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Oversight: Reviewing the DOE’s Contracts for Excellence
On October 13, 2009, the Committee on Education, chaired by Council Member Robert Jackson, will hold an oversight hearing on Reviewing the Department of Education’s (“DOE”) “Contracts for Excellence.”  Those invited to testify include representatives from the DOE, union representatives, advocates and parents.
Background


The Council’s Committee on Education previously held an oversight hearing on DOE’s plan for meeting the State’s Contract for Excellence requirement on July 24, 2007.  That prior hearing examined the DOE’s proposed first year Contract for Excellence spending plan with emphasis on whether it was in conformance with State requirements as well as City priorities.
  
In April 2007, the State enacted budget legislation that significantly increased monies for education, by more than $1.76 billion statewide for 2007-08, as well as reformed the distribution of school funding by creating Foundation Aid, “a new aid formula based on need.”
  The historic legislation was passed, in part, in response to the Court of Appeals ruling in the Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE) lawsuit over inadequate State funding of New York City public schools.
  In fact, New York City received a $710 million increase in State aid for 2007-08, with a commitment to provide the City with $3.2 billion in additional aid over four years.
  In addition, New York City is required to increase its local contribution by $2.2 billion over four years, for a combined total increase of $5.4 billion in funding for City schools by 2010-11.
  The legislation also imposed greater accountability measures for districts slated to receive large funding increases under the new aid formula by requiring each to develop a “Contract for Excellence” to ensure that additional State funds are spent on strategies proven “to produce measurable results in student outcomes.”

The Contract for Excellence program, commonly referred to as “C4E” by the State Education Department (SED), targets increased State aid to low performing school districts for specific allowable programs proven to raise the achievement of the students with the greatest educational need.
  There are currently six allowable program categories on which Foundation Aid subject to C4E restrictions may be spent including: 1) class size reduction;
 2) increased student time on task; 3) teacher and principal quality; 4) middle school and high school restructuring; 5) model programs for students with limited English proficiency; and 6) full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten.
  Additional information on these program areas and other C4E provisions are contained in section 211-d of the State Education Law (SEL) and will be discussed in further detail later, including requirements for public participation in developing a district’s Contract for Excellence.

New York City is required to submit a district-wide Contract for Excellence as well as one for each community school district.
  The City received a total of $257.8 million in C4E funds in 2007-08 and $387.5 million in C4E funds in 2008-09.
  The DOE posted its proposed 2009-10 C4E plan for $387 million on its website and asked community district educational councils (CECs) to host hearings on the plan prior to submitting it to the New York State Education Department (NYSED) for approval later this month.
  

However, there is growing criticism that DOE has not followed mandated State timelines and procedures for public participation and that DOE’s spending of C4E funds over the past 2 years has not fully complied with requirements of State law, especially regarding New York City’s mandatory class size reduction plan.  In September 2009, the New York City Comptroller released a new audit revealing that the DOE did not spend all of its early grade class size reduction funds in accordance with State guidelines, bolstering these concerns.
  These and other critiques will be explored more fully in the section below on issues and concerns.
The purpose of this hearing is to review the DOE’s past and proposed spending under its Contracts for Excellence, and whether they conform to State requirements, including mandates regarding transparency, accountability and public participation.  The Committee also plans to solicit testimony from the public regarding concerns over DOE’s C4E plans and expenditures.

State Law and Regulations on the Contracts for Excellence


What follows is a brief overview of major Contract for Excellence provisions as spelled out in section 211-d of the State Education Law (SEL) and Commissioner’s Regulations 100.13.  Only school districts with low performing schools that meet certain criteria are required to submit a Contract for Excellence.
  As previously mentioned, a school district’s Contract for Excellence must describe how new Foundation Aid subject to the C4E requirement will be targeted towards schools and students with the greatest needs and spent on allowable programs and activities specified in the law.  

Targeting Students with Greatest Need

Contract for Excellence funds must be targeted towards students with the greatest educational needs (including, but not limited to, limited English proficient students and students who are English Language Learners, students in poverty, students with disabilities and students with low academic achievement).
  School districts in large cities, including New York City, must distribute at least 75% of the annual C4E amount to benefit students having the greatest educational needs who are enrolled in the top 50% of schools within the district ranked in order of greatest need to least as measured against total school enrollment, poverty, disability, limited English proficiency and low school performance; provided that all schools in the district that are improvement status shall receive at least their pro rata share of contract funds based on their share of total district need.
  This distribution scheme is also known as the 75/50 rule.
Allowable C4E Program Areas
As stated above, C4E funds are restricted and may only be spent on 6 allowable program categories specified by State law including: 1) class size reduction; 2) increased student time on task; 3) teacher and principal quality initiatives; 4) middle school and high school restructuring; 5) model programs for students with limited English proficiency; and 6) full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten.
  

Class Size Reduction


While reducing class size is one of the program options for all districts that receive C4E funding, for New York City, class size reduction is a mandatory program.
 As part of its Contract for Excellence, New York City is required to submit a five-year class size reduction plan (CSR plan) to reduce average class sizes by 2011-12 to target levels prescribed by the SED Commissioner in the following grade ranges: pre-kindergarten-grade 3; grades 4-8; and grades 9-12.
  The class size targets in DOE’s five-year CSR plan are as follows: 20 students in grades K-3; 23 students in grades 4-8; and 23 students in grades 9-12 (with electives) or 24.5 (core).
  The City’s CSR plan must be aligned with its 5-year capital plan for school construction and must include “methods to be used to achieve proposed class sizes” such as the creation or construction of more classrooms or school buildings; assignment of more than one teacher to a classroom; and other methods to reduce the student to teacher ratio, subject to the approval of the Commissioner.
  Priority must be given to overcrowded schools, particularly those requiring academic progress, schools in need of improvement, schools in corrective action, and schools in restructuring status. 
  
Student Time on Task


According to the Commissioner’s Regulations, the purpose of increased student time on task is to provide students with additional instructional time in content areas that relate to the State learning standards.
  The regulation enumerates four methods for providing increased time on task: 1) lengthened school day; 2) lengthened school year; 3) dedicated instructional time (in content areas relating to State learning standards); and 4) individualized tutoring.

Teacher and Principal Quality Initiatives


Teacher and principal quality initiatives must ensure that teachers and principals are appropriately certified and that all teachers of core academic subjects are “highly qualified” according to standards set forth by the Commissioner.
  Such initiatives may include: 1) programs designed to recruit and retain appropriately certified and highly qualified teachers through recruitment strategies and retention incentives; 2) professional mentoring programs for new teachers and principals; 3) incentive programs to draw highly qualified teachers to low performing schools (though such programs may not use contract funds for school-wide or district-wide salary enhancements or raises); 4) instructional coaches for teachers; and 5) school leadership coaches for principals.

Middle School and High School Restructuring


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

Model Programs for Students with Limited English Proficiency
Model programs for students with limited English proficiency are innovative programs, services and supports, designed to strengthen academic achievement and improve student performance to facilitate the attainment of State learning standards by students with limited English proficiency in kindergarten through grade 12.
  Allowable model programs include, but are not limited to, instruction in a student’s native language, tutoring, new immigrant programs, recruitment and retention of bilingual teachers and parent involvement strategies.

Model programs for students with limited English proficiency or English Language Learners was added as an allowable C4E program option for the 2008-09 school year.

Full-Day Pre-Kindergarten or Kindergarten Programs

The State permits use of C4E funds for instructional programs for 4- and 5-year olds with certain specifications.  Since all City public elementary schools already have full-day kindergarten programs, the DOE utilizes C4E funding to support full-day pre-kindergarten programs only.  Allowable programs for full-day pre-kindergarten include those that provide at minimum a full school day program; those that include additional hours to meet the needs of children and their families, including programs operated in collaboration with eligible community based agencies; and programs designed to integrate students with disabilities into full-day pre-kindergarten programs.

Exceptions
There are a few exceptions to the general requirement that a school district must spend its contract money on one of the 6 program areas listed above.  School districts may spend up to 15% of their C4E money on experimental programs, but to do so, the district must first submit a plan for the Commissioner’s approval that describes the need for the experimental program, as well as how the program will improve student performance.
  In addition, in the 2007-2008 school year school districts were able to use up to $30 million or 25% of their C4E money, whichever is less, to maintain investments in existing programs that fit into one of the program areas described above.
  However, apart from that initial one-year exception, the law requires that C4E money be used to supplement and not supplant [emphasis added] funds that are expended by the district for existing programs.

Public Process

Contracts for Excellence must be developed through a public process in consultation with parents, teachers and administrators, and school districts must hold at least one public hearing on their proposed contracts.
  For the New York City school district, there must be a hearing held in each county (borough).
  Additionally, C4E plans of each community school district must be submitted by the community superintendent to the appropriate community district educational council for review and comment at a public meeting.
  
In addition to hearings, there must be a 30 day public comment period for receipt of written comments with minimum requirements for “reasonable” notice that includes translation of notices into the languages other than English most commonly spoken in the school district.
  

The State also requires districts receiving C4E funds to prepare a record of comments received, including each written comment and a transcript of oral comments presented at public hearings.
  Districts must then prepare a public comment assessment not later than 12 days after expiration of the public comment period.
  The assessment must summarize the substance of the comments received, grouped by subject matter, and the school district's response to each substantive comment, including any changes made to the Contract for Excellence as a result of comments, or an explanation of why the suggestions were not incorporated.

Complaint Procedures

The law further requires districts receiving C4E funds to develop complaint procedures by which parents or persons in parental relation to students may bring complaints concerning implementation of the district's Contract for Excellence.
  In New York City, complaint procedures must provide for complaints to be filed with the building principal with an appeal to the community superintendent, or filed directly with the community superintendent, and that appeal of the determination of a community superintendent shall be made to the chancellor, with appeals of the chancellor’s determinations made to the commissoner.
  All C4E districts are also required to develop a complaint form which must include instructions for its use.
  C4E districts must also provide notice of complaint procedures, including translation of notices into the languages other than English most commonly spoken in the school district.
  Additionally, the State regulations specify elements of a complaint investigation and resolution process that C4E districts must follow.

Reporting Requirements

Finally, the State mandates a public reporting process, in a format and timeline prescribed by the Commissioner, for C4E districts.
  Districts must develop C4E reports with information for each school and each district-wide program that includes: 1) expenditures in the base year; 2) budgeted expenditures for the current year; and 3) actual expenditures for the current year.

In addition to the above, the City’s school district is required to have an annual audit certified to the SED Commissioner by the City Comptroller or other independent accountant, which is now required to include a certification that the increases in total Foundation Aid have been used to supplement and not supplant [emphasis added] funds allocated by the district in the base year for such purposes.
 
Department of Education’s Contracts for Excellence 

2007-08 and 2008-09 Contracts for Excellence
As stated above, the City received a total of $257.8 million in C4E funds in 2007-08 and $387.5 million in C4E funds in 2008-09.
  The table below summarizes DOE’s reported C4E allocations for those two years by allowable program area.

	Program 
	 2007-08
	 2008-09

	Class Size Reduction  
	$152.7 M
	$149.5 M

	Time on Task 
	$48.3 M
	$107.6 M

	Teacher & Principal Quality Initiatives 
	$39.8 M
	$68.0 M

	Middle School/High School Restructuring
	$16.9 M
	$36.0 M

	UPK/K 
	$0.1 M
	$4.9 M

	Model Programs for ELLs
	N/A
	$21.5 M

	TOTAL:  
	$257.8 M
	$387.5 M


As stated earlier, for the 2007-2008 school year only, the City was able to use $30 million of their C4E money for existing programs that fit into the five program areas.
  This was the maximum amount that could be used for “maintenance of effort” activities under State law.

2009-10 Contracts for Excellence
On September 8, 2009, the DOE placed on its website proposed plans for spending its C4E funds for the 2009-10 school year.
  According to the DOE, because of declines in State revenue caused by the current severe national economic downturn, the State held Foundation Aid flat this year, with no increase over 2008-09 levels.
  Consequently, the City will receive the same amount as last year, with no additional C4E funding this year, so DOE’s 2009-10 plan does not include new or expanded programs but rather is just a “maintenance of effort” of its 2008-09 approved plan.
 
Accordingly, the City’s total C4E funding for FY10 is approximately $387 million, the same as the FY09 C4E total.
  The following table presents a summary of DOE’s proposed spending plans for 2009-10 C4E funds by allowable program area:
	Program 
	Proposed 2009-10 C4E spending
	% of total C4E 2009-10 funds

	Class Size Reduction  
	$153 M
	39%

	Time on Task 
	$103 M
	27%

	Teacher & Principal Quality Initiatives 
	$56 M
	14%

	Middle School/High School Restructuring
	$39 M
	10%

	Full-day Pre-K
	$6 M
	2%

	Model Programs for ELLs
	$27 M
	7%

	TBD
	$4 M
	1%

	TOTAL:  
	$387 M
	100%


The State law allows districts to allocate C4E funds to district-wide as well as school-level initiatives.  In its proposed 2009-10 plan, DOE allocates $39 million (10% of its total C4E funding) to district-wide initiatives.
  For school-level initiatives, the central DOE office targets $76 million (20% of its total C4E funding) in the form of “Targeted Allocations” to schools for specific programs in its proposed 2009-10 plan.
  The largest share, $242 million (63% of the total C4E funds) is given directly to schools in the form of “Discretionary Allocations” that schools can decide how they want to spend, so long as they use it for the 6 allowed program areas.
  The remaining $30 million (8% of the total C4E funding) is allocated as “Maintenance of Effort” to continue support for activities that were permitted under the “maintenance of effort” exception for 2007-08.
Issues and Concerns

The number of issues and concerns expressed by parents and advocates seems to grow rather than diminish every year with the release of DOE’s new proposed C4E plan.  


One of the chief concerns of advocates is the lack of clarity and transparency in DOE’s C4E plans.  While there are a multitude of documents on DOE’s website, each of which explains different aspects of the plan and must be accessed separately, there is no single document available that summarizes all components of the City’s C4E plan.  State regulations lay out particular public reporting requirements which critics contend the DOE has not yet provided, especially actual C4E expenditures rather than just allocations.  Nor have any audit reports been issued for 2007-08 or 2008-09 C4E expenditures in City schools. 
Such information is vital in determining whether C4E funds have been used only to supplement existing local funds, as the law requires, rather than to supplant them.  A recent analysis by the Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE) of DOE’s approved 2008-09 State C4E allocations indicated some disturbing findings.  CFE found that the DOE used $243 million of the $388 million in C4E funds to supplant City funds by filling gaps in DOE’s own Fair Student Funding formula.

Further, some critics charge that not only are materials provided on DOE’s website difficult to access and understand, they are also misleading.  For instance, according to such critics DOE’s proposed 2009-10 C4E plan overview understates the total amount of C4E funding subject to Contract restrictions, since State law requires C4E districts to maintain expenditures at the same level as the amounts approved in the Contracts for the preceding two years.  Therefore, such critics maintain that to accurately reflect the DOE’s 2009-10 maintenance of effort obligations the 2009-10 Contract must include both the 2008-09 and the 2007-08 cumulative Contract amounts – a total of approximately $643 million for the two years, rather than just the $387 million 2008-09 total currently reflected in the 2009-10 overview document.

In addition, questions persist about DOE’s claims that its 2009-10 C4E plan represents “maintenance of effort” of its 2008-09 approved plan when there are substantial, unexplained differences between the two.  For instance, total amounts designated for the 6 allowable program areas each year vary and discretionary allocations have also been shifted among individual schools.

Another major concern is whether the DOE provides adequate opportunity for public participation in the development of Contracts for Excellence as required by statute.  This year in particular, critics charge that DOE has not complied with the State’s public process mandates.  As mentioned earlier, DOE failed to hold the hearing in each borough required for New York City.  The State had even specified a timeline for the 2009-10 C4E public process, establishing dates in June and July for public comment periods and hearings to be held, and setting July 15 to September 15 as the period for districts to submit Contracts for Excellence to the Commissioner for approval.
  Critics maintain that DOE did not follow the State’s timeline since it first posted the notice for public comment after the start of the new school year on September 8, 2009, with comments due on October 8th.

The area that continues to draw the most fire from parents and advocates is DOE’s class size reduction effort, which critics contend is inadequate and particularly egregious given that New York City is the only district required by State law to use C4E money to reduce class size and to prepare a five-year class size reduction plan for grades pre-K through 12.
  SED found deficiencies in DOE’s initial class size reduction efforts and required a number of corrective actions to be taken.
  

In addition to the Comptroller’s audit cited earlier, reports by other organizations claim that DOE is not living up to State mandates to lower class sizes.  An analysis by the United Federation of Teachers (UFT) found that nearly half (48.5%) of 390 elementary and middle schools that received State class size reduction funds did not lower class sizes.
  According to their analysis, class sizes actually increased at 34% of those targeted schools.
  DOE’s own data show that, despite receiving more C4E funding last year than the year before, 2008-09 citywide average class sizes increased in every grade except 6th grade (where it remained unchanged) and 4th grade (where it decreased by 0.1 student). 

Conclusion


Today’s hearing will review the contents of the City’s Contracts for Excellence to determine whether they conform to State requirements, including mandates regarding transparency, accountability and public participation as well as the requirement that C4E funds must supplement not supplant local funds.  The Committee will also solicit public input and foster discussion to improve the 2009-10 proposed Contract, as well as to better prepare for development of Contracts in future years.
� For further details, see briefing paper of the New York City Council Committee on Education, “Oversight: Meeting the State’s Contract for Excellence Requirement,” July 24, 2007, available at � HYPERLINK "http://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=447347&GUID=F97C9240-A70B-482E-A04A-981BD6F04356&Options=&Search" ��http://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=447347&GUID=F97C9240-A70B-482E-A04A-981BD6F04356&Options=&Search�=.


� New York State Executive Chamber press release, “Schools to Receive Historic Investment of Resources,” April 1, 2007, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ny.gov/governor/press/0401075.html" ��http://www.ny.gov/governor/press/0401075.html�.  Note that $1.1 billion of the 2007-08 increase was for Foundation Aid (a new operating aid category that replaces over 30 categories of school aid), with a commitment to increase Foundation Aid over 4 years to a total of $5.5 billion by 2010-11.


� Id. See also Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver press release, “Statement on Passage of State Budget,” April 1, 2007,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://assembly.state.ny.us/Press/20070401/" ��http://assembly.state.ny.us/Press/20070401/� and Campaign for Fiscal Equity, “A Brief History of CFE v. State,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cfequity.org/" ��http://www.cfequity.org/�.


� Campaign for Fiscal Equity, “Summary of 2007-2008 Education Budget Reform Legislation: New York City Funding Increases,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cfequity.org/" ��http://www.cfequity.org/�.  


� Id. Note that the combined total of $5.4 billion closely approximates the $4.7 to $5.6 billion range ordered by the lower courts in the CFE decisions.


� Supra note 2.


� New York State Education Department (NYSED) website, “Contracts for Excellence,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/mgtserv/C4E/home.html" ��http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/mgtserv/C4E/home.html�.


� Note that New York City is required to submit a class-size reduction plan as part of its Contract for Excellence and New York City is the only district for which class size reduction is a mandatory program.


� NY CLS Education §211-d(3)a.  


� Id. at §211-d(4).


� Id. at §211-d(1)c.


� New York State Education Department (NYSED) press release, “Contracts for Excellence in Place in 39 School Districts,” January 27, 2009 accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4ERelease2009.htm" ��http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4ERelease2009.htm�.


� DOE press release, “Public Hearings on Preliminary 2009-10 Contracts for Excellence Plan,” September 8, 2009, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/mediarelations/NewsandSpeeches/2009-2010/preliminary0910C4Eplan.htm" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/mediarelations/NewsandSpeeches/2009-2010/preliminary0910C4Eplan.htm�.


� Office of New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr. press release, “Thompson: City Fails to Monitor Early Grade Class Size Reduction Funding,” September 9, 2009.


� Specifically, schools districts that have at least one school identified as (i) requiring academic progress, (ii) in need of improvement, (iii) in corrective action or (iv) in restructuring, and that receive an increase in either (i) total Foundation Aid compared to the base year (as defined in section 3602(1)(b) of the State Education Law (SEL)) in an amount that equals or exceeds either $15 million or 10% of the amount received in the base year, whichever is less, or (ii) a supplemental educational improvement plan grant, must submit a contract for excellence.  NY CLS Educ §211-d(1).


� 8 NYCRR 100.13(b)(1)(ii).


� 8 NYCRR 100.13(b)(3)(ii)(a).  Note that schools in “improvement status” are defined by SED as schools requiring academic progress (SRAP), or in need of improvement (SINI), or in corrective action, or in restructuring.


� NY CLS Educ §211-d(3)a.  


� 8 NYCRR 100.13(b)(1)(vi).


� Id. 


� DOE, “New York City Five Year Class-Size Reduction Plan – Update – November 24, 2008: Chart 5,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/5C60C0BA-F6E4-456E-8762-CAF02609E69E/66528/5FY09C4ESchoolListClassSizeprojectionsSummary.pdf" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/5C60C0BA-F6E4-456E-8762-CAF02609E69E/66528/5FY09C4ESchoolListClassSizeprojectionsSummary.pdf�.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2). 


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(i)(a).  Note that this section contains other specifications regarding the 5-year CSR plan and reporting requirements.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(ii).


� Id.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(iii).


� Id.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(iv).


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(v).


� Id.


� DOE website, “Contracts for Excellence,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/AboutUs/funding/c4e/default.htm" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/AboutUs/funding/c4e/default.htm�.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(2)(vi).


� Id. at 100.13(c)(3)(i).


� Id. at 100.13(c)(3)(ii).  Note that in 2007-2008 there were only 5 allowable program areas, as model programs for students with limited English proficiency was not included as an option until 2008-09.


� Id. at 100.13(c)(1)(i)(f).


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2). Note that, though public hearings were not required in the first year, the DOE did hold one public hearing in each borough on its 2007-2008 Contract for Excellence.


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2)(ii).  


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2).


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2)(i).  


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2)(iii)(a).  


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2)(iii)(b).  


� Id. at 100.13(d)(2)(iii)(b)(1).  


� Id. at 100.13(e)(1). 


� Id. at 100.13(e)(1)(i).


� Id. at 100.13(e)(2)(i)(a).


� Id. at 100.13(e)(2)(ii)(b).


� Id. at 100.13(e)(2)(iii).


� Id. at 100.13(f).


� Id.


� NY CLS Education §211-d(6).  


� New York State Education Department (NYSED) press release, “Contracts for Excellence in Place in 39 School Districts,” January 27, 2009 accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4ERelease2009.htm" ��http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4ERelease2009.htm�.


� Id.


� 8 NYCRR 100.13(c)(3)(ii).  Note that in 2007-2008 there were only 5 allowable program areas, as model programs for students with limited English proficiency was not included as an option until 2008-09.


� Id.


� DOE press release, “Public Hearings on Preliminary 2009-10 Contracts for Excellence Plan,” September 8, 2009, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/mediarelations/NewsandSpeeches/2009-2010/preliminary0910C4Eplan.htm" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/mediarelations/NewsandSpeeches/2009-2010/preliminary0910C4Eplan.htm�.


� Id.


� DOE powerpoint, “Department of Education 2009-10 Contracts for Excellence Proposed Plan,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/10701996-8D68-45D5-8846-E27A83B6CED3/0/200910C4ECitywidePlan_OverviewofPlan.pdf" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/10701996-8D68-45D5-8846-E27A83B6CED3/0/200910C4ECitywidePlan_OverviewofPlan.pdf�.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id.


� Id.


� Campaign for Fiscal Equity (CFE) press release, “City Used Dollars for High Need Students to Fill City Aid Shortfall,” June 30, 2009, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cfequity.org/" ��http://www.cfequity.org/�.


� DOE powerpoint, “Department of Education 2009-10 Contracts for Excellence Proposed Plan,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/10701996-8D68-45D5-8846-E27A83B6CED3/0/200910C4ECitywidePlan_OverviewofPlan.pdf" ��http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/10701996-8D68-45D5-8846-E27A83B6CED3/0/200910C4ECitywidePlan_OverviewofPlan.pdf�.


� SED, “C4E Calendar for 2009-10,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/mgtserv/C4E/09-10_C4E/2009-10C4ECalendar.htm" ��http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/mgtserv/C4E/09-10_C4E/2009-10C4ECalendar.htm�.


� NY CLS Educ §211-d(2)b(ii).  Note that while all districts receiving C4E money may use the funds to reduce class size as one of 6 program options, NYC is the only district required to do so.


� SED press release, “State Education Department Completes ‘Contract for Excellence’ Monitoring; Vast Majority of Districts Implemented Contract Provisions, But Exceptions Must Be Corrected,” September 15, 2008, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4EMonitoring.htm" ��http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/C4EMonitoring.htm�.
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