicity of these student groups.

* Asian American and Multi-racial students were overrepresented; exceptional education students and
English language learners were underrepresented.
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Exhibit 3.5.5 shows the participation of a third set of student groups in the GATE program.
Exhibit 3.5.5

Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment: Set 3
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 =2011-12 =2012-13

63%

529%
) Cos%  s1 o S1% o0,
48% 49% o 49%

53%

41%
39%

Percent Enrollment Dist v. GATE

% Dist % GATE % Dist Male % GATE % Dist % GATE
Female Female Male FARM FARM

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 22, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.5 highlights the following concerning district enrollment and GATE representation of female, male,
and economically disadvantaged (FARM) students from 2008-09 through 2012-13:

*  GATE participation of male and female students was consistent with their representation in the general
student population.

*  FARM students continued to be underrepresented, and their representation remained static even as
their percentage of the district population increased from 53 percent to 63 percent.

Overall, enrollment in the GATE program was not representative of student groups that constitute the
district population. White, Asian, and Multi-racial students were overrepresented, while English language
learners as well as economically disadvantaged, African American, and exceptional education students were
underrepresented. A community member said of the GATE program, “Minority students in TUSD have always
been discriminated against because they were minority...because they spoke a language other than English and
because their English was not as proficient as some desired....[T]he tests used for placement in gifted classes
have been biased culturally.....”

Auditors found that the GATE program had multiple delivery models (pull-out, clustering, and self-
contained classrooms) that varied across schools without an identifiable rationale. A district administrator
told auditors, “There is nothing in writing to identify the rationale for the current [distribution of Advanced
Learning Experiences among schools (e.g., gifted and talented and honors programs, AP, and the International
Baccalaureate)].” Further, those varied models did not generate consistent student achievement results (see

Finding 3.3).
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Honors programs available to students in grades 6 through 12 reflected patterns of over- and under-representation
similar to those auditors identified in the GATE program. Exhibits 3.5.6 and 3.5.7 show the participation of
selected groups in the honors program.

Exhibit 3.5.6

Honors Program Enrollment: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m2011-12 m=2012-13 2013-14

60% 61%

Percent Enrollment Gr 6-12 v. Honors

% Stu % White % Stu % AfAm % Stu  %Hisp % Stu % NaAm % Stu %
White Honors AfAM Honors  Hisp  Honors NatAm Honors FARM FARM
Honors

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit, January 22, 2014,
Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.6 shows the following with regard to the representation of White, African American, Hispanic,
Native American, and economically disadvantaged (FARM) students in the honors program for school years
2013-14:

Honors enrollment was not representative of overall student demographics.

White students were overrepresented by approximately 12 points throughout the five-year period, even
as their representation in the overall district population declined.

African American and Native American students were slightly underrepresented (by one or two
percentage points) during each year.

Hispanics were underrepresented by 10 percentage points at the beginning of the period; the
representation gap narrowed to six points by the last year.

Underrepresentation for FARM students narrowed from 19 points in the first year to 16 percentage
points in the last.
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Exhibits 3.5.7 show the participation of other relevant groups in the honors program.
Exhibit 3.5.7

Honors Program Enrollment: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13 2013-14

Percent Enrolled Gr 6-12 v. Honors

% Stu % AsAm % Stu Mult % Mult % Stu % SPED % Stu ELL % ELL
AsAm Honors Honors SPED Honors Honors

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 22, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.7 shows the following with regard to the representation of Asian American, Multi-racial, and
exceptional education (SPED) students, as well as English language learners (ELL), in the honors program for
the school years 2008-09 through 2013-14:

» Honors enrollment was not representative of the ethnicity of the overall student population in grades 6
through 12 for all groups.

* District enrollment of Asian American students in grades 6 through 12 remained constant at three
percent, while Honors enrollments for those students declined by one percentage points.

» SPED students and ELL were underrepresented for the entire period.

In summary, White students were overrepresented in the honors program while ELL, Hispanic, exceptional
education, and FARM students were substantially underrepresented.
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The district offers Advanced Placement (AP) courses at its high schools. Auditors reviewed data to determine
if enrollment in AP courses was representative of ethnic groups in the general student population and if those
groups had similar levels of success on course examinations. Exhibits 3.5.8 and 3.5.9 compare overall student
enrollment in grades 11 and 12 to enrollment in AP courses for those same grades. (Caution: AP enrollment
percentages incorporate duplicate counts because a student may enroll in one or more AP courses.)

Exhibit 3.5.8

Advanced Placement Course Enrollment: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
2008-14

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13 2013-14

53% 4 4%
0
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Percentage Enrollment HS v. AP
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%Stu %AP  %Stu %AP %Stu %AP %Stu % AP %Stu % AP
White White AfAm AfAm  Hisp Hisp NaAm NaAm FARM FARM

Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 22, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.8 shows the following with regard to the representation of White, African American, Hispanic,
Native American and economically disadvantaged (FARM) students enrolled in grades 9 through 12 AP courses
during school years 2008-09 through 2013-14:

»  Whites were overrepresented by 18 percentage points at the beginning of the period and by 10 percent
age points in the final year.

* African American and Native American students were consistently underrepresented by one or two
percentage points.

» Hispanics were under-represented, by 18 percentage points at the beginning of the period and by 10
percentage points at the end of the period.

* FARM students were underrepresented by approximately 18 percentage points for the entire period.

*  There was little change in the relative representation of groups in the AP program.
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Exhibit 3.5.9 compares the overall student enrollment in grades 9 through 12 to the enrollment of a second set
of student subgroups in AP courses for those same grades.

Exhibit 3.5.9

Advanced Placement Course Enrollment: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014

=2008-09 2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 m=2012-13 2013-14
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Sources: Advanced Learning Experiences - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 22, 2014, Department of Accountability and Research, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.9 shows the following with regard to the representation of Asian American, Multi-racial, and
exceptional education students (SPED) and English language learners (ELL) in AP courses during school years
2008-09 through 2013-14:

* High school enrollment of Asian Americans was constant at three percent; their AP over-representation
of five percentage points in the first year declined to two percentage points in the last.

e Multi-racial student participation was consistent with their high school enrollment.

» SPED were underrepresented by approximately 12 points throughout. ELL were also underrepresented,
in range of one to five points.

* In most instances, the relative representation of groups changed little or not at all.
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Auditors also reviewed the performance of ethnic groups on AP/IB examinations. Exhibit 3.5.10 displays the
following data for minority and non-minority students in grades 11 and 12 during school year 2012-13: overall
district enrollment, enrollment in AP/IB courses, and pass rates on 4P/IB examination. Pass rates are calculated
using the percentage of students within each subgroup who scored 3 or above on a 5-point scale, making them
eligible for college credit.

Exhibit 3.5.10

Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate Examination Pass Rates
Tucson Unified School District
2012-13

54% 33%

AP/IB Enrollment v. Exam Pass Rates

o 5 5 5 5 5

‘White ‘ AfAm‘ Hisp ‘NaAm‘AsAm‘ Multi ‘Female‘ Male ‘SPED‘ ELL ‘FARM‘

Source.: Advanced Placement Course Enrollment and Exam Score >= 3 - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14
Curriculum Audit, January 22, 2014, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.10 shows the following with regard to 2012-13 4P/IB enrollment and pass rates for ethnic and
gender groups, exceptional education students (SPED), English language learners (ELL), and economically
disadvantaged students (FARM):

Among ethnic groups, White students had the highest enrollment and pass rates at 45 and 54 percent,
respectively; Hispanic students had the second highest enrollment and pass rates at 39 and 29 percent,
respectively.

Asian students ranked third with an enrollment rate of nine percent and a 13 percent pass rate.

ELL, African American, Native American, Multi-racial, and SPED students had the lowest enrollment
and pass rates, all at three percent or less.

Females had higher enrollment rates than males (55 percent versus 45 percent) and slightly higher pass
rates than males (51 percent versus 49 percent).

FARM students constituted 32 percent of the enrollment and had a pass rate of 18 percent.

White and Hispanic students had the highest enrollment and pass rates.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 191



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 215 of 942

Retentions in Grade

Retaining a pupil in grade can promote or jeopardize the student’s educational success. Retentions can also
reflect bias or indicate that students are not receiving the full benefit of necessary or customary support services.
To identify retention trends, auditors reviewed statistics for the five most recent school years. Exhibits 3.5.11
through 3.5.13 compare district enrollment to retention rates for various student groups. Percentages reflect
students who were enrolled on the last day of the school year, returned the following year, and remained in the
same grade.

Exhibit 3.5.11

Retention Rates: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
2008-13

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13
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Source: Student Retention (Grades K-8) - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,

January 22, 2014, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).
Exhibits 3.5.11 shows the following with regard to district enrollment and retention rates for Hispanic, male,
female, and economically disadvantaged (FARM) students for school years. 2008-09 through 2012-13, for
kindergarten through grade 8:

» Hispanic students were overrepresented by eight percentage points in 2008-09; that declined to three
percentage points by 2012-13.

* Female enrollment remained almost unchanged, while their underrepresentation in retentions increased
from eight percentage points in 2008-09 to 14 points in 2012-13. During the same period, male
overrepresentation in retentions increased to 14 percentage points.

* FARM students were overrepresented by seven points during the first year; by the last year,
overrepresentation had risen to 10 percentage points.
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Exhibits 3.5.12 compares district enrollment to retention rates for a second set of student groups.
Exhibit 3.5.12

Retention Rates: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
2008-13

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m=2011-12 =2012-13
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Source: Student Retention (Grades K-8) - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum Audit,
January 22, 2014, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibits 3.5.12 shows the following with regard to district enrollment and retention rates for Whites, African
Americans, Native Americans, and Asian Americans for school years 2008-09 —2012-13, kindergarten through
grade 8:

» Although there were spikes over the years, retention rates for White, African American, and Asian
American students were the same at the beginning and end of the review period, 18, seven, and one
percentage points, respectively.

*  Whites and Asian Americans were slightly underrepresented in retentions, while African Americans
and Native Americans were slightly overrepresented.

* Native American students experienced a gradual rise in retention rates.
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Exhibits 3.5.13 compares district enrollment to retention rates for a third set of student groups.
Exhibit 3.5.13

Retention Rates: Set 3
Tucson Unified School District
2008-13
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Source: Student Retention (Grades K-8) - Selected Statistics for the 2013-14 Curriculum
Audit, January 22, 2014, TUSD (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibits 3.5.13 shows the following with regard to district enrollment and retention rates for Multi-racial and
exceptional education (SPED) students and English language learners (ELL), for 2008-09 through 2012-13,
kindergarten through grade 8:

»  Multi-racial retention rates increased slightly, but the group was not greatly overrepresented.

* SPED students were substantially overrepresented compared to the district’s SPED enrollment; the
SPED retention rate fell by just two points over five years.

» Retention rates for ELL also declined by ten points over the 5-year period. Recent trends show that
ELL enrollments declined as retention rates increased.

» There was little or no improvement in retention rates for these groups.

Overall, Exhibits 3.5.11 through 3.5.13 show that retention rates for most groups have been static, males and
economically disadvantaged (FARM) students were substantially overrepresented, African Americans and
Native Americans were slightly overrepresented, and White and Asian Americans were slightly underrepresented
in retentions.
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Auditors analyzed disciplinary actions for evidence of overrepresentation. Exhibits 3.5.14 and 3.5.15 contain
the results of those analyses.

Exhibit 3.5.14

Disciplinary Rates: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
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Source: Document 1549-10, Appendix 9, Unitary Status Plan Report, filed by TUSD

with the District Court of Arizona, 01/31/14.
Exhibit 3.5.14 displays school year 2012-13 district enrollment rates and disciplinary rates for White, African
American, and Hispanic students and supports the following observations:

»  Whites comprised 23 percent of the district’s enrollment, 20 percent of in-school disciplinary actions,
19 percent of in-school suspensions, 21 percent of short out-of-school suspensions, and 18 percent
of the long-term, out-of-school suspensions. Overall, White students were slightly underrepresented
compared to their percentage of the district’s student population.

» African Americans constituted six percent of the student population but approximately 12 percent of all
disciplinary actions except long-term, out-of-school suspensions.

» Hispanics constituted 62 percent of the student population and were slightly underrepresented in all
disciplinary actions, except long-term, out-of-school suspensions, where they were overrepresented by
two percentage points.
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Exhibit 3.5.15 compares enroliment and disciplinary rates for the second set of student groups.
Exhibit 3.5.15

Disciplinary Rates: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
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Source: Document 1549-10, Appendix 9, Unitary Status Plan Report, filed by TUSD

with the District Court of Arizona, 01/31/14.
Exhibit 3.5.15 contains 2012-13 district enrollment rates and disciplinary rates for Native American, African
American, and Multi-racial students and supports the following observations:

» Overall, disciplinary rates for the three groups tended to be in line with their representation in the
overall student population.

* Native American and Multi-racial students tended to be slightly overrepresented in the more severe
disciplinary actions that potentially remove the student from access to the curriculum.

Exhibits 3.5.14 and 3.5.15 indicate that disciplinary rates for Native American, Asian American, and Multi-
racial students were consistent with their representation in the larger student population. White students were
slightly underrepresented. Hispanics were slightly underrepresented except in long-term suspensions. In most
instances, African Americans were disciplined at twice their rate in overall student population
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Exceptional Education

Inappropriate exceptional education (SPED) placements can also impede student access to the full benefits of
the curriculum (see Finding 3.3). Accordingly, the audit team reviewed selected district statistics on the SPED
population. Exhibits 3.5.16 and 3.5.17 compare district enrollment to the SPED population.

Exhibit 3.5.16

Exceptional Education Rates: Set 1
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m2011-12 =2012-13 2013-14

73%
68%

66% 67%
6

Percent Enrollment Dist. v. SPED

% Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED
White  White  Hisp Hisp Female Female Male Male FARM FARM

Source: TUSD SPED Ethnicity and Gender and SPED Monitoring Report, January 29, 2014, (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.16 shows the following with regard to district and exceptional education (SPED) enrollments for
White, Hispanic, female, male, and economically disadvantaged (FARM) students during school years 2008-09
through 2013-14:

* Except for FARM students, there was little movement of rates in the general student or SPED
populations. Movement was confined to a range of three percentage points or less.

» Hispanic students were slightly under-represented.

» Females were underrepresented in a range of 17 to 15 points, with the range narrowing in recent years.
Males were overrepresented in that same range.

* The percentage of FARM students in the district population and their rates of placement in SPED
programs increased by approximately 10 percentage points each.
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Exhibit 3.5.17 compares district enrollment to a second set of exceptional education student subpopulations.
Exhibit 3.5.17

Exceptional Education Rates: Set 2
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2014

m2008-09 =2009-10 ®=2010-11 ®=2011-12 ®=2012-13 = 2013-14
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2% - 1% 2% 2%
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16%

Percent of Dist. v. Percent of SPED

% Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED % Dist % SPED
AfAm AfAm NaAm NaAm AsAm AsAm Mult Mult ELL ELL

Source: TUSD SPED Ethnicity and Gender and SPED Monitoring Report, January 29, 2014, (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibits 3.5.17 shows the following with regard to the district and exceptional education (SPED) enrollments
for African American, Native American, Asian American, and Multi-racial students along with English language
learners (ELL) from 2008-09 to 2013-14:

»  Except for ELL, representation of these groups in the overall student and special populations remained
stable; over- or under-representation did not exceed two percentage points.

» The district ELL and SPED ELL populations declined by seven percentage points each; ELL were
overrepresented in SPED programs by approximately three percentage points during the review period.

To summarize, male, FARM, and ELL students were overrepresented to varying degrees, from substantially to
slightly. Hispanic students were slightly underrepresented. There was progress in reducing SPED placements
for Hispanic students.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 198



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 222 of 942

Dropout and Graduation Rates
Exhibit 3.5.18 displays dropout rates for the district’s ethnic groups.
Exhibit 3.5.18

Dropout Rates by Ethnic Group
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 =2011-12 =2012-13

4.8%

3.3%
2.6% 2.5%

1.9% 22%
1.8%

2.9%

Dropout Rates

1.4%

0.4% 0.4%

White AfAm Hispanic NaAm AsPacAm Multi

Source: TUSD Dropout and grad rates 4- and 5-year history through 12-13 (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibit 3.5.18 displays the following dropout rates for White, African American, Hispanic, Native American,
Asian/Pacific American, and Multi-racial students, from 2008-09 to 2012-13.

* Rates increased for all groups except Asian/Pacific Americans, whose rate was the same (0.4 percent)
at the beginning and end of the review period.

* The chart contains no Multi-racial student data for the first two years of the period because that
designation was not used until school year 2010-11.
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Increases in dropout rates have an inverse impact on rates graduation rates. Exhibit 3.5.19 displays graduation
rates by ethnic group.

Exhibit 3.5.19

Graduation Rates by Ethnic Group
Tucson Unified School District
2008-2013

m2008-09 =2009-10 =2010-11 m2011-12 = 2012-13
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Source: TUSD Dropout and grad rates 4- and 5-year history through 12-13 (Excel spreadsheet).

Exhibits 3.5.19 displays four-year graduation rates for White, African American, Hispanic, Native American,
Asian/Pacific American, and Multi-racial students for school years 2008-09 through 2012-13. The following
are pertinent observations:

» Graduation rates declined for all student groups over the review period.

* The largest declines were experienced by Native Americans (13 percentage points) and Asian/Pacific
Americans (15 percentage points).

Five-year graduation rates for the period from 2008-09 to 2011-12 (not shown in the exhibit) are more favorable,
but even those data show declines for all student groups.

Most of the important equal access and equity trends identified in Exhibits 3.5.2 through 3.5.19 are summarized
below in Exhibit 3.5.20.

Exhibit 3.5.20

Summary of Equity and Access Trends
Tucson Unified School District

2008-13
Representation in activities

3|l 3o n S = o | 2 = £ 2 2

Student Group 25| w2 S - 2 F = g = & H =

@ | 8g c < o S G =2 £ 3 =y =

5| 5| 2 |28 8228|228 £ | %

SZ|OF <= |2E|BT | GE| A | &

White O++ O+ O++ | O++ U U+ (0] +0.5% | -3%
Asian/Pacific American O++ O 0] O+ U U U NC -15%
Multi-racial 0] 0] E E 0] (@] E +1.5% | -4%
African American U++ U U U 0O O+ O +0.8% | -2%
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Exhibit 3.5.20 (continued)
Summary of Equity and Access Trends
Tucson Unified School District
School Years 2008-09 through 2012-13

Representation in activities
- - o | == g
Student Group S| =se| &5 = 2 S22 = £ 2 =
LW o < c S S| Es| &2 |85 =% =
z = | £2 S zZo| ER| 2B 93 5 =
E2 I3 | T 22|89 A7 4F g
§- a2 = wE| R <
Hispanic/Latino U++ | U++ | U+ | U++ U U U |+03%| -6%
Native American U U U ) O 0] O |[+1.5% | -13%
Economically Disadvantaged Ut++ | U++ | U++ | O++ O+
English Language Learners U+ U U O++ @)
Special Education U++ | U++ | U++ | O++

Legend: O3< = Overrepresented by three percent or less. O>3 = Overrepresented by more than three percent. O>8 =
Overrepresented by more than eight percent. U3< = Underrepresented by three percent or less. U>3 = Underrepresented by
more than three percent. U>8 = Underrepresented by more than eight percent. E = representation is neither over nor under. NC
= No substantial change over the five-year period.

Exhibit 3.5.20 summarizes the following trends for the period from 2008-09 through 2012-13, with some
information from 2013-14:

*  White and Asian/Pacific students were overrepresented in academically favorable Advanced Learning
Experiences (ALE) and underrepresented in retentions and disciplinary actions.

* In all programs, Multi-racial students tended to be overrepresented or have representation consistent
with their percentage of the district’s student population.

* The following groups tended to be underrepresented in ALE and overrepresented in retentions and
disciplinary actions: African Americans, Native Americans, economically disadvantaged (FARM),
English language learners (ELL), and exceptional education students (SPED).

» Dropout rates increased and four-year graduation rates declined.
Closing Achievement Gaps

The board’s first strategic goal commits the district to closing achievement gaps among student groups. The
goal includes this statement: “Each TUSD school will eliminate the Achievement Gap.” In order to help
the district gauge the magnitude of this task, the audit team used a formula to calculate the number of years
needed to close achievement gaps among major ethnic and other relevant groups at current rates of progress
(called “years to parity” in this report). These calculations were based on the audit team’s analysis of AIMS
test scores in reading and mathematics for the five-year period from 2008-09 through 2012-13. Where group
comparisons include Multi-racial students, the data are for school years 2009-10 through 2012-13. The Multi-
racial classification did not exist prior to 2009-10.

Years to parity calculations are contained in tables at Appendix C and are summarized in the exhibits that follow
in this section. The appendix also includes detailed explanations of the calculation methodology.

Simply stated, years to parity estimates were prepared by calculating, for a grade and subject, the gap between
two groups at the beginning and end of a five-year period (2008-09 through 2012-13) to determine the annual
rate of change of the lagging groups during that period. That rate change was then divided into the gap at
the end of the period to determine the number of years necessary to close the gap, provided no interventions
influence the annual rate of change. In these calculations, the leading group was high-scoring White students,
with only three exceptions. The lagging groups were, in the majority of instances, African Americans, Asian
Americans, Hispanics, Native Americans, Multi-racial students, English language learners (ELL), economically
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disadvantaged students (FARM), and exceptional education students (students with disabilities or SPED). The
data in the appendix tables and exhibits that follow (Exhibits 3.5.21 through 3.5.34) must be used with the
following cautions:

Calculations were based on the average change in pass rates during the five-year period from 2008-09
through 2012-13. These rates may increase or decline with each new testing period, and the years to
parity calculations must be revised annually.

For comparisons in grades 4 and 5, bar charts represent 2009-10 through 2012-13 (four years of data)
because Multi-racial students had the highest pass rates in those years and grades; there were no Multi-
racial data for 2008-09, since that classification did not exist.

Students in each group change over the years and cohort analysis is the tool of choice for monitoring
the progress of a single group through the grades.

As higher levels of achievement are reached, gains are harder to realize.

The years to parity analysis is but one indicator of the success of current initiatives in eradicating
achievement gaps.

Note: Achievement, years to parity, and related issues concerning exceptional education (SPED) students and
English language learners (ELL) were discussed in Finding 3.3 and will not be repeated in this finding.

Reading

Exhibit 3.5.21 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for White students on the AIMS reading tests. It also
shows: (1) annualized pass rate growth over the five years and the additional percentages of White students
needing a passing score to close the achievement gap with the leading group in 2012-13, in those few instances
where White students did not have the highest pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.21

White Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.21 depicts selected trends on the AIMS reading tests for White students, by grade, during the period
2008-09 through 2012-13:

Bars are read against the left-hand scale. The first set of bars indicates that in grade 3, 79 percent of
students scored proficient or better in 2008-09; the rate declined to 78 percent in 2012-13. Collectively,
the bars for all grades indicate increased proficiency rates, slight or substantial, in all grades, except
grade 3.

The trend line marked by triangles and shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows the
additional percentages of students that were necessary to close achievement gaps with the leading group
in 2012-13: five percentage points in fourth grade and six points in fifth grade. Zeroes are shown for the
remaining grades because White students had the highest pass rates for those grades in 2012-13.

Asterisks (*) beside grades 4 and 5 indicate that the achievement gaps in those grades between Whites
and the leading Multi-racial group will never close at current rates of progress. (Progress was determined
by computing the annualized pass rate growth or decline over the period 2009-10 through 2012-13).

Annualized growth or decline of pass rates is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand
scale) and indicates that the rates for White students grew at less than two percentage points in five
of seven grades. Growth rates ranged from a minus 0.3 percentage points in the third grade to 2.5
percentage points in seventh grade.

Reminder: for grades 4 and 5, the bars represent 2009-10 and 2012-13 because Multi-racial students had the
highest pass rates in those grades and there were no Multi-racial comparison data for 2008-09, since that
classification did not exist.

Exhibit 3.5.22 compares 2009-10 and 2012-13 pass rates for Multi-racial (MR) students on the AZMS reading tests.
It also shows the additional percentages of MR students who needed a passing score to close the achievement gap
with the leading group in 2012-13, and annualized growth rate of pass rates on the tests.

Exhibit 3.5.22

Multi-racial Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2009-10 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.22 depicts selected trends on the A/MS reading tests for Multi-racial (MR) students, by grade,
during the period 2009-10 through 2012-13:

The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate pass rate declines in grade 3 and 8 and increases
ranging from eight points in sixth grade to 13 points in grades four and ten.

The “triangle” trend line with shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows the pass rate
gains required to achieve parity with the leading group in 2012-13.

In grades 4 and 5 that percentage is zero because MR students were the lead group; in seventh grade, it
is zero because MR students achieved parity with the leading group.

In other grades, percentages required to achieve parity with the leading group (Whites) were as follows:
grades 3 and 10, five points; sixth grade, one point; and eighth grade, six points. The asterisk (*) beside
grade 3 indicates that the achievement gap will never close at the annualized pass rate growth for the
four-year period.

Annualized pass rates growth are shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale)
and indicate that MR students had low to negative annualized growth rates, ranging from a plus 4.3
percentage points in grade 4 to a minus three percentage points in grade 8. The negative rate in the third
grade indicates a widening gap between MR student and the leading group (Whites) that will never
close at the 2012-13 growth rate of minus two percentage points.

Exhibit 3.5.23 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for African Americans on the A7MS reading tests,
along with the additional percentages of African American students who needed a passing score to close the
achievement gap with the leading group in 2012-13 and the annualized growth of pass rates on the tests.

Exhibit 3.5.23

African American Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.23 depicts selected trends in the performance of African American students, by grade, on the AIMS
reading tests during the period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate low pass rates with small to moderate increases in
most grades except the eighth; pass rate increases range from one point in third grade to 14 points in
fifth grade.

The “triangle” trend line with shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows the percentage
growth in pass rates required to achieve parity with the leading group in 2012-13. Those rates ranged
from 18 points in the seventh grade to 27 in grades 4 and 8.

The asterisks (*) beside grades 4, 7, 8, and 10 indicate that achievement gap will never close at the
annualized pass rate growth for the period.

Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that African American students had low to negative annualized growth in pass rates, ranging
from a minus two in fourth grade to a plus 1.8 percent in sixth grade. The negative rates in grades 4, 7,
8, and 10 indicate a widening gap between African American student and the leading groups that will
never close at 2012-13 rates of progress.

Exhibit 3.5.24 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Asian students on the A/MS reading tests and also
shows additional percentages of Asian students who needed a passing score to close achievement gaps with the
leading group in 2012-13, and annualized pass rate growth.

Exhibit 3.5.24

Asian Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.24 depicts selected trends for Asian students, by grade, on the A/MS reading tests during the period
2008-09 through 2012-13:

The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate pass rates above 65 percent; rising pass rates in
grades 4, 5, and 6; but declining rates in the remaining grades.
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The “triangle” trend line and shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) show that to achieve
parity with the leading group in 2012-13, Asian students needed six percentage points in the third and
fourth grades, 15 points in fifth grade, one point in sixth grade, 16 points in seventh grade, 10 points in
eighth grade, and 25 points in tenth grade. These parity needs were based on the annualized growth in
pass rates during the review period.

Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that Asians had low to negative rates, ranging from one point per year in fourth and sixth
grades to a minus 4.8 points in tenth grade. Negative rates indicate a growing gap between Asian
student and the leading groups that will never close at 2012-13 growth rates.

Exhibit 3.5.25 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Hispanic students on the AIMS reading tests. It
also shows the additional percentages of Hispanic students who needed a passing score to close the achievement
gap with the leading group in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.25

Hispanic Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.25 depicts selected trends on the AZMS reading tests for Hispanic students, by grade, during the
period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate that all pass rates increased; those increases ranged
from a low of six percent in third grade to a high of 19 percent in seventh grade.

The “triangle” trend line and shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) show that to achieve
parity with the leading group in 2012-13, Hispanic students needed the following growth in pass rates:
19 percentage points in grade 3, 18 points in grade 4, 14 in the fifth and tenth grades, eight points in
sixth grade, seven points in seventh grade, 16 points in the eighth grade, and 14 points in grade 10.

Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that Hispanics had low to negative growth, ranging from a minus two points in fourth grade,
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to a high of 3.5 percentage points in sixth grade. Negative rates at grades 4 and 5 indicate growing gaps
between Hispanics and leading groups that will never close at 2012-13 growth rates.

Exhibit 3.5.26 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Native American students on the 4/MS reading, as
well as the percentages of Native American students who needed a passing score to close the achievement gap
with the leading group in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.26

Native American Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.26 depicts selected trends on the AIMS reading tests for Native American students, by grade, during
the period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

» Bars (read against the left-hand scale) show that pass rates for all grades, except third grade, increased,
some substantially (e.g., 20 percentage points in grade 7), others modestly (e.g., two points in grade 8).

e The “triangle” trend line (with shadowed numbers and read against the right-hand scale) shows that
to close gaps with leading groups, Native Americans needed to gain between 14 percentage points in
grade 7 and 30 points in grade 8. Asterisks (*) beside grades 3, 4, 5, and 10 indicate that achievement
gaps will never close at the pass rate growth in 2012-13.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that Native Americans had low to negative annual pass rate gains, ranging from a minus 2.7
percentage points in fourth grade to a positive 3.5 points in grade 6. Negative rates indicate growing
gaps between Native American students and the leading group that will never close at 2012-13 growth
rates.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 207



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 231 of 942

Exhibit 3.5.27 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for economically disadvantaged (FARM) students on
the AIMS reading tests. It also shows the additional percentages of FARM students who needed a passing score
to close achievement gaps with the leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.27

Economically Disadvantaged Students: AIMS Reading Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 and 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.27 depicts selected trends for economically disadvantaged (FARM) students, by grade, on the AIMS
reading tests for 2008-09 through 2012-13:

» Bars (read against the left-hand scale) show that with the exception of grade 3, pass rates for all grades
showed improvement, from 17 points in grade 7 to six in grade 8.

» The “triangle” trend line (with shadowed numbers and read against the right-hand scale) shows that to
close gaps with leading groups, FARM students needed to gain between 20 percentage points in grade
4 and 11 points in grades 6 and 7. Asterisks (*) beside grades 3, 4, and 5 indicate that achievement gaps
will never close at 2012-13 growth in pass rates.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that FARM students had low to negative annual growth rates during the period. They ranged
from a minus 1.7 percentage points in fourth grade to 2.8 points in sixth grade. Negative rates indicate
growing gaps between FARM students and the leading groups that will never close at 2012-13 growth
in pass rates.
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Mathematics

Exhibit 2.5.28 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for White students on the 4/MS mathematics tests.
The exhibit also shows the additional percentages of White students who needed a passing score to close
achievement gaps with the leading group in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.28

White Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 2.5.28 depicts selected trends for White students, by grade, on the A7MS mathematics tests during the
period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

Bars (read against the left-hand scale) show that pass rates declined in all grades except fourth grade.
Most pass rates were at or below 70 percent.

The “triangle” trend line (with shadowed numbers and read against the right-hand scale) shows that
White students had the highest pass rates or were at parity in grades 3, 7, 8, and 10 (as indicated by
zeroes (no achievement gaps)). In grades 4, 5, and 6, the pass rates necessary to close achievement
gaps with the leading groups in 2012-13 were six percentage points in grade 4, four points in grade 5,
and eight points in grade 6.

Asterisks (*) beside grades 4 and 5 (e.g., Gr 4*) indicate that the achievement gaps in those grades will
never close at the pass rate growths documented during the period.

Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale). White
students had low to negative annual growth rates that ranged from 0.8 percentage points in fourth grade
to a minus 3.3 points in sixth grade. Negative rates indicate growing gaps between White students and
leading groups that will never close at 2012-13 growth in pass rates.
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Exhibit 3.5.29 compares 2009-10 and 2012-13 pass rates for Multi-racial (MR) students on the 47MS mathematics
tests. It also shows the additional percentages of MR students who needed a passing score to close achievement
gaps with leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.29

Multi-racial Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2009-10 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.29 depicts selected trends for Multi-racial (MR) students on the AIMS mathematics tests, by grade,
during the period from 2009-10 through 2012-13:

The bars (read against the left-hand scale) show pass rate declines in grades 3 and 6. Increases range
from 16 points in fourth grade to 13 points in grade 7. There was no change in grade 8.

The “triangle” trend line with shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows the percentages
of gains required to achieve parity with the leading group in 2012-13. In grades 4 and 5, zeroes indicate
that MR students were the leading group. In other grades, percentages required to achieve parity with
the leading group ranged from 19 points in sixth grade to seven points in seventh grade.

The asterisks (*) beside grades 3, 6, and 8 indicate that achievement gaps will never close at the 2012-
13 annualized growth in pass rates.

Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that MR students had moderate to negative growth rates, ranging from plus 5.3 percentage
points in fourth grade to a minus 6.3 points in grade 5. Negative rates indicate achievement gaps that
are growing for MR students and will never close at 2012-13 pass rate growth.
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Exhibit 3.5.30 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for African Americans on the 4/MS mathematics
tests, along with the additional percentages of African American students who needed a passing score to close
achievement gaps with leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates.

Exhibit 3.5.30

African American Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13

60 56 45

% Passing (Bars)
[ w S
< (—] ]

[y
(]
1
T

% Annual Growth and 2012-13 Gap (Lines)

Gr3 Gr4 Gr5 Gré6 Gr7 Gr8 Gr10

2008-09 mmm2012-13 —=A—2012-13gap =¢=2012-13 growth rate

Exhibit 3.5.30 depicts selected trends for African American students on the AIMS mathematics tests, by grade,
during the period from 2008-09 through 2012-13:

e The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate pass rates below 42 percent in 2012-13 in all grades
and that pass rates declined in five of seven grades.

e The “triangle” trend line with shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows the percentages
of gains required to achieve parity with leading groups in 2012-13. They ranged from 39 points in
grades 4 and 10 to 24 points in grade 8. The asterisks (*) beside all grades, except grade 8, indicate
achievement gaps that will never close at the 2012-13 pace of pass rate growth.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
shows low to negative rates, ranging from a minus 4.3 percentage points in grade 4 to plus 1.3 points
in grade 8. Negative rates indicate achievement gaps for African Americans that will never close at the
2012-13 pace of pass rate growth.
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Exhibit 3.5.31 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Asian students on 4/MS tests in mathematics. It
also shows the additional percentages of Asians who needed a passing score to close achievement gaps with
leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized pass rate growth.

Exhibit 3.5.31

Asian Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.31 depicts selected trends for Asian students on the AIMS mathematics tests, by grade, during the
period from 2008-09 through 2012-13:

* The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate that most pass rates declined in a range of five
percentage points (grade 6) to 24 points (grade 8).

e The “triangle” trend line and shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) show that to achieve
parity with the leading group in 2012-13, Asian students needed thirteen (grade 10) percentage points
or less, except in sixth grade where they were the leading group. Asterisks (*) beside grades indicate
the achievement gap will never close at pass rates growth for the period.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
shows all negative rates, ranging from a minus one percentage point in third grade to minus four points
in fifth grade. Negative rates indicate achievement gaps for Asians that will never close at the pass rates
shown on the chart.
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Exhibit 3.5.32 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Hispanic students on the A/MS mathematics tests.
It also shows the additional percentages of Hispanics who needed a passing score to close achievement gaps
with leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized pass rate growth.

Exhibit 3.5.32

Hispanic Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.32 depicts selected trends for Hispanic students on the AIMS mathematics tests, by grade, during the
period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

e The bars (read against the left-hand scale) indicate that pass rates declined in grades 3,7,8, and 10 but
increased in grade 4 (four percentage points), grade 5 (nine points), and grade 6 (one point). All 2012-
13 pass rates were below 58 percent.

e The “triangle” trend line and shaded numbers (read against the right-hand scale) show that to achieve
parity with the leading group in 2012-13, Hispanic students needed from 14 to 26 percentage points.
Asterisks (*) beside grades 4, 5, and 10 indicate that achievement gaps will never close at annualized
pass rates for the period.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
shows that rates ranged from minus four percentage points in grade 4 to a plus 1.5 points in grades 6 and
8. Negative rates indicate achievement gaps for Hispanic students that will never close at annualized
pass rates for the period.

Tucson Unified School District No. 1 Audit Report Page 213



Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB Document 1614-9 Filed 06/06/14 Page 237 of 942

Exhibit 3.5.33 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for Native American students on the 4/MS mathematics
tests, along with the additional percentages of Native American students who needed a passing score to close
achievement gaps with leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates on the tests.

Exhibit 3.5.33

Native American Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.33 depicts selected trends for Native American students on the AIMS mathematics tests, by grade,
during the period from 2008-09 through 2012-13:

» Bars (read against the left-hand scale) show no pass rate growth for grades 5 and 6; pass rates declined
for the remaining grades. Most 2012-13 pass rates were below 38 percent.

e The “triangle” trend line with shadowed numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows that to close
gaps with the leading groups, Native Americans needed to gain between 22 percentage points (third
grade) and 39 points (fourth grade). Asterisks (*) beside grades indicate that achievement gaps will
never close at pass rate growth for the period.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
shows that rates ranged from minus 5.7 percentage points in fourth grade to 1.3 percentage points in
sixth grade. Negative rates indicate achievement gaps for these students that will never close at pass
rate growth for the period.
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Exhibit 3.5.34 compares 2008-09 and 2012-13 pass rates for economically disadvantaged (FARM) students on
the A/MS mathematics tests. It also show the additional percentages of FARM students who needed a passing
score to close achievement gaps with leading groups in 2012-13, and annualized growth of pass rates on the
tests.

Exhibit 3.5.34

Economically Disadvantaged Students: AIMS Mathematics Tests, Grades 3-8 and 10
Pass Rates, Pass Rate Growth, and Rate Gains to Close Achievement Gaps
Tucson Unified School District
2008-09 through 2012-13
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Exhibit 3.5.34 depicts selected trends on the AIMS mathematics tests for economically disadvantaged (FARM)
students, by grade, during the period 2008-09 through 2012-13:

» Bars (read against the left-hand scale) show that the pass rate declined in all grades, except grades 4 and
5. Pass rates in 2012-13 were below 55 percent.

e The “triangle” trend line with shadowed numbers (read against the right-hand scale) shows that to close
the gaps with the leading group, FARM students needed to gain between 17 percentage points (third
grade) and 31 points (tenth grade). Asterisks (*) beside grades 4, 5, and 10 indicate achievement gaps
that will never close at pass growth rates for the five-year period.

* Annualized pass rate growth is shown on the “X” trend line (read against the right-hand scale) and
indicates that rates ranged from minus four percentage points in fourth grade to a plus 1.3 points in
eighth grade. Negative rates identify achievement gaps that will never close at the annualized growth
in pass rates for the period.

The following observations summarize the performance trends noted in Exhibits 3.5.21 through 3.5.34 for
student groups on the A7MS mathematics and reading tests, during the period 2008-09 through 2012-13 (2009-
10 through 2013 for Multi-racial students):

* The annualized pass rate declined for most groups in most grades and was low or in negative territory.
Negative annualized pass rates for lagging groups mean that achievement gaps with the leading groups
will never close without an effective intervention.
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» Positive pass rate gains were less than two percentage points for most groups in most grades.

»  White students were the leading group in reading and mathematics for most grades. Multi-racial
students were the leading group on both tests in grades 4 and 5. Asian students were the lead group on
the sixth grade mathematics test.

» The pass rate on reading tests increased for White students, except in grade 3. Mathematics pass rates
for White students declined on all tests, except in grade 4.

* African American reading test pass rates improved in most grades, but ranged between 57 and 67
percent. The exception was grade 8, in which the rate declined to 49 percent. In 2012-13, mathematics
pass rates were under 37 percent in most grades.

* Asian students experienced pass rate declines in most grades and both subjects. Mathematics rates
were below 70; reading pass rates ranged from 66 to 81 percent.

* Reading pass rates for economically disadvantaged (FARM) students improved, except in grade 3, with
pass rates in the range of 57 to 74 percent. Most mathematics rates were below 50 percent and declined,
except in grades 4 and 5.

» Hispanics pass rates in reading pass rates improved to levels at or above 70 percent; in 2012-13,
mathematics pass rates in grades 6 through 10 declined below 50 percent.

» For Multi-racial students, pass rates improved in most grades and both subjects. Reading pass rates
were above 70 percent; mathematics rates trended above 60 percent.

* Native Americans’ pass rates in mathematics were stagnant or declined, with most below 37 percent.
Reading pass rates improved, but most were below 65 percent in 2012-13.

*  Of 98 grade-group combinations reviewed by auditors, 60 (61 percent) lagging groups were identified
that can never close achievement gaps with leading groups, given the growth (or decline) of pass rates
during the period from 2008-09 through 2012-13 (see Exhibit 3.5.35).

Exhibits 3.5.21 through 3.5.34 highlighted achievement gaps among student groups in reading and mathematics
that will never close at the annualized growth in test pass rates documented for the period 2008-09 through
2012-13. Exhibit 3.5.35 summarizes those findings.

Exhibit 3.5.35

AIMS Tests in Reading and Mathematics:
Achievement Gaps That Will Never Close
Tucson Unified School District

January 2014
, Reading | Mathematics
Lagging Student Groups Grades

African Americans 4,7,8,10 3,4,5,6,7,10
Asian Americans 3,5,6,7,8,10 3,4,5,7,8,10
English Language Learners 3,8 4,56
Economically Disadvantaged 3,4,5 4,5,10
Exceptional Education 3,4,5 3,4,5,10
Hispanics 4,5, 4,5,10
Multi-racial 3 3,6,8,
Native Americans 3,4,5,10 4,5,10
Whites 4,5 4,5
Source: Appendix C and some from Finding 3.3
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Exhibit 4.3.35 summarizes achievement gaps on A/MS reading and mathematics tests that will never close
given pass rate growth trends for the period from 2008-09 through 2012-13 (2009-10 through 2013 for Multi-
racial students). The table shows that:

*  Mathematics is the most frequently cited subject in which gaps are not closing.

* African American and Asian American students were the most frequently cited groups for which gaps
are not closing.

A district administrator told auditors, “[The Unitary Status Plan] and Title I overlap with students.... We need to
close achievement gap with the groups. One department cannot do it, we need to work together.”

Overall, trends identified here are not moving in directions that would close achievement gaps.
Management Aspects of Equity and Equal Opportunity Requirement

There was a perception among some long-time observers of the district that little had changed over the years
with regard to equity and equal access. A district administrator summed up the sentiments of many stakeholders
interviewed by the audit team: “The inequalities that I see today are no different than those I experienced as a
child in this district. We have not put policies in place or provided professional development to help teachers
deal with the differences within our student population.” One might ask why the district has not made more
progress on those goals, after more than thirty years of being under court supervision to provide equal access
and equity and allocated millions of dollars to do so. Based on interviews with auditors, it is apparent that some
district stakeholders either do not understand the concepts of equity and equal access (as a legal requirement)
and/or are not committed to it. Here is a sampling of comments:

*  “[W]e do not have enough discussions about [equity and the Unitary Status Plan]....What I feel is [that]
equity is uncomfortable for others on the board. When we try to [discuss] it, there is disagreement on
what we implement. ” (Board Member)

*  “The Unitary Status Plan has so many components. It’s supposed to be systemically adopted....[It] is
not a cafeteria plan.” (Community Member)

*  “There are major financial issues in buildings because of how they have chosen to use their money and
staff; [it was] impossible to provide equity when all were doing their own thing.” (District Administrator)

*  “Equity is a challenge in our district....I don’t think, as a district, we really want to deal with these
issues.” (District Administrator)

*  “The one thing | would change? Equity. Some schools have Title I funds and deseg[regation] funds
and this allows them to have more things and people.” (School Administrator)

*  “The teachers understand [the Unitary Status Plan] and have read it. They do not agree with a lot of
it.” (School Administrator)

e “The teachers are aware of the plan, but they do not understand.” (School Administrator)

e “Title I funds discriminate against the other children. So, [I] find ways to use those funds for [all
students].” (School Administrator)

e “Our district has not taken the issue of diversity seriously....I just want us, as a district, to implement the
Unitary Status Plan with fidelity....I don’t think we hold principals accountable [for that]...This is the
first year that [we have had] serious talk about holding teachers accountable.” (District Administrator)

In April 2008, the District Court of Arizona found that TUSD had “failed to monitor, track, review, and analyze
the ongoing effectiveness of its programmatic changes to achieve [equity and equal access for minority
students]” (Dept. of Justice Brief for the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, Document Nos. 10-15124, 10-15375,
10-15407). In other words, management arrangements for those efforts were not in place. Auditors sought to
determine the state of such arrangements since the court’s 2008 finding.
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Because the USP requires extensive reports to the court on the status of district desegregation efforts, auditors
asked key staff members to describe the data collection system that supports those requirements. Some staff
members lacked knowledge of who coordinated the data collection and how data were collected. One district
administrator said, “Is there a data plan for the USP?....Different people are responsible for different parts and
we do not have all data and evidence in one place. The Desegregation Office comes closest.” Another district
administrator told auditors, “[A]ll of the pieces necessary to manage [implementation of the USP] are not in
place...It’s really hard to wrap [one’s] arms around what everybody [responsible for elements of the USP] is
doing.” Through interviews, the audit team learned that a program management approach had been employed
initially to coordinate USP implementation and reporting, but that methodology had been recently abandoned
without a replacement.

Through a review of job descriptions, auditors learned that the Desegregation Director had overall responsibility
for USP oversight, including planning, budgeting, implementation, policy recommendations, and collection,
analysis, and reporting of data to the court on implementation progress. However, the director had only a small,
part-time staff that was to be disbanded in the near future, even though the director’s responsibilities were to
remain unchanged. Another district administrator, with responsibility for implementing a critical element of the
USP, told auditors of not having sufficient staff to carry out the duties of the position. Auditors noted that the
USP mandates many positions, including directors, but not staff support for those positions. Further, there had
been no study to determine appropriate support staffing for key positions required by the USP.

There were also indications of inconsistent, ineffective, and absent leadership for equity and equal opportunity
efforts. For example, “There have been three major different directions [of equity leadership] in five years,” said
one district administrator. Another told auditors, “We have an Equity Department for the first time this year.”
However, a third district administrator said, “The Equity Department has a large staff, but no accountability. I’'m
not sure what they do.” Yet, auditors had no trouble finding a missions and functions manual that contained the
departmental organization chart, job descriptions, personnel locations, work schedules, principal satisfactions
surveys, contacts, and other data documenting accountability for staff actions.

Leadership for magnet schools was also an issue. The magnet school study mandated by the USP stated in
part, “Tucson Unified School District has lost its vision and purposeful implementation of magnet schools”
(Comprehensive District Evaluation of Magnet Programs, TUSD, September 2013, p. 5). The evaluation report
also cited a “lack of district-level understanding of magnets...[and] support....” A district-level administrator
informed auditors, “Magnet schools were without leadership for 15 years. Until this year, each principal
decided on the theme for his school and the themes changed with the leaders. Magnet program students were
not tracked for coherent curriculum delivery.” Although there are directives and plans to rectify these problems,
estimates indicate that implementation will take years.

As for budgets, “The desegregation money has been an issue,” said one district administrator. “We have a $64
million budget with $10 million for OCR compliance. Past practice was a free for all with deseg[regation]
money and not really [implementing the court order]. We are now matching the spending with the needs to be
met from USP” (see Finding 5.1).

Auditors concluded that if the aforecited documents, interviews, and observations are indicative of the district’s
entire effort to create equity and equal access for students, implementation of those efforts has been and is
ineffective.

Summary

In spite of the fact that the district has been under court order to provide equity and equal access for more than
30 years, an adequate design for those efforts—the Unitary Status Plan—is in the first year of implementation,
and many necessary and required supporting plans and infrastructure have not been completed or put into place.
Therefore, auditors concluded that the overall design for equity and equal access is inadequate.

Delivery of equal access and equity is also ineffective. The composition of the staff was inconsiste