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Preface

ollectively, 2,500 Annenberg schools — the beneficiaries of Walter
H. Annenberg’s $500 million “Challenge” gift — demonstrate that
school reform works. In 18 unique projects created to fit local needs, the
Annenberg Challenge is mobilizing communities on behalf of children,
improving education policies, gaining partners for schools, strengthening
teaching, and — most important of all — advancing student learning. Build-

ing sustained alliances for change undergirds every aspect of the program.

By any measure, the Challenge has
The Challenge haS renewed set an ambitious agenda, not the least of

momentum fOI' reform which is using private funds to gain
. . . traction in public education systems that
while embracmg risk. spend $250 billion annually. The Chal-
lenge has given renewed momentum to
promising pre-existing reforms, but it also has embraced risk. While some Annenberg
schools had achieved exceptional prior success, the vast majority entered with undistin-
guished or poor track records. Nudging a’single or small number of schools — successful or
lagging — toward better performance’is hard enough; attempting this task on a grand scale,
as most projects have, is an entirely different matter. With large scale come large hurdles,
including staying foeused amid political turbulence, moving entrenched bureaucracies,
and making organizational change on many fronts at once.

The children in Challenge schools unquestionably need these herculean efforts. While
defying easy generalization, they come predominantly from poor and minority households
— more than 8o percent in Chicago, Detroit, New York, and Philadelphia are both. Many
are bilingual. Few may be surprised that students in South Florida schools speak over 100

languages, but the 77 different languages of Salt Lake City's classrooms underscore the

changed face of urban schools. Finally, many students in Challenge schools are mobile.




Half of the students in Los Angeles County change schools within a year — with many mov-
ing more than once.

Is the Challenge making a difference for these students? Answering this question lies
at the core of the evaluation and research efforts linked to each project. As the following
report demonstrates, the independent researchers tracking the Challenge — over 100 in ally
from 20 of the nation’s top universities and research centers — are accumulating substan-
tial evidence of student gains, including examples of student accomplishment not easily
captured in a test score. They are documenting the distinctive strategies Challenge projects
have brought into play to support and sustain good schools. They report a stoty of determi-
nation, innovation, and considerable progress.

Students doing challenging work, guided by adults who know/them well and who
themselves are honing new skills — these are the hopes we all hold for our public schools.
In this time of rising standards and high-stakes tests, each day’s teaching and curriculum
must provide the inspiration students need to reach the/ambitious expectations set by
adults. The Annenberg Challenge helps schools do just'that, as they meet students where
they are, engage them intellectually, tap their curiosity, support their perseverance, uncover

their talents, bolster their hopes, and honor their/achievements.

Bonboua. Cohune

Barbara Cervone

National Coordinator




dent Progress

the Challenge is benefiting the 1.5 million stu-
es? Most would agree there are many ways to gauge
the impact of schools on their students — and that good schools strengthen
motivation and character along with academics. Given the enormous
currency of standardized test scores in today's drive to improve student per-
formance, test results are the starting point for measuring student benefit

in most Annenberg Challenge communities. But they do not stand alone.

Attendance, dropout, and graduation rates are other indicators. Analyses, for example,
of the number of students gaining proficiency in English or taking advanced courses yield
additional evidence. Examining the daily work of students offers yet another tool. Disag-
gregating any of these measures by class or race deepens our understanding further. It tells
us, importantly, how different students within a school or district are faring and what

progress we have made with those

Test results are the starting point — least prepared, or least predicted to

for measuring student benefit.

achieve, academically.

The summaries that follow pre-

But they do not stand alone. sent currently available student results

in the seven longest-standing Chal-
lenge projects. In these projects, schools have worked with Challenge funds for three years
and have gathered two, if not three, years of consistent data on student learning — enough
implementation and enough results to speak of a trend. These remain, however, interim
results. The majority of Challenge projects extend to December 2001, with most continu-
ing beyond the life of their Annenberg funds.
The data, themselves, are decidedly diverse. First, they reflect variations among dis-
tricts and states in assessing student achievement. The past five years have produced an

explosion of local measures and testing options, and the Challenge has worked within



these local preferences. Second, they reflect differing strategies among Challenge projects
about how and what to measure. The result is a robust mix from Philadelphia’s “Perfor-
mance Responsibility Index” to Tennessee’s “value-added” formula to locally designed
measures of student engagement in the Rural School and Community Trust. Accessing
and synthesizing these data, we might add, has sometimes been a challenge in itself. From
the research teams linked to each project, local district administrators have learned about
better organizing and sharing existing student data; yet much work remains on this score.

Taken together, the following summaries suggest a pattern of improvement that
extends beyond the extraordinary schools that catch everyone’s eye to schools whose
progress is more modest but no less hard won. And because each Challenge project is
closely monitored by external evaluators, the uneven or negligible progress in some
schools yields practical lessons about the steps that most reliably make a difference in
school reform, whether it be in a single school or in schools throughout a district.

Finally, since students and their achievements comprise more than numbers, this
report also presents a half dozen strong examples of students at work. They show, we hope,

what engaged and challenged students, given opportunity and a spark, can accomplish.



Holding each otherfaccountable,

San Franeiseo Challenge schools

boostistudent performance

panning 6o school districts,

the Bay Area School Reform
Collaborative (BASRC) is a membership
organization for over 200 schools that
have demonstrated their seriousness
about reform. The 86 Leadership
Schools selected for funding were chosen
because they put together strong appli-
cation portfolios describing their com-
mitment to the kind of change process
that BASRC espouses. Using a “cycle of
inquiry,” a methodical, data-driven
approach to investigating problems in
student achievement, each Leadership
School has detailed a “focused effort”
that addresses a key aspect of teaching
and learning.

BASRC expects its Leadership
Schools to show progress in student
achievement by their third year of fund-
ing. In spring 2000, 56 schools funded
during each of BASRC'’s first two years
of work (Cohorts 1 and 2) faced this
expectation. Looking at standardized test
results, Stanford University researchers
evaluating BASRC found that 38 of 56
Cohort 1 and 2 schools, or 68 percent, had
showed improved student performance.
Additionally, 23 schools in Cohort 3,

schools that were not due to show

achievement gains until the next year,
met this goal a year ahead of BASRC'’s
expectations.

Standardized test scores also hint at
progress relative to other public schools.
California adopted the SAT-g (Stanford
Achievement Test, Ninth Edition) as the
state-wide achievement test for all grades
quite recently, in 1998. Accordingly,
analysis of these scores are based on only
two years of testing and must be consid-
ered tentative. Nonetheless, a compara-
tive analysis of 1998 and 1999 SAT-g
results shows that BASRC’s Leadership
Schools have generally made greater
gains than Bay Area and California
schools overall.

One of BASRC's central goals is
to narrow the achievement gap between
students who traditionally succeed acade-
mically and those who do not. Reflecting
national trends, the gap is wide between
high-poverty and more affluent schools
at the regional and state level. Although
the gulf widened in 1999, Stanford eval-
uators report brighter news for BASRC’s
high-poverty Leadership Schools, which
lost significantly less ground than their
Bay Area counterparts.

To help close gaps within individual
schools, BASRC pushes its grantees to
disaggregate student achievement data

by ethnic background, language, race,



and economic status. BASRC schools
have begun to focus on this problem
during the past two years, with some
early signs of progress. For example, in
1997 at Lomita Park Elementary in San
Bruno, 44 percent of limited-English
third graders read above grade level

compared to 8o percent of English-flu-

their eligibility for continued funding.
As with standardized tests, BASRC’s 86
Leadership schools have shown consid-
erable progress when gauged by this
measure; 71 percent of all Leadership
Schools were judged at standard on the

spring 2000 Review of Progress.

ent students. In 1999, these percentages
improved for both groups, to 73 and 97
percent, respectively, narrowing the gap
between them by 12 points.

‘ Increased student achievement is just

one of several different criteria by which

BASRC evaluates the overall progress of

its funded Leadership Schools. Using a

Leadership Schools made
greater gains than Bay Area

and California schools overall.

rigorous peer-review process called the
Review of Progress, BASRC measures
annual progress in five key areas: high
standards and closing the achievement
gap, substantial changes in curriculum
and instruction, school-wide impact,
shared leadership, and coherence and
focus. Because BASRC has a develop-
mental view of change, it measures
progress in these five criteria along a
continuum, holding schools to higher
standards the longer they have partici-
pated in the Collaborative. Passing the
Review of Progress is keenly important

to BASRC schools, since it determines



Push to meet county-wide standards 1ifts
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I n 1994, voters in Chattanooga,
Tennessee created a new school sys-
tem that combined Hamilton County’s
formerly separate urban and suburban
districts along with the county’s rural
schools. In 1996, with Challenge funds,
the city’s Public Education Foundation
helped launch a new, standards-based
curriculum for all 8o schools.

The state’s most recent annual
report card on schools shows marked

progress in Hamilton County. The report
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Social Studies 99.5
Science 98.7
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Hamilton County Report Card:

card uses a value-added calculation devel-
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Chattanooga above the state and nation

oped by Dr. William Sanders of the
University of Tennessee to measure
whether or not students in grades 3
through & achieve the proper amount
of academic growth each year. A value-
added score of 100 percent indicates that
a student achieved the expected academic
progress for a school year. A score of
less than 100 percent shows less than
the expected advance; a score over 100
percent shows more.

For the first time since the merger,
students exceeded the required level

of improvement in all five subject areas,

Science 122.4

o
D

Value-Added Comparisons to the Nation and State



particularly dramatic improvement.

using Tennessee’s standardized
test choice, TerraNova. In addition,
Hamilton County schools exceeded

the national gains in all subject areas,

Student writing skills showed

and they outpaced the state’s gains in
four of the five subject areas based on
the three-year average. (See chart on
previous page).

When the scores of the city and

county schools on the TerraNova are

weighed against state median percentages
(as opposed to a value-added formula),
they are at or above the 50 percent mark in
17 categories (for example, third-grade

reading or sixth-grade math) and below

in 13. One area shows particularly dra-

matic improvement: writing. In 1994-9s,

before the merger and accompanying

reforms, 22 percent of Hamilton County

fourth graders scored competent or
above on the state-wide writing assess-
ment; four years later, 61 percent did.
At the eleventh grade, percentages rose
from 32 to 65. Concurrently, scores in
all areas of the ACT college entrance
exam rose while the state average did
not show improvements. Attendance
figures for the county were up across

the board.






Networks of Chiézlgo’s Annenberg schools
gain more than city average

A t the core of the Chicago Annen-
berg Challenge stand networks
of 3 to 15 schools linked to an external
partner — a community group, nonprofit
organization, cultural institution, or
university. Together they tackle a range
of key issues affecting teaching and
learning, from professional development
to improving the daily quality of class-
room assignments and student work.
Forty percent of the city’s schools —
about 200 schools — are involved in one
of 48 Challenge-supported networks.
Researchers studying the Chicago
Annenberg Challenge have tracked the

test score gains of participating and non-

The greatest achievement gains

occurred in eighth-grade reading.

participating schools since 1995 (one
year before the first group of schools
joined the Challenge). The test used is
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS),
with results reported in Grade Equiva-
lents (GE) in reading and mathematics.
To assess the progress of the Annenberg
Challenge schools, researchers exam-
ined achievement at grades 3, 6, and §;
they also examined results for students
aged 8, 11, and 13 in order to take into
consideration the effects of grade reten-
tion. The average achievement for all
Challenge schools was combined into

a group mean.

From 1995 to 1999, Chicago test
scores increased at most grade levels
and among most age groups of students.
Nonetheless, researchers found that
following two to three years’ involvement
in one of the Chicago Annenberg
Challenge’s school networks, Annenberg
schools made small but consistently
greater gains on the ITBS than their
non-Annenberg counterparts. (See chart
next page).

These gains are noteworthy given
that students in Challenge-supported
schools are relatively poorer and more
academically disadvantaged than their
counterparts in other Chicago schools.
Indeed, for schools that joined the
Challenge in its first year, the average
poverty rate was 9o.I percent, compared
to a city-wide average of 83.7 percent;
in grade-equivalent terms, their achieve-
ment generally averaged between one-
third and one-half a grade level behind
that of non-participating schools.
Schools joining the Challenge in 1997
also lagged behind other schools in
initial achievement.

Interestingly, counter to prevailing
wisdom that middle and upper grades
remain the hardest reform nut to crack,
researchers in Chicago find that stu-
dents in higher grades appear to have
fared best in Annenberg Challenge
schools, relative to other schools.

Between 1995 and 1999, the greatest



Difference in Grade Equivalents
(GE) between Annenberg and
non-Annenberg schools on

the ITBS. (A negative number
means the Annenberg average
was lower than the non-
Annenberg average. A positive
number means the Annenberg
average was higher than the
non-Annenberg average).

<[ Reading 1996

8th Grade

Math -.37
1997 | -.23

il Reading 1996 -.34
2 1997 | -.08
4 Math 1996 -.28
2 1997 | -13
= Reading 1996 -.46
z 1997 | -05
fy Math 1996 -.46
- 1997 | -.04
e Reading 1996 -.52
: 1997 | -28
By Math 1996 -.44
- 1997 | -25

-.24 +.13
-.01 +.22
-.28 +.06
-.01 +.07
-.28 0
-.02 +.11
-.37 +.09
-.07 -.02
-.35 +.11
-.03 +.01
-.34 +.18
-.07 +.21
-.37 +.07
-.09 +.16

Differences of Mean Annenberg ITBS Achievement Scores
from Non-Annenberg Scores

achievement gains in Annenberg
schools, relative to non-Annenberg gains,
occurred in eighth-grade reading; the
comparative advantage in gains among
Annenberg schools was about one-fourth
of a grade equivalent (.22 GE for schools
entering the Challenge in 1996, and .29
GE for those entering in 1997).

As part of their evaluation, Chicago

researchers are paying particular atten-

tion to the progress of students in the
project’s 30 small schools. Early evidence
suggests these students may be out-
gaining their peers, further confirming
the benefits of small schools — along
with school networks. Future analyses
of test scores for both Challenge and
non-Challenge schools will control for
demographic factors, student mobility,

and changing test forms.



Linked in K =12 ‘School Families,’
L A. Challenge schools

do well on new state index

The Los Angeles Annenberg
Metropolitan Project (LAAMP) is
founded on the assumption that high
student mobility and teacher turnover
are major problems facing children and
schools in Los Angeles County. To
address this problem, LAAMP created
“School Families” made up of a high
school and its feeder middle and ele-
mentary schools. By connecting all the
schools in a given community, LAAMP
hopes to provide students a more coher-
ent and seamless education from pre-
school through high school. Currently,
LAAMP works with 28 School Families,
including approximately 215,000 stu-
dents in 251 schools across 14 districts.
Student achievement within this
diverse, large group of schools —and
School Families — is assessed in a variety
of ways. By one measure, the California
Department of Education’s recently
released Academic Performance Index
(API), the news for LAAMP schools is
almost all positive. For now, the state
has based this index solely on results on
the SAT-9. Every school receives a score
from 200 to 1,000 calculated according
to a seven-step formula. These scores are
then ranked state-wide in 10 groups of
equal size from 1, the lowest performing,
to 10, the highest. Schools are separated
by type — elementary, middle, and high

schools — and ranked within those cate-
gories. A second ranking of 1 to 10 com-
pares each school's 1999 API to those of
100 schools with similar socioeconomic
and ethnic characteristics. These com-
parison rankings are important because
many LAAMP School Families serve
students from poor and non-English
speaking homes.*

The data show that 25 of LAAMP’s
28 School Families outpaced schools
with similar demographics and socioeco-
nomic conditions. The average rank of
schools in these 25 Families was 5 or
higher, placing them above average com-
pared to similar schools. Five School
Families averaged 7 or higher on this
overall state-wide ranking. This first
year of the API provides a benchmark
to assess future progress and suggests
areas for further evaluation of LAAMP’s
impact on student learning.

At the same time, local university-

based researchers studying LAAMP have

continued on page 14

* As this report went to press, the California
State Department of Education announced
that the similar-schools rankings needed to be
re-calculated because of errors. The Education
Department expects to issue new figures for

the rankings in April.






continued from page 12

developed their own comprehensive indi-

cator system for assessing correlations
between LAAMP’s action principles and

student outcomes. This system includes

Dropout rates and

absenteeism improved.

“early” and “trailing” outcomes. Early
outcomes are specific changes in stu-
dent learning, attitudes, or behavior
mostly likely to show up in the first
years of innovation: for example, quality
of student work, attendance rates, the
mainstreaming of English-language
learners. Trailing outcomes are those
affected last by the innovation. Scores
on standardized tests fall into this
second category.

Using this indicator system, local
researchers evaluating LAAMP School
Families report a number of upward
trends, some modest and others more
substantial. Dropout rates have declined
from 1996 to 1998, with the greatest
decline — 6.6 percent to 4.0 — among
LAAMP schools in the Los Angeles
Unified School District (LAUSD) that
have worked with Challenge funds the
longest. These same schools also show
an increase in the percent of limited
English speaking students achieving
proficiency, which rose from 9.9 to 11.8
percent. Excessive absenteeism (defined

as more than 20 days absent) has dropped

2 percentage points — from an average
of 25.2 percent to 23.2 — in School Fami-
lies within LAUSD. And the percentage
of students completing a set of more
advanced courses that make them eligi-
ble to apply to the University of Califor-
nia system is rising. Here again the
biggest increase — from 44.4 percent in
1996 to 50.1 percent in 1998 — occurred
in those School Families that have

been part of LAAMP the longest. When
LAAMP schools are compared with simi-
lar non-LAAMP schools on these early
outcomes, they are gaining more slowly
in English proficiency and excessive
absenteeism, roughly equally in dropout
decline, and most in advanced course
completion.

In addition to analyzing these early
outcomes and SAT-g scores, LAAMP
researchers are also studying four
School Families in much greater detail,
looking especially for those factors that
seem to contribute most to improved
student learning. Preliminary findings
point to the importance of professional
development for teachers, high expecta-
tions for students, parent involvement,

and a coherent curriculum.



With more autonomy, New York’s
small schools improve student outcomes

I n New York City, where the Challenge
supports the 140 small schools in
the New York Networks for School
Renewal (NYNSR), the benefits for
students are accumulating. Standardized
test results are one measure. The evidence
shows improvements in those schools’
student performance from spring 1996
to spring 1998, and in both reading and
mathematics they outscored students in
a comparison group of similar New York
City schools. Students in grades 3-6

took the CTB Reading Test, a standard-
ized, multiple-choice test that provides

national norms for student performance.

NYNSR schools outdo the city's

graduation and dropout rates.

1998 NYNSR Matched
j;L High Schools (N=20)

EEE 1998 NYC Comparison
i High Schools (N=17)

Tlg%ﬁg

Graduated

Still Enrolled

Over two years, the percent of stable
students (that is, students who remained
in NYNSR schools for both years) who
scored at or above the national norm rose
from 34 percent to 44 percent. In the
group of similar comparison schools, the
stable students’ scores rose from 30 per-
cent to 377 percent. In mathematics (where
the nationally normed test was the Cali-
fornia Achievement Test), stable NYNSR
students’ gains were also noteworthy:
the percent of NYNSR students at or
above the norm rose from 49 to 53 per-
cent, while the comparison group of
stable students rose from 46 to 51 percent.
Increases in NYNSR students’
scores cut across all achievement levels.
In 1996, 34 percent of NYNSR students
were scoring in the bottom quartile
of their grade nationally; the following

year, that percentage was down to 28.

continued on page 17
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continued from page 15

Similarly, the percentage scoring in
the highest quartile rose from 16 to 18
percent. Researchers also examined the
performance of students in particular
ethnic groups and found the greatest
gains for Hispanic students, followed
by Asian-American and African-Ameri-
can students.

Another measure of student benefit
is graduation and dropout rates. In 1998,
the 27 academic high schools in the New
York Networks had a four-year graduation
rate comparable to that of all high schools
in the city (59 percent versus 58 percent),
even though Network schools enroll
somewhat poorer and less academically
prepared students. And they had a dra-
matically lower dropout rate — 40 percent
lower — making them among the most
productive of all the city’s schools in
terms of cost per graduate.

Undoubtedly, the benefits the
NYNSR provides its students derive in
part from size. However, the favorable
comparison of NYNSR schools with
other New York City schools matched
for size (and other characteristics) sug-
gests that the project supports its 140
schools in additional and substantial
ways, with opportunities for teacher
development and collaboration topping
the list. Over the next two years,
researchers will deepen their analysis
of the links among costs, school prac-
tices, and student achievement in

NYNSR small schools.



Drive for standards
achievement in

GRADE 4

I n Philadelphia, the Challenge gave an
important boost to the reform effort
of Superintendent David Hornbeck. That
reform, called Children Achieving, aims
to improve every school in the country’s
fifth largest school district, and it is
uncompromising in its focus on measur-
able performance gains for all students.
Under the district's newly developed
accountability system, Philadelphia
schools must meet target scores on the
Performance Responsibility Index (PRI),

a two-part measure that bundles together

Percentage of Students Scoring
At or Above Basic Level on SAT-9s

Science

GRADE 8

Math

Reading =

Science

GRADE 11

DISTRICT-WIDE

Science =

30.91

44.83 1996 1998

aises

schools

a number of indicators. One part of
the index gives a 6o percent weighting
to student test scores, 10 percent each
to student and staff attendance, and 20
percent to rates of student promotion or
on-time graduation. The other part of the
index requires a reduction of 10 percent-
age points over two years in the number
of students who score below the “basic”
level or do not take the district’s standard-
ized test, the SAT-9. This incremental
component of the PRI aims to meet the
district’s goal of having 95 percent of stu-
dents perform at “proficient” level on dis-
trict tests within 12 years (a full cycle from
kindergarten to twelfth grade).

Results released by the
school district in September
1999 show that over the previ-
ous three years, two-thirds of
the city's 249 schools met their
targets on the PRI. Many had
surged forward in the first
two years, with 145 schools
surpassing their goals on
both parts of the index. As
expected, progress was slower
but still visible in the third
year, with 64 schools exceed-
ing their one-year incremental
goals on both parts.

Other important vari-
ables included in the perfor-
mance index also showed

improvement from 1996 to



19938. Staff attendance grew significantly
from about 70 percent of teachers
attending 93 percent or more school days
in 1996 to 79 percent in 1998. Student
attendance also increased significantly,
by about five percentage points.

As noted above, Philadelphia’s
accountability system relies heavily on
student proficiency levels on the SAT-g:
for a particular subject, student perfor-
mance is measured as advanced, profi-
cient, basic, or below basic for their grade,
according to cut-off scores established by
panels of teachers who worked with the
test publisher. Raising the percentage of

students who reach at least the basic level

Teachers collaborated more

in high-achieving schools.

can signal progress on the way to bring-
ing all students to the proficient level.
City-wide, the percentage of stu-
dents scoring at or above the basic level
rose significantly from 1996 to 1998
in all subjects tested. (See chart on previ-
ous page). In reading, for example, the
percentage rose from 43 to 55 across
all tested grades; in mathematics it rose
from 28 to 40. Gains were especially
impressive in the fourth grade, but even
eleventh graders posted significant gains
in mathematics and science. In the
context of Philadelphia’s 12-year time
frame for improving student achieve-
ment, these gains are on target.
During this time period, however,

the number of students who scored below

basic remained the same. This seeming
paradox — after all, the number of students
scoring above that mark has increased —
occurs because 13 percent more Philadel-
phia students were tested in 1998 than
in 1996. Predictably, many of these
previously untested students were low
achievers. To its credit, Philadelphia’s
leadership has insisted on a valid bench-
mark by which to chart future progress
for all students. The district is sending
a clear message that schools must stand
accountable for all their children and not
give up on low-achieving students.

As part of their analysis, Philadel-
phia researchers also examined closely
a small group of elementary schools with
achievement gains from 1996 to 1998
distinctly higher than those of schools
with comparable baseline scores and lev-
els of student poverty. Evaluators found
that three important factors accounted
for the better performance. One is strong
preparation for the SAT-gs. Another is
the presence of “instructional focus”:
firm consensus about what and how to
teach, as well as clear priorities bolstered
by relevant professional development.
Finally, the teachers in these high-achiev-
ing schools collaborate more frequently
than their peers, gaining greater know-
ledge and respect for one another’s work.

Future analyses will examine the
relationship between specific compo-
nents of the Children Achieving reform
and student achievement, controlling
for poverty, school level, climate, and

professional community.



O ne in four American public
school students lives in rural

areas, and like their urban counterparts,
one-quarter of rural students are poor.
Students in the Rural School and Com-
munity Trust, however, are even more
disadvantaged than the national average;
the percentage of students who qualify
for free and reduced lunch exceeds the
state mean — substantially in most cases
—in all but one of 35 states in which Rural
Trust projects operate.

Rather than view its communities,

small schools, and students as resource-

A quarter of rural students are poor,

but the shared potential of rural

schools and communities is rich.

poor, however, the Rural Trust believes
their shared potential is rich. Communi-
ties and schools improve together, it
holds, when rural public schools base
their teaching on the economy, ecology,
history, and culture of the communities
they serve, and when they fully engage
members of the community in the work
of the school. In turn, Rural Trust sites
ask students not only to meet high acad-
emic standards but also to make signifi-
cant contributions to the people and

places that surround them.

Rural Trust students gain on tests,
give to communities

Harvard University researchers
tracking the Rural Trust find that stu-
dents in participating schools do mea-
sure up on standardized tests. Evaluators
report test scores at or above the national
norms in almost all its sites — roughly
750 schools — over the past three years.
In the two Texas Rural Trust sites, for
example, student performance on the
state’s Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills (TAAS) has risen considerably
since 1996 when the project started.

(See chart on next page). In California's
Mariposa County, one of two Rural Trust
sites in that state, student scores on the
SAT-g have increased in 9o percent of
the testing areas (grades 2-11 in six sub-
jects) — gains that run, on average, four
percentage points ahead of the average
SAT-g gains state-wide. A sample of
Alabama elementary school sites showed
that combined reading and math scores
on the SAT-gs rose an average of 12 points
from 1996 to 1999.

School persistence and college-going
rates in Rural Trust schools also have
increased, especially in the Appalachian
and Southern states. In Alabama, for
example, college-going and dropout
rates in PACERS schools (a network of
28 small rural schools) were 47 percent
and 4 percent, respectively, in 1996. As
of 1999, they had improved to 53 percent

continued on page 22



Rural Trust: Percentage of Students Passing the TAAS
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and 3 percent. In Walden's Ridge,
Tennessee, the percentages in 1996 were
28 percent and 6.5 percent and are now
31 percent and 2.7 percent.

For many rural communities,
school consolidation — which uproots
schools and students from their commu-
nities — is more threatening than failing
test scores. As a result, the student impact
Harvard researchers have studied most
is the extent to which students’ school
work extends into the community and is
enlarged by these connections.

In a recent national survey of Rural
Trust sites, 30 percent of middle and sec-
ondary school students indicated they
“regularly leave the classroom for learn-
ing activities in the community,” and
roughly 40 percent reported that people
from the community, other than parents,
are regularly in their school working
with them. This community-based work,
the researchers find, has assumed a
long-term quality, evolving from brief
excursions to ambitious projects that are
“complex and intellectually challenging.”
In interviews, students, parents, teach-
ers, and other adults report that as a
result of their involvement in the Rural
Trust students participate more often in
the life of their school and their town,
place higher value on their communities
and their places in them, and feel pride

in their accomplishments.

Though hard to quantify, these
student accomplishments are concrete

and substantial.

% Students at Alabama’s PACERS
schools not only succeeded on traditional
measures but, reversing a decline in
small-town journalism, launched 23
community newspapers with a current

circulation of 22,000.

«% For a business class at tiny Howard
High School (enrollment under 200),
students performed a cash-flow study
and found that an increase in local retail
sales of 10 percent would generate an
additional $7 million in revenues. The
study convinced residents to do more
shopping close to home, and sales in
their South Dakota county jumped more

than 25 percent.

«% Hundreds of Rural Trust students
provide valuable environmental services.
Along Colorado’s Yampa River, students
collect data for state and federal environ-
mental protection agencies; in Eastport,
Maine, students map clam beds as part
of their watershed monitoring studies;
and Oregon students restock rivers with

salmon raised in their own hatcheries.






r Improving Student Learning

oject uses a variety of promising strategies as

erall reform plan. All invest substantially in high

standards, in developing teachers’ ability to teach well, and in meaningful
accountability systems. All work hard to personalize school environ-

ments and strengthen community relationships. All link schools to out-
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: side partners and foster beneficial policies and structures. These
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commonsense strategies share a common goal: to provide the conditions

and the capacities that support student learning.
In the pages that follow we highlight many of these strategies, along with examples of
the distinctive ways Challenge projects have put them into practice. For the most part,
these strategies are mutually reinforcing. Any thrust to develop high-quality teaching, for
instance, must also improve curriculum; and to successfully distribute accountability
among all interested parties, a school needs to bolster parental and community involve-
ment. Just as each of the examples here roots itself in important, larger strategies for

improving schools, each also shows the determination and ingenuity that characterize so

much of the Challenge.
All efforts by schools to increase student learning, we must add, rest on several fun-
damental preconditions. One is adequate funding. Funding sets the floor for what can and
does happen within a school's walls. It buys textbooks, computers, decent and safe facili-

ties. Extra funding lifts the ceiling, allowing schools to invest in new instructional strate-
gies, additional teacher training, expanded student and community services. Money is not

the answer, but it’s pivotal.
A second precondition is appreciating the abilities and promise of students. Instead of
decrying their academic (or moral) decline, we must work diligently to help students

demonstrate strengths and make contributions. If all we see is their problems, we risk

ignoring the unique potential they show us every day.
A third precondition is adult learning. Adults who contribute, directly and indirectly,

to student learning must be willing to take risks, practice new skills, and participate in
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: different relationships and structures. As we adults grow and learn, so will students.
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Excellent teaching and student learning
share the same breath. If teachers—new
and veteran—are to help children meet
ambitious standards, they need ongoing
opportunities to sharpen their knowledge
of both content and pedagogy. When
schools anchor this professional develop-
ment in daily life and promote a culture
where teachers solve problems together,

the benefits for students grow still greater.

. Revamping Teacher Training and
Development: Los Angeles’

DELTA Project

Not much from his teacher training
program prepared a recent graduate for
his first teaching assignment: a class
of emotionally disturbed sixth to eighth
graders at a Los Angeles middle school.
Had it not been for the coaching and
guidance of a teacher with nearly 30 years’
experience, this rookie teacher predicts,
“I would have left teaching within a year.”
The coach came courtesy of DELTA
(Design for Excellence: Linking Teaching
and Achievement), the Los Angeles
Annenberg Metropolitan Project’s inno-
vative effort to redesign teacher prepara-
tion. Working with the California State
University system — which trains 60
percent of the state’s new teachers — it
is also changing the ways school districts
work with universities to improve
professional development for new and

veteran teachers alike.

DELTA links four Cal State cam-
puses — Northridge, Dominguez Hills,
Los Angeles, and Long Beach — with four
LAAMP “School Families” (a high school
and its feeder middle and elementary
schools) and their respective school
districts. Three separate yet interwoven
components help teachers in each stage
of their careers: pre-service teacher
preparation for individuals pursuing a
teaching credential; one-on-one coaching
for first- and second-year teachers; and
ongoing staff development for experi-
enced teachers. At professional develop-
ment centers situated at participating
schools, pre K-12 teachers, university
professors, and coaches all work
together — aided by resources and exper-
tise from outside organizations — on
developing professional development
activities linked to the needs of students.

DELTA already has begun to see
results. Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict and Cal State have agreed to fund
three additional professional develop-
ment centers modeled on the two devel-
oped by the DELTA School Families.
Long Beach Unified also added another
School Family and professional develop-
ment center. Cal State Northridge has
announced that its Accelerated Teacher
Preparation Program — which signifi-
cantly reduces the usual two-year train-
ing period by placing teacher candidates
as aides to veteran teachers by day, with
four hours of education coursework at
night — will serve as a model for all its

other teacher training.



Needed: Effective Leadership.

Successful schools demand good leaders
- at every level of the system. Effective
systems have strategies for developing
capable leaders, deploying them wisely,
and encouraging them to stay. School
principals serve their students best when
they share leadership and ownership of

a school’s problems and successes.

Redefining School Leadership:
Chattanooga’s Leadership
Development Initiative
Principals from 8o Hamilton County,
Tennessee schools piled into cars and
vans on a Friday night in January, trad-
ing their weekend to work together on
ways to improve their job performance.
Over the two-day session in Atlanta,
the principals — aided by visiting admin-
istrators from Texas, Ohio, North
Carolina, Massachusetts, and Delaware —
discussed essential strategies for effec-
tive school leadership. This second
annual Winter Principals’ Retreat will be
followed by a three-day summer institute
in June that will involve more than 200
principals, assistant principals, teachers,
and central office administrators.
Sponsored by Chattanooga’s Public
Education Foundation, the retreats are one
of several opportunities offered through
the Leadership Development Initiative,
a district-wide effort to recruit, train, and
support effective school leaders. In addi-
tion to the annual Winter Retreat, prin-

cipals and their school teams participate

in a\national leadership program from
the Mayerson Academy, broadcast twice
monthly via satellite. A smaller group
of 13 principals meets monthly with a
national expert on managing change.
Because the initiative rests on a
redefinition of leadership — as a quality
of a community, not of a single individ-
ual guiding others — it also serves teach-
ers, district administrators, and parents.
In the Leadership Fellows Program,
for example, 24 teachers from 24 dif-
ferent schools support one another’s
efforts as emerging leaders, with assis-
tance from consultants from the United
States, Canada, and the United King-
dom. Programs such as Leadership in
Inquiry, Data, and Accountability and
Leadership in School Improvement
Planning reach a wide range of school
personnel — and in the process, help
anchor the notion of leadership in the

everyday work of schools.



Needed: Intensity of Effort.

If schools are to make a real difference in
the lives of students, particularly the most
disadvantaged, they must muster all possi-
ble resources. They must gather not only
every available dollar but also every adult,
engaging them as a matter of course in the
daily teaching and guidance of students.
They must doggedly safeguard instructional
time and find ways to expand it. They must
embrace persistence and a sense of moral

purpose as intangible assets.

Enlisting Every Adult: West
Baltimore’s Compact for Learning
Deep in Baltimore’s inner city, two
Annenberg schools participate in a
development program intended to renew
a neighborhood whose rates of drug use
and murder are among the highest in
the nation. The Compact Schools Project
employs both a new curriculum (adapted
from the Core Knowledge program) and
a consistent instructional approach that
enlists every available adult to create a
safe haven for its elementary students.
“We refer to all the adults in our
learning community as staff members,”
says director Sylvia Peters. “Certified and
non-certified teachers, temporary substi-
tutes, paraprofessionals, volunteers, and
parents all participate in our learning
and training.” This permits small-group
coaching in a structured program of

reading, language, and reasoning that

has transformed the schools’ climate

as well as student outcomes. All children
in these two schools are now “proficient
and competent readers,” says Peters.

As kindergarten students entered first
grade, she reports, they scored two
months ahead of national norms on

the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.

To prevent losses in reading skills
over the summer, these students attend
small summer classes (7:1 student-adult
ratio), taught by the best of the profes-
sional staff along with aides, parents,
and AmeriCorps volunteers. Parents
take (or teach) classes in computer
technology, parenting, and literacy;
and teachers develop their curriculum
and instruction skills. Recently, students
in all grades posted learning gains in
reading, with third graders recording
4.1 months’ worth of skills in just
over six weeks of instructional time.

In this community that at times
seems “almost like a fourth world coun-
try,” Peters credits these “amazing
results” to the moral leadership of the
adults. “They understand these chil-
dren’s cultural patterns, have high expec-
tations of both themselves and students,”
she asserts, “and have the academic,
social, and mental stamina required

to teach in urban areas.”



Needed: Curriculum that engages and motivates students.

High standards and high-stakes tests may motivate adults, but in and of themselves

they are unlikely to rally students. If students are to reach the high expectations set by
adults, the daily curriculum and teaching must provide the sparks by meeting students
where they are, presenting them with challenges, tapping their curiosity, strengthening

their perseverance, uncovering their talents, honoring their achievements.

Infusing Arts into the Curriculum:
Arts Partnerships in Minnesota and
New York City

“Drumming teaches me how to focus,”
a Minneapolis second grader told his
teacher, “and being focused teaches me
how to read.” This seven-year old states
clearly a central tenet of Minnesota’s
Arts for Academic Achievement and
The Center for Arts Education in New
York City: that important student learn-
ing occurs in and through the arts.

At this young drummer’s school,
Tuttle Elementary — where nearly one-
third of the diverse and largely poor stu-
dent population comes from Vietnamese
immigrant families — a professional
drummer helps first and second graders
with a musical accompaniment to a folk
tale they had created with a local story-
teller. Using hand-held rhythm instru-
ments like the clave, drum, and bell, they
keep their rhythmic patterns going sepa-
rately, then together, in a performance
for parents. Every child is engaged —
each a performer — and parents beam.
Meanwhile, the process of learning to
identify patterns and sequences, musical
or otherwise, is building the skills these
children need for reading and math.

At Manhattan's Martin Luther King,

Jr. High School, located across the street
from Lincoln Center, artists from the New
York City Opera join tenth-grade classes
for “residencies” of several weeks, in
which they explore the operatic form
through improvisation, coaching, analy-
sis, and performance projects. For
a Madama Butterfly residency, the teach-
ing artist and English teacher compare
the use of power in Dickens’ A Tale of
Two Cities to that of the opera. The social
studies teacher links the opera’s musical
and dramatic motifs to concepts of
Western imperialism and cultural
dissonance, issues under study in his
Global Studies class. And in four-week
internships, 20 King students spend
their afternoons at the opera, learning
the workings of production, arts admin-
istration, marketing, and arts education.

“The opera program has changed
the way we deal with students and the
way that they respond to us,” says one
participating teacher. “Students are
much more actively engaged now. And
we demand a lot more of them, because
we know how much they can do.”

When the arts not only are infused
in the school day but connect to the
community, the benefits reach in and

outside classrooms.






Needed: Schools where every child is known well by a caring adult.

Relationships form the connective tissue in schools and classrooms - and affect student
engagement and learning powerfully. Reduced class sizes can benefit students and
teachers alike. Smaller learning communities within larger schools bring everyone
closer: students, teachers, and parents. And smaller schools, the research shows repeat-

edly, mitigate the effects of poverty on student achievement.

Personalizing Schools: Philadelphia’s
Small Learning Communities
Students at Philadelphia’s Northeast
High School are preparing lesson plans,
developing curriculum units, and work-
ing as interns in neighboring elemen-
tary and middle schools. These aspiring
teachers also attend an after-school train-
ing program that encourages them to
return to Philadelphia schools once they
become certified professionals. “Money
only lasts so long, but a ‘thank you’ lasts
a lifetime,” says one participating tenth
grader. “We need to feel like we are doing
something important for somebody else.”
This emphasis on service is encour-
aged through a program offered by STAR
(Students for Teaching, Advocacy and
Restaurant arts), one of Northeast High
School's small learning communities —
heterogeneous groups of roughly 400
students that are making Philadelphia’s

large schools steadily more personal

and effective. Each small community has

its own teachers, meets in its own space,
and is defined by a unique academic
focus or theme. Depending on size,
schools house as few as one or two such

communities, as many as seven or eight.

Altogether, 130 small learning communi-

ties have been formed in Philadelphia

high schools and over 6oo in its elemen-
tary and middle schools as part of the
district's reform effort.

At Clymer Elementary School, the
first of the city’s elementary schools to
adopt small learning communities, the
previously low-performing, high-poverty
school has seen an impressive turn-
around. Since Clymer reorganized into
smaller units, the percentage of students
reading at grade level has increased 55
points, to 65 percent. “Teachers know
those students so well,” notes the prin-
cipal, “that children can move easily
between classrooms to learn reading or
math at the level that suits them best.”
And because students feel connected,
she adds, they take on special responsi-
bilities like running the recess program
and tutoring younger students, becom-
ing “leaders in their small community

as they reach fourth and fifth grades.”



Needed: External Partners.

It is the exceptional school that, on its own, can

turn the rhetoric and mandates of school reform

suggested assigning a paper to one par-
into changed practice. Improving schools need &8 gning & pap P

ticular student, then giving her written
vision, focus, support, and pressure — a foursome

comments. The group could then ana-

that is hard to provide entirely or reliably from lyze her revision, looking for clues to

within. External “coaches” and other partners, how well their comments had worked.

knowledgeable in instruction and in shepherding Eventually, the initially general

change, can help schools turn ambitious plans remarks — “nice ending” — became

into real gains. specific enough to really help the student

Learning from Partners:

Boston’s Content-Area Coaches

The students huddled over the assign-
ment, discussing the draft essay before
them. They were as intent as any young-
ster on “making the grade” — but these
were middle school teachers, reviewing
the work of one of the Boston seventh
graders they teach.

Led by their Annenberg-funded
“content coach” in literacy, these teachers
had been working all year to boost stu-
dents’ writing skills in all classes. What
they had learned thus far — using students’
work to pinpoint instructional needs,
developing good assignments, design-
ing a rubric to assess student writing —
had helped, but not enough. Although
students had improved on the mechan-
ics of writing, their papers lacked style,
voice, life.

“What kind of feedback are you
giving?” the coach asked. “Which of it

works best? How do you know?” She

revise: “Why would you eat the zebras
and only chase the hyena?” Even teachers’
praise became more specific: “I love your
descriptive details, like ‘dark and ‘clean.”
Five revisions later, the first one-
paragraph draft had become an A+ paper,
loaded with detail and description and
voice. To the group's surprise, its author
turned out to be a special needs student.
Recognizing that this kind of focused
effort on teaching and learning would
be difficult to effect without the guidance
of an outside partner, the district is in
the process of funding a content coach
to spend one day a week in each of the
city’s 132 schools. While most schools
have chosen coaches with expertise in
literacy, more recently, math specialists
are joining the ranks of coaches who are
helping Boston's teachers to improve

their craft.



Student achievement is co-produced. Schools,
families, and communities need to “get better”
together. When the adults in and outside schools
measure each other by deficits, students lose.
Schools that view parents and the community

as valuable resources — and vice versa - provide
fertile soil for student learning, growth, and

development.

Empowering Parents:

Urban Atlanta Coalition Compact

‘ Nobody hears us. —Pa et

In order to listen, a research team from
Georgia State University spent months
in the community center of an Atlanta
housing project, hoping to uncover
the voices of those previously silenced.
As part of the Missing Voices Project,
associated with the Challenge’s Urban
Atlanta Coalition Compact, these profes-
sors and their colleagues sought to learn
more about parents seemingly unin-
volved with their children’s schools.
What did they learn? Parents feel
the contributions they make at home go
largely unrecognized by schools. Facing
racism and poverty, they describe their
primary role as one of advocates for their
children. And far from letting go in ado-
lescence, parents of children entering
middle school detail their efforts — in
the face of threats like gang membership
— to redouble their monitoring of their
children’s schoolwork and behavior.
These insights reinforce the Com-

pact’s ongoing efforts to bolster family

involvement in new and more effective
ways. It hosts periodic “Town Meetings”
to connect with the community; it
includes parents on each school's reform
team and in training sessions. Last
November, a Family Enrichment Insti-
tute offered go-minute sessions on
African-American history and culture,
the Internet, parenting skills, conflict
resolution, and family literacy to 25
parents and their children. A Parent
Empowerment Retreat — an overnight
event that for some parents marked their
first-ever hotel stay — yielded a prototype
for ideal home-school interactions,
with specific expectations for families
and schools alike. These non-traditional
gatherings often attract parents who
once felt ignored by schools unless their
child was a problem.

Parents are responding in kind.
At one school, a newly organized Con-
cerned Black Parents Collective serves as
advocates for “invisible families,” medi-
ating between them and school. Like the
Missing Voices Project, they believe in
going to parents, seeking them out at

events, and beginning by listening hard.







Needed: District support.

At the hub of every school district stands a cen- dlosing the achievement gap between

tral office with power to aid or abet the progress 1ow- and high-poverty schools to strength-

of schools. A supportive district establishes clear  ening relations with parents to develop-

priorities, responsive and distributed leadership,  ing a common mission for the city’s

and beneficial policies and relationships. It values  Schodls. District leaders agreed, in the

words of one administrator, that “we
schools as collaborators and demonstrates the
. L. . . had to model at the central office the
behaviors — beginning with accountability — that
new focus on instruction, collaboration,
it seeks from schools.

Reforming the Central Office:

Change at the Top in Salt Lake City

A second-grade teacher’s class photo-
graphs from 1987 and 1997 tell the
story. A sea of white faces gives way to

a heterogeneous mix, as Salt Lake City'’s
minority population grows from 22 to
37 percent, its poverty rate climbs from
26 to 47 percent, and 777 languages flood
classrooms. “Such sweeping changes in
a student body require equally sweeping
changes at every level of the system,”
observes Salt Lake City's Superintendent
Darline Robles. And, she continues,

“we needed to start at the top.”

In spring 1996, the school district,
helped by a group called Insight Research,
launched an unprecedented, six-month
self-study. Fifteen thousand teachers,
parents, students, administrators, and
community members completed surveys
about the district’s strengths, weaknesses,
and needs. One hundred community lead-
ers participated in face-to-face interviews.

Teams from each of the city’s 36

schools and central office then sifted

through the thousands of survey and inter-

view responses, identifying issues of con-

cern and areas for improvement — from

and/advocacy we wanted to encourage
in/the schools.”

Informed by the data it had collected,
the district joined previously fragmented
administrative departments under a
single banner: supporting teaching and
learning. It instituted structures to
promote conversation and collaboration
among central office personnel and
with schools. It assigned each school an
advocate: a single individual with direct
access to the Superintendent, to whom
schools could bring all their needs.

Salt Lake City’s re-organizing efforts
— what Darline Robles calls “re-cultur-
ing” — continue. They underscore in an
effective school system the importance
of relationships based on trust. They
emphasize, too, that all players, from
the central office to the classroom, must
share a common stake. “My goal,”
explains Robles, “is to make sure we're a
team. Our successes are their successes.
Their failures are our failures. And if
one school fails, all our schools fail.”

The Superintendent’s vision appears
to be spreading. One of the city's elemen-
tary schools recently won an outside grant
of $10,000; it celebrated by sharing the

windfall with several neighboring schools.



Needed: Policies that accommodate differences among schools.

While all schools should be held to high standards, schools differ in what they need to meet them.
Some schools need an “arm around” approach, combining triage, treatment, and monitoring.
Others need an “arms-length” approach that gives them autonomy, permission to blaze new trails,
encouragement to develop their own accountability strategies. Many schools need a combination

of the two. State and district policies should accommodate these differences among schools.

Giving Schools Greater Autonomy:
South Florida’s Deregulated Schools
Initiative

For the first time in her career as a
public school principal, Judith Klinek,
Principal, Loggers’ Run Middle School,
can now take out a business credit card
and pay for a major purchase she has
decided her school needs. It’'s a capabil-
ity most other organizational leaders
take for granted, but a welter of bureau-
cratic regulations hampered her and
other Palm Beach County principals in
their effectiveness and autonomy.

These days, when teachers and
principals in five Palm Beach County
schools have a good idea, they no longer
fear that state and district regulations
will nip it in the bud. With the help of
the South Florida Annenberg Challenge,
they are participating in a state-endorsed
experiment in deregulation, giving them
the freedom to alter their instructional
programs, hire teachers, and spend
money as they see fit. Provided by the
Challenge, a consultant from Florida
State University, Dr. John H. Hansen,
helped the schools develop bold reform
plans to address their unique problems.
Already, these plans show a marked
departure from business as usual.

U.B. Kinsey/Palmview Elementary,

for example, wants to reach children
younger than five by providing instruc-
tion at neighborhood preschools and
day-care centers — an activity previously
off-limits. Over 8o percent of the
school's high-poverty student body
scored above state minimums on stan-
dardized writing assessments.

Boca Raton High aims to narrow
an achievement gap between white and
minority students. It is giving at-risk
students intensified instruction in core
subjects and offering incentives for
teachers and students alike.

Loggers’ Run Community Middle
School initiated a program that will
give financial incentives to teachers
who notably increase their participation
in students’ learning after hours, and
whose students met goals for increased
performance. Suggested by teachers, the
voluntary practice bypasses tight union
control over what teachers may do.

The early success of the deregula-
tion project has already persuaded state
officials that existing budget restrictions,
intended to ensure the appropriate
use of funds, have in fact tied schools’
hands. As district leaders learn more
from the deregulated schools’ experi-
ence, they are giving more flexibility

to all schools.



Needed: Shared, reflective accountability.

Effective systems of accountability distribute
responsibility among all interested parties and
demand their participation. Holding schools,

alone, responsible for student achievement

ignores whether taxpayers supply adequate they pore over the notebooks, clarifying

resources for schools, whether policy makers details of how each school is changing,
) . and probing deeper into concerns.
help or hinder teachers, or whether families
They measure progress in five key areas:
support their children. Accountability is best . .
closing the achievement gap, the use

practiced as a shared, reflective process of of data in decision-making, the scope of

improvement, where inquiry and subsequent a refornts impact, the school's success

analyses of data continually guide decision- in developing shared leadership, and

making and action. the effort's coherence and focus.

A Different Kind of School
Accountability: the Bay Area’s
Review of Progress

Around small conference tables in a

San Francisco Bay Area hotel, teachers

and principals from BASRC'’s 86 Leader-

ship schools gather each year to scruti-
nize each school’s evidence of improved
student learning. Forthright and critical
but also supportive, the discussions
at this annual Review of Progress carry
serious consequences: continued
BASRC funding hangs in the balance.
As participants arrive for the
intense, three-day session, they receive
notebooks filled with charts, graphs,
and other documentation of the year’s
work at each of the several schools they
will review. After training that ensures
shared understanding of the standards,
“readers” from different schools in vari-
ous districts convene in review teams.

Once joined by presenting school teams,

The reviewers — 125 at last spring’s
session — are school people themselves:
teachers, principals, and the external
partners who support them. They bring
first-hand knowledge to their analysis
of the evidence, offer ideas born of expe-
rience, and help the school teams make
adjustments and set new goals. In the
process, they build shared standards that
span many schools and districts.

BASRC’s Review of Progress sets
a new standard for effective school
accountability: critical review with serious
stakes, conducted by peers, where presen-

ters and reviewers alike learn together.



Looking Ahead

hen does the Challenge/end? The simple answer is that it will wind down as it

geared up: in stages. Although the Challenge officially began with Ambassador
Annenberg’s White House announcement in December 1993, the Challenge awarded its
grants over a period of sevgral years — to allow time to establish the public-private coalitions
underlying each local project and so earlier efforts could inform those that came later. Asa
result, each Challengg project has its own timetable, with the first end date as early as June
2000, the latter onés stretching into 2002.

Over the next two years, Challenge projects will continue to track their impact on
students. To phake that assessment as complete as possible, the work of the evaluation
teams linked to each project will outlive the Challenge initiatives themselves by six to
twelve meénths. The evidence generated in these last years will be the most telling, provid-
ing a finer-grained examination of each project's impact on teaching and learning and
incrgasing our collective understanding of what does and does not work in the world of
school reform. The Annenberg Foundation also plans to issue a culminating report on
Challenge program implementation in December 2001.

But another answer to the question is that the coalitions, structures, and programs
initiated by the Challenge will not end when Annenberg funding does; they will continue
with local resources. The Challenge never envisioned that its work would be “finished” in
five, six, even ten years. Rather, it always intended to be a powerful additive: contributing
much needed fuel to existing as well as new local reform efforts, then building sufficient
momentum to outlast Annenberg resources. Already, several of the early Challenge
projects have begun what is less an ending than a transition to the future — establishing
successor organizations (as in Chicago and the Rural School and Community Trust) or
securing new homes and renewed commitments (as in Los Angeles and the Bay Area) for
the most promising aspects of the work.

From the start, the Challenge sought not only to build alliances and hone strategies for
improving schools, but through such means, to benefit students. It continues to reach
beyond program implementation to assess what those efforts mean in the lives of young
people. In so doing, every Challenge project has found reinforcement of the simple yet
fundamental beliefs that animate all their activities: schools and communities improve

together; teaching and leadership matter; and finally, students can.
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Who We Are: Challenge Matching Grants*

SITE GRANT NAME GRANT AWARD ~ DATE AWARDED
Bay Area Bay Area School Reform Collaborative $25 million August 1995
(San Francisco)

Boston Boston Annenberg Challenge $10 million October 1996
Chicago Chicago Annenberg Challenge $49.2 million March 1995
Detroit Schools of the 21st Century Initiative $20 million  October 1996
Houston Houston Annenberg Challenge $20 million  January 1997
Los Angeles Los Angeles Annenberg Metropolitan Project $53 million December 1994
New York City New York Networks for School Renewal $25 million November 1994
Philadelphia  Children Achieving Challenge $50 million  April 1995
South Florida  South Florida Annenberg Challenge $33.4 million  January 1997

SITE GRANT NAME GRANT AWARD

DATE AWARDED

(National) Rural School and Community Trust $50 million

August 1995

SITE GRANT NAME GRANT AWARD ~ DATE AWARDED
Minnesota Arts for Academic Achievement $3.2 million  July 1997
(National) Transforming Education

Through the Arts Challenge $4.3 million  April 1996
New York City Center for Arts Education $12 million July 1996

SITE GRANT NAME GRANT AWARD ~ DATE AWARDED
Atlanta Urban Atlanta Coalition Compact $1.5million  June 1997
Chattanooga  Success for All Students $2.5 million  May 1995
Chelsea, Mass. The Boston University/Chelsea Partnership ~ $2 million July 1996

Salt Lake City  Eccles-Annenberg Challenge $4 million December 1996
West Baltimore Baltimore New Compact Schools $1 million March 1996

*In addition to the 18 matching grants listed above, the Annenberg Foundation awarded several outright

grants to support school reform nationally, including those to the Annenberg Institute for School Reform and

New American Schools. The outright grants account for the remainder of Annenberg’s $500 million gift.



Annenberg Challenge National Office

Barbara Cervone, National Coordinator
Brown University, Box 1985
Providence, RI 02912

401 863-7990
www.aisr.brown.edu/challenge

Atlanta

Folami Prescott-Adams, Director

Urban Atlanta Coalition Compact

GSU Citr. for Urban Educational Excellence
30 Pryor Street, Suite 485

Atlanta, GA 30303

404 651-2039
http://education.gsu.edu/UACC/

Bay Area

Merrill Vargo, Executive Director

Bay Area School Reform Collaborative
730 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94107-1242

415 241-2740
http://basrc/wested.org/basrc

Boston

Ellen Guiney, Executive Director

Boston Plan - Boston Annenberg Challenge
Two Oliver Street, 8th Floor

Boston, MA o2109

617 350-7600

www.bpe.org/

Chattanooga

Dan Challener, President
Public Education Foundation
100 East Tenth Street, Suite 500
Chattanooga, TN 37402

423 265-9403

www.hcde.org

Chelsea, MA

Douglas A. Sears, Superintendent
Boston University/Chelsea Partnership
500 Broadway

Chelsea, MA 02150

617 889-8414

www.bu.edu/chelsea

Chicago

Ken Rolling, Executive Director
Chicago Annenberg Challenge
322 South Green Street, Suite 108
Chicago, IL 60607

312 413-5869
www.chi-challenge.org

Detroit

Pamela James, Executive Director

Schools of the 21st Century

Fisher Bldg., 3011 W. Grand Blvd., Suite 1125
Detroit, MI 48202

313 871-3515

www.s21c-detroit.org

Houston

Linda Clarke, Executive Director
Houston Annenberg Challenge
1001 Fannin, Suite 2210
Houston, TX 77002

713 658-1881

www.houstonannenberg.org

Los Angeles

Marfa A. Casillas, President

Los Angeles Annenberg Metropolitan Project
350 South Bixel Street, Suite 295

Los Angeles, CA goor1y

213 580-8888

www.laamp.org


http://www.education.gsu.edu/UACC
http://www.aisr.brown.edu/challenge
http://www.basrc/wested.org/basrc
http://www.bpe.org/
http://ww.hcde.org
http://www.bu.edu/chelsea
http://www.chi-challenge.org
http://www.s21c-detroit.org
http://www.houstonannenberg.org
http://laamp.org

Minnesota’s Arts for Academic Achievement

Judy Hornbacher, Director of Arts Education

Minneapolis Public Schools
807 NE Broadway
Minneapolis, MN 55413-2398
612 627-2199

www.mpls.ki2.mn.us

New York City Center for Arts Education
Hollis Headrick, Executive Director
Center for Arts Education

225 West 34th Street, Suite 820

New York, NY 10122

212 971-3300

WWwWw.cae-nyc.org

New York Networks for School Renewal
Tanya Navas Forest, NYNSR Administrator
New York Networks for School Renewal
1573 Madison Avenue, Room 425

New York, NY 10029

212 369-1288

www.nynetworks.org

Philadelphia

Suzanne Sheehan-Becker, Director
Children Achieving Challenge
Greater Philadelphia First

1818 Market Street, Suite 3510
Philadelphia, PA 19103-3681

215 §75-2200

www.philsch.ki2.pa.us

Rural School and Community Trust
Rachel Tompkins, President

Rural School and Community Trust
808 17th Street, NW, Suite 220
Washington, DC 20006

202 95577177

www.ruraledu.org

Salt Lake City

Maria Farrington, Executive Director
Eccles-Annenberg Challenge

Salt Lake City School District

440 East 100 South

Salt Lake City, UT 84111-1898
8o1578-8599

www.slc.ki2.ut.us/

South Florida

Elaine Liftin, Executive Director
South Florida Annenberg Challenge
c/o Holland and Knight

One East Broward Blvd., Suite 1300
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301

954 4687927
www.sfannenberg.org/

Transforming Education through

the Arts Challenge

Don Killeen, National Program Manager
Ohio State University; 258 Hopkins Hall
128 North Oval Mall

Columbus, OH 43210

614 292-5649
www.arts.ohio-state.edu/NAEC/tetac/

West Baltimore

Sylvia Peters, Director

Compact Schools Project

312 North M.L. King Jr. Blvd., 3rd Floor
Baltimore, MD 21201

4I0 230-2135


http://www.mpls.k12.mn.us
http://www.cae-nyc.org
http://www.nynetworks.org
http://www.philsch.k12.pa.us
http://www.ruraledu.org
http://www.slc.k12.ut.us/
http://www.sfannenberg.org/
http://www.arts.ohio-state.edu/NAEC/tetac/

Annenberg Challenge

‘o Annenberg Institute for School Reform
Brown University Box 108¢

Providence, Rhode |siand 02gi2

501 8637990




