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Small School District Curriculum Audit™
of the

Brooklyn City Schools

Brooklyn, Ohio

I.  INTRODUCTION
This document constitutes the final report of a Small School District Curriculum Audit™ of the 
Brooklyn City Schools.  The Small School District Audit (SSDA) was commissioned by the Brooklyn 
City Schools Board of Education/Governing Authority within the scope of its policy-making authority.  
It was conducted during the time period of October 7-8, 2014.  A SSDA is a compacted version of 
the larger and more comprehensive Curriculum Audit™.  As such, it is designed to retain the basic 
standards and rigor of the larger process and final report, but has been reduced in depth and scope to 
compress both time and cost to the school system.

Core Areas

The following are Core Areas of the Small School District Audit (SSDA):  

Core Area 1: The district has policy and/or regulation relevant to curricular design and 
delivery, feedback and assessment, and planning.

Quality control is the fundamental element of a well-managed educational program.  It is one of the 
major premises of local educational control within any state’s educational system.

Core Area 2: The district has employed school improvement planning in relationship to 
district long-range planning and staff development efforts.

The needs of school districts and students are continually changing.  Long- and short-range planning 
efforts should promote improvement by providing a mechanism for districts to anticipate evolving 
needs and develop solutions that prepare students for work and life.

Core Area 3: The district uses curriculum planning for the attainment of achievement 
goals and priorities and to provide equity within the system.

A school district meeting this core area has established a comprehensive curriculum planning process 
that provides clarity and focus for a deeply aligned written, taught, and tested curriculum.  Curriculum 
planning ensures that the curriculum will reflect the changing needs of students, meet state and national 
requirements, and be provided in accordance with differential needs of students.  

Core Area 4: The scope of the written curriculum provides focus and establishes 
curricular priorities.

Curriculum objectives for students set the direction for achieving the district’s mission.  A complete 
curriculum includes a set of student objectives for all grade levels and courses offered in the district.  
This is known as the scope of the written curriculum.  The scope identifies the significant student 
learnings and curriculum priorities to be taught.  The lack of written curriculum for any course or 
subject area increases the likelihood of fragmentation and lack of consistency across grades, courses, 
and schools.
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Core Area 5: The district has developed quality curriculum documents in the main 
content areas of language arts/reading, mathematics, science, and social studies.

Teaching and learning are directly affected by the use of well-written, deeply aligned curriculum 
guides.  Curriculum guides identify the significant learnings and priority student achievement goals of 
the district.  Well-designed curriculum will include clear, translatable content standards and objectives.  
Curriculum guides will provide deep curriculum alignment to standards and objectives for teachers to 
use in instructional diagnostic ways.

Core Area 6: The district has established procedures for monitoring curriculum and 
using district-adopted documents.

Supervision of curriculum and instruction can be an effective tool for improving teaching and learning.  
It is also a way to ensure that the district-adopted curriculum is being taught.  The primary responsibility 
for day-to-day monitoring of practice lies with the building principal.  An effective principal can 
diagnose teaching practices to be improved and provide the necessary leadership to improve teaching.

Core Area 7: The district has instituted student and program assessment planning.

A written comprehensive assessment plan creates a district framework to provide direction and 
guidelines for collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data to foster informed decision making for the 
design and delivery of curriculum.  The district’s plan is the vehicle for examining the effectiveness of 
an educational program in achieving desired results.  Assessment data sources, such as test data, survey 
data, teacher appraisal, and statistical analysis of programs, contribute to decisions concerning the 
revision or elimination of programs that fall short of the district’s mission and goals.

Core Area 8: The scope of student assessment and program evaluation provides a 
database for decision making.

The quality of any organization is influenced by the presence of an assessment process that facilitates 
informed decision making about levels of productivity and the quality of the curriculum.  As a critical 
element of sound curriculum management, assessment is comprehensive in nature and guides the 
district as it considers the need for eliminating, revising, or initiating programs intended to support the 
mission and vision of the system.  Assessment is designed to be part of the curriculum development 
process to provide feedback needed for making curriculum decisions.  To establish a comprehensive 
picture of the progress of students, assessment should occur in all subject areas and at all grade levels.

Core Area 9: Trends of available student achievement data are used to indicate areas 
of student success.

Comparative student assessment data enable the school board and district staff to assess how well the 
school district educates its students compared to other school districts at the state and national levels.  
In effective school districts, efforts are made to promote high student achievement among all students 
and to remove the likelihood that socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and gender are predictors of student 
performance.

Core Area 10: The district uses the results of student and program assessment as a 
basis for decision making.

To assess the effectiveness of the design and delivery of teaching on student learning, the use of 
assessment data from multiple sources is essential.  Such an approach collects information from the 
various sources that influence the educational system.  Effective assessment measures include test data, 
survey and follow-up studies, audits and reviews, and teacher evaluation data.  The resulting data serve 
as the basis for improving instruction to facilitate student achievement.  Direction for linking feedback 
from assessments to the design and delivery of instruction should have its origin in board policy.
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Optional Areas

Optional Area 2: The district employs instructional practice analysis using classroom 
visitations to increase instructional effectiveness.

Effective delivery of the curriculum and successful-learner achievement in any school system are 
accomplished through teaching in the classroom.  Use of effective teaching practices forms the 
foundation for successful student learning in a quality school system.  As the needs of learners change, 
teaching strategies need to be updated and refined to reflect the expectations of the school community 
and the latest thinking in the field.

Background Purpose and Scope of the Work

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

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

While the SSDA’s scope is centered on curriculum and instruction, not all aspects of the larger 
Curriculum Audit™ are included.  Thus, the SSDA is not as extensive nor as detailed an independent 
examination as its larger predecessor.  Neither the SSDA auditors nor the district leadership should 
extend any of the findings or implications beyond those explicitly stipulated in the contract.  

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

Phi Delta Kappa’s International Curriculum Management Audit Center has an exclusive contractual 
agreement with Curriculum Management Systems, Inc.  (CMSI—a public corporation incorporated in 
the State of Iowa, and owner of the copyrights to the intellectual property of the audit process), for the 
purpose of conducting both SSDAs and Curriculum Audits™ for educational institutions, providing 
training for auditors and others interested in the audit process, and officially assisting in the certification 
of PDK-CMSI curriculum auditors.  

This audit was conducted in accordance with a contract between Brooklyn City Schools and Phi 
Delta Kappa International.  All members of the team were certified by the International Curriculum 
Management Center, Inc.  

Curriculum auditors for the Brooklyn City Schools Audit were: 

• Lynn Zinn, Ed.D.

• Heather Boeschen, B.A.

Biographical information about the auditors is found in the appendix.
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System Purpose for Conducting the Audit

The Brooklyn City Schools has had strong, consistent leadership over the last several years.  The 
focus in the school district has been on improving achievement and advocating for student success.  
However, despite the work that has been accomplished, student achievement has remained static and 
the gains hoped for have not yet been realized, particularly in the area of mathematics.  The current 
superintendent requested a CMSi audit to provide them with feedback regarding the areas of the system 
that could be tightened and improved, so student learning is likewise improved.  The district leaders 
requested that a comprehensive evaluation of curriculum management practices, including curriculum 
design and delivery, be performed.  This report is the result of several weeks of data collection, analysis, 
and interpretation.

Approach of the Audit

As a more compacted part of the larger Curriculum Audit™ process, SSDA perspectives have been 
applied across the United States over a 20-year period in urban, suburban, and rural school systems.  
Some SSDA standards have been presented as evidence in state and federal litigation concerning 
matters of school finance, general resource managerial effectiveness, and school desegregation efforts 
in Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey, and South Carolina.  SSDA principles have served as an 
important data source in state-directed takeovers of school systems in New Jersey and Kentucky.  

While the SSDA represents a reduced scope of the Curriculum Audit™, it nonetheless retains a holistic 
view to educational improvement as embodied in the five standards that comprise the backbone of both 
audit models.

Background  

Brooklyn, Ohio is a small town of about 21,000 people just outside of Cleveland in Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio  The town was founded in 1867.  The Brooklyn City School District is a thriving educational 
community that has approximately 1,500 students and about 170 teachers, administrators, and classified 
staff.  Brooklyn City Schools’ students are afforded opportunities to participate in a standards-based 
curriculum, a variety of athletic options, and a wonderful musical program from kindergarten through 
twelfth grade.
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II.  METHODOLOGY

The Model for the SSDA Curriculum Audit™

The model for the SSDA is shown in the schematic below.  The model has been published widely in the 
national professional literature, including the best-selling book, The Curriculum Management Audit: 
Improving School Quality (1995, Frase, English, Poston) and the more recent text Deep Curriculum 
Alignment: Creating a Level Playing Field for All Children on High-Stakes Tests of Educational 
Accountability (2001, English and Steffy: Scarecrow Press).

A Schematic View of Curricular Quality Control

 

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

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

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

The SSDA assumes that an educational system, as one kind of human work organization, must be 
responsive to the context in which it functions and in which it receives support for its continuing 
operations.  In the case of public educational systems, the support comes in the form of tax monies from 
three levels: local, state, and federal.
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In return for such support, mass public educational systems are supposed to exhibit characteristics of 
rationality, i.e., being responsive to the public will as it is expressed in legally constituted bodies such 
as Congress, state legislatures, and locally elected/appointed boards of education.

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

Standards for the Auditors

While an SSDA is not a financial audit, it is governed by some of the same overarching principles.  
These are:

Technical Expertise

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

The Brooklyn City Schools Small School District Audit, Production, and Quality Review Team included 
individuals who have been school superintendents, assistant superintendents, directors, coordinators, 
principals and assistant principals, as well as elementary and secondary classroom teachers in public 
educational systems in several locations: Minnesota, Iowa, Pennsylvania, Colorado, Vermont, Maine, 
and Arizona.

The Principle of Independence

None of the SSDA auditors had any vested interest in the findings or recommendations of the Brooklyn 
City Schools SSDA.  None of the auditors has or had any working relationship with the individuals who 
occupied top or middle management positions in the Brooklyn City Schools, nor with any of the past or 
current members of the Brooklyn City Schools Board of Education.

The Principle of Objectivity

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

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

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

The Principle of Materiality

CMSi-certified auditors have broad implied and discretionary power to focus on and select those 
findings that they consider most important to describing how the curriculum management system is 
functioning in a school district, and how that system must improve, expand, delete, or reconfigure 
various functions in order to attain an improved level of operations.  Such enhancements pertain only to 
the functions examined in the SSDA scope of work as stipulated in the letter of agreement with school 
system officials.

The Principle of Full Disclosure

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

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

 “Some school principals said that ...  ”

 “Many teachers expressed concern that ...  ”

 “There was widespread comment about ...  ”

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

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

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

Many ... Less than a majority, more than 30 percent of a group or class of people 
interviewed

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

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

Interviewed Representatives of the Brooklyn City Schools
Superintendent Director of Professional Development and Assessment
Director of Pupil Services Director of Technology
All Principals K-12 Teachers (voluntary, online survey, and in person)
School Board Members

Approximately 11 individuals were interviewed during the site visit phase of the audit and 77 teachers 
responded to the survey.

Data Sources of the SSDA

An SSDA uses a variety of data sources to determine if each of the three elements of curricular quality 
control is in place and connected one to the other.  The audit process also inquires as to whether pupil 
learning has improved as the result of effective application of curricular quality control as determined 
by assessments employed by the school system.  Auditors do not employ their own assessments of 
pupil learning as those would not be part of the normal operating procedures of the school system in 
improving its own procedures and processes.

Data for the Brooklyn City Schools SSDA consisted of information drawn from three major sources:

Documents

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

Interviews

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

Site Visits

In most cases building sites are toured by the audit team, but in the SSDA it is not expected that the 
auditors would visit all classrooms unless the optional component of instructional practice (see Section 
I, Optional Area 2) was included in the audit request.  Site visits reveal the actual context in which 
curriculum is designed and delivered in a school system.  Contextual references are important as they 
indicate discrepancies in documents or unusual working conditions.  
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Standards Underlying the SSDA

The PDK-CMSi Small School District Audit used five standards against which to compare, verify, and 
comment upon the Brooklyn City Schools’ existing curricular management practices.  These standards 
have been extrapolated from an extensive review of management principles and practices and have been 
applied in all previous Curriculum Audits™.  The standards are manifested in the core and optional 
areas, which are subordinate to the standards.

As a result, the standards reflect an ideal management system, but not an unattainable one.  They describe 
working characteristics that any complex work organization should possess in being responsive and 
responsible to its clients within generally accepted conceptual frameworks dealing with educational 
systems.  

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

The five standards employed in the SSDA in Brooklyn City Schools were:

1. The school district demonstrates its control of resources, programs, and personnel.

2. The school district has established clear and valid objectives for students.

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

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

5. The school district has improved its productivity.

The 10 core areas of analysis for the SSDA are derived from these standards.

A finding within an SSDA is simply a description of the existing state, negative or positive, between an 
observed and triangulated condition or situation at the time of the PDK-CMSi audit, and its comparison 
with the audit standards as they are manifested in the core areas (see Section I).

The relationship between the SSDA and the Curriculum Audit™ is shown below:

A Matrix of Core Areas and Curriculum Audit™ Standards

Curriculum Audit™ Standard SSDA Core and Optional Areas

Standard 1:  Control Core areas:  1, 2 
Optional areas:  1,3,4

Standard 2:  Direction Core areas:  3,4,5,6 
Optional areas:  2

Standard 3:  Connectivity and Equity Core areas:  1,3,4 
Optional area:  7

Standard 4:  Feedback Core areas:  1,2,6,7,8,9,10 
Optional areas:  2,4,7

Standard 5:  Productivity Core areas:  None  
Optional areas:  5, 6

The SSDA core areas are drawn from the Curriculum Audit™ standards.  The matrix shows that an 
SSDA includes all but one standard of the Curriculum Audit™; that is, Standard 5, productivity.  If, 
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on the other hand, the district has included core optional areas 5 or 6, it will receive information about 
facilities and the budgeting process, which are customarily included in the Curriculum Audit™ Standard 
5 (productivity).  The core areas provide the client school system with information about the most 
important components of the comprehensive audit, and the added value of the optional areas provides 
information comparable to that obtained in a comprehensive Curriculum Audit™.

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

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

CORE AREA 1: The district has policy and/or regulation relevant to 
curricular design and delivery, feedback and assessment, and planning.
Quality control is the fundamental element of a well-managed educational program.  It is one of the 
major premises of local educational control within any state’s educational system.

Through the development of an effective policy framework for the written, taught, and tested 
curriculum, a local school board provides the focus on learning as the primary purpose and “product” 
of the educational system.  Policy makes explicit the accountability for learning and enables the district 
to assess meaningfully and use student learning data as a critical factor in determining success.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

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

• A clear set of policies establishing quality control for the written, taught, and tested curriculum; 
and

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

Finding 1 (Core Area 1):  Policies meet state requirements but are inadequate to ensure the 
alignment of the written, taught and tested curriculum.

Board policy is the most critical element of any effective school district.  Policy sets expectations for 
how curriculum will be designed, developed, delivered, monitored, and measured, within parameters 
that define what quality instruction looks like and how the central office will support student learning.  
Policy exists to guide decision making and to ensure that decisions are congruent with system-level 
goals, priorities, and values.  

The adoption of policy for system governance is the primary responsibility of the school board, with 
input from district administrators.  Policies represent the guidelines for implementing and managing 
decision making for improving practice.  When policies aren’t sufficiently specific or do not exist, 
accountability is hindered, and operations can become inconsistent or even contradictory.

To determine the quality of the policy framework in the Brooklyn City School District, the auditors 
examined the district’s policies and administrative guidelines found online at the Brooklyn City 
Schools’ website.  Per discussion with district administrators, the policies currently in use are developed 
by North East Ohio Legal Associates (NEOLA), an external agency, which ensures compliance with 
state regulations.  These policies were rated against 27 quality criteria, and the results are presented in 
Exhibit 1.1.  The criteria are organized under the five CMSi audit standards.
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Exhibit 1.1

Characteristics of Good Policies/Regulations on Curriculum Management
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Written Directive Statements— 
Policies/Regulations that… Relevant Policy Adequate Inadequate

1.  Provide for CONTROL
1.1 A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the 
district written curriculum  X

1.2 Philosophical statements of district’s curriculum approach BP2105, BP2110, 
BP2114, BP2132 Partial*

1.3 Board adoption of the written curriculum BP2210, BP2220 X
1.4 Accountability for the design and delivery of the district 
curriculum through roles and responsibilities X

1.5 Long-range, system-wide planning:  both the process and 
plan BP1230 X

1.6 Functional decision-making structure X

2.  Provide for DIRECTION
2.1 Written curriculum, with aligned criterion-referenced 
formative assessments for all subject areas at all grade levels

BP2230, BP2623, 
BP2210, AG2210 X

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

BP 2510, BP2520, 
AG2210a X

2.3 Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and 
assessment

BP2510, BP2520, 
AG2510 X

2.4 Content area emphasis X
2.5 Program integration and alignment to the district’s written 
curriculum BP2605 X

3.  Provide for CONNECTIVITY AND EQUITY
3.1 Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or 
instructional level to another BP2210 X

3.2 Vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the 
curriculum BP2210 Partial*

3.3 Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum BP3243 X
3.4 Delivery of the adopted district curriculum X
3.5 Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum BP3220, BP1530 X
3.6 Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional 
resources, and learning environment BP2260 X

4.  Provide for FEEDBACK
4.1 A student assessment process BP2623 Partial*
4.2 A program assessment process BP2605, AG2605 Partial*
4.3 Use of data from assessment to determine program/
curriculum effectiveness and efficiency

BP1110, BP2120, 
AG2605 Partial*

4.4 Reports to the board about program effectiveness BP1110,  BP2605, 
BP2120 X
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Exhibit 1.1 (continued)
Characteristics of Good Policies/Regulations on Curriculum Management

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Written Directive Statements— 
Policies/Regulations that… Relevant Policy Adequate Inadequate

5.  Provide for PRODUCTIVITY 
5.1 Program-centered budgeting X
5.2 Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities X
5.3 Environment to support curriculum delivery BP7100, BP2105 Partial*
5.4 Support systems focused on curriculum design, 
deployment, and delivery X

5.5 Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student 
learning BP2120 Partial*

5.6 Change processes for long-term institutionalization of 
district priority goals X

Total 3 24
Percentage of Adequacy 11%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.

As can be seen in Exhibit 1.1, the Brooklyn City Schools’ policies met three of the 27 characteristics, 
or 11 percent.  Seventy (70) percent of the criteria must be met for policies to be considered adequate 
to direct district curriculum management functions.  A rating of “Partial,” while acknowledging that the 
district has some language meeting at least a portion of the criterion, is still considered inadequate for 
the purposes of analysis.  

A discussion of the criteria follows, organized by the five standards.

1.  STANDARD ONE—Control: Under this criterion, several policies partially addressed the 
characteristics.  The district has a mission statement (BP2105)  and a statement of philosophy (BP2110) 
that seek to define its philosophical approach, but neither specifically delineates beliefs about how 
children learn, what kind of instruction is most effective, and how student progress and learning are 
best assessed.  The statement of philosophy does delineate the need for making ethical choices, but does 
not address the issues of learning environment, best practice, or assessment.  Assessment is indirectly 
referenced in BP2114, which calls for the district to meet the performance indicators set by the state 
of Ohio.  BP2132 requires the board to adopt policies that encourage meaningful and individualized 
instruction.  A pair of policies, BP2210 and 2220, require the board to adopt curriculum and “courses 
of study” that are aligned with the district’s mission and philosophy, but auditors could not find a policy 
requiring that the taught and tested curriculum be aligned to the adopted written curriculum.  No policy 
clearly outlines the decision-making structure in the district or clarifies the accountability for design 
and delivery of district curriculum.  An allusion to planning appears in BP1230: Responsibilities of the 
Superintendent, requiring that the superintendent develop educational plans for the district that align to 
the district’s goals; the policy does not require that planning be long-range or system-wide, nor does it 
specify a process for planning.

2.  STANDARD TWO—Direction:  In Standard Two, several policies addressed elements of the 
characteristics, but none fully met all the characteristics of this standard.  BP2623 references diagnostic 
(formative) tests, but doesn’t mandate them for every course at every grade level.  BP 2230 requires 
the development of course guides “from time to time,” and BP2210 requires the development of 
curriculum;  neither requires that every course at every grade level have a written curriculum, and no 
policy directs the development of a specific scope and sequence of learner objectives for every content 
area and course, PreK-12.  
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Two policies, BP 2510 and BP 2520, address textbook and resource adoption and require periodic 
review, but neither requires that the instructional materials be aligned to curriculum or assessment.  
BP2520 does stipulate, however, that “the primary objective of such instructional materials and 
equipment shall be to enrich, support, and implement the educational program of the school.” No policy 
defines alignment nor describes the dimensions of alignment for the purposes of evaluating alignment.  
No policy specifies “core” content areas or outlines reasons why or when district leaders might choose 
to focus on a particular content area in a given year, such as low test scores, new state standards, etc.  
Finally, auditors did not find policy that specified that adopted programs or interventions intended to 
support the regular curriculum be aligned to the standards for those courses.

3.  STANDARD THREE—Connectivity and Equity:  Under Standard Three, auditors found one 
policy that addressed articulation and predictability.  BP2210: Curriculum Development requires 
that curriculum “provides for continuous and cumulative learning through effective articulation at all 
levels.”  It does not, however, require horizontal coordination of curriculum in which all classrooms 
at a given grade level teach the same curriculum district-wide.  Additionally, the policy does not speak 
specifically about the need for predictability from one grade level to the next; “effective articulation” 
does not sufficiently define what the district expects to see in curriculum K-12.  

Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum is not specifically addressed in policy; BP3243 
mentions that teachers participate in professional meetings and professional development in order to 
“develop increased competence,” but nowhere does policy mandate that they be trained in the delivery 
of the curriculum.  

Additionally, auditors found no evidence of policy requiring that teachers deliver the district curriculum, 
although this expectation may be found in job descriptions.  No policy requires the monitoring of 
curriculum; policy does direct the evaluation of teachers and principals and for teachers requires 
the inclusion of value-added scores to measure student academic progress, but the expectation that 
evaluation focus on effective delivery of the district’s curriculum was not found.  Equal access to the 
educational program and related instructional resources is addressed in BP2260.  This policy does 
not specify how equity is to be linked to assessment initiatives, nor does it include the instructional 
environment as an equal right.

4.  STANDARD FOUR—Assessment and Feedback:  Under Standard Four, BP2623 requires the 
superintendent to provide a program of assessment each year, which includes formative (diagnostic) 
and summative state assessments and summative district assessments.  These are to take place at 
“appropriate grade levels;” policy does not require assessment at every grade level for every course.  
There is no priority given to data either from summative or formative assessments, though teacher 
evaluation policies mandate the inclusion of value-added scores, which measure student academic 
progress, presumably using state assessment data.  There is minimal language that defines the purpose 
of assessment in determining gaps in student learning; no policy clearly describes why students are 
assessed, the preferred types of assessment that are administered, and how data from assessments 
should be used to improve instruction and, ultimately, student learning.

BP2605 requires that programs be evaluated routinely for effectiveness in achieving goals; it does 
not specify that programs or interventions be evaluated for their alignment to district curriculum.  
BP1110 references the use of data in assessing district goals, specifically in evaluating programs, but is 
somewhat vague as to what data should be used.  BP2120 requires the use of data to determine areas 
of greatest need in the school improvement process.  Both policies did expect that the board would be 
regularly informed about the effectiveness of programs in the district.

5.  STANDARD FIVE—Productivity:  Under Standard Five, the auditors were unable to find policies 
that require performance-based budgeting and a budgeting process that is driven by program priorities 
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and goals.  Nor could they find policies that required resource allocation be tied to curriculum priorities.  
BP7100 does direct that “future District construction supports the educational program,” though it does 
not specifically require that the current environment support curriculum delivery.

The auditors did not find clear policy direction concerning interventions, programs, and innovations 
that are selected based on needs, as demonstrated in student assessment data.  There was no clear 
expectation that these support systems be analyzed for effectiveness, nor any expectations that data 
serve as the basis for their selection and implementation.

The school improvement process (BP2120) requires the use of data to identify areas of greatest need, 
and also requires monitoring and evaluation of programs designed to address those needs, one of which 
is to improve student learning.  However, this policy is specific to the school improvement process and 
plan; other curricular areas are not explicitly included.

Auditors could not find a policy requiring that all ancillary services and programs be focused on 
curriculum design, deployment, and delivery.

Interviews with administrators and staff affirmed that policy meets state requirements but has not 
changed enough to meet the new challenges posed by the Common Core State Standards.  Representative 
comments included the following:

• “North East Ohio Legal Associates (NEOLA) comes about and makes sure they comply with 
state and federal laws.” (Administrator)

• “The board asks questions, but then they [typically] go along with it.” (Administrator)

• “Policies have to be dynamic for the times and changes to the curriculum.” (Board Member)

• “We made some minor adjustments to policies this year, mostly coming from Ohio Department 
of Education (ODE).” (Board Member)

Policy adoption dates reviewed by the auditors also indicate that many policies have not been revised 
since 2007, in spite of the extensive changes to the state-adopted curriculum with the advent of the 
Common Core State Standards.  Exhibit 1.2 shows the dates of policy adoption and administrative 
guideline implementation.  Exhibit 1.2 is not an exhaustive list: auditors found that policy adoption 
dates were not included in the policies themselves, but rather in board meeting notes or in separate 
documents.  Highlighted policies are those most pertinent to the analysis in Exhibit 1.1.  

Exhibit 1.2

Policy Adoption Dates
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Policy/Administrative Guideline Adoption Date
BP 1110 8/07
AG 1110 2007
BP 1230 6/12
BP 1240 6/12
1240F1 2012
BP 1530 6/12
BP 2105 8/07
BP 2110 8/07
BP 2114 8/07
BP 2120 6/11
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Exhibit 1.2 (continued)
Policy Adoption Dates
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Policy/Administrative Guideline Adoption Date

AG 2120 2011
BP 2131 8/07
AG 2131 2007
BP 2132 8/07
BP 2210 8/07

AG 2210A 2007
AG 2210C 2007
AG 2210D 2007

2210F1 2007
BP 2230 8/07
AG 2230 2007
BP 2231 8/07
AG2231 2007
BP 2260 5/14

AG 2260F 2014
BP 2510 8/07
AG 2510 2007
BP 2520 8/07

AG2520A 2007
BP 2605 8/07
AG2605 2007
BP 2623 12/12

AG 2623A 2012
BP 2623.02 12/13

BP 2626 8/07
AG 2626 2007

AG 2626A 2007
BP 3220 12/13

AG 3220A 2013
BP 3242 8/07

AG 3242C 2007
3242C F1 2007
BP5410 12/12

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.2, of the included policies and administrative guidelines, 17 were the 
subject of the analysis in Exhibit 1.1; these were some of the policies containing wording or directives 
that met or partially met the standards.  Of those 17 policies, only six were adopted within the last five 
years.  This lack of systematic, periodic revision makes it difficult for the district to ensure its ability to 
manage the written, taught, and tested curriculum.

Overall, the auditors found a rudimentary policy structure in place that meets all minimum legal 
requirements set forth by the state, but one inadequate to provide direction for key curriculum 
management functions that ensure alignment of the written, taught, and tested curricula.  Policy 
adoption dates demonstrate a lack of systematic review and revision.
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CORE AREA 2: The district has employed school improvement planning in 
relationship to district long-range planning and staff development efforts.
The needs of school districts and students are continually changing.  Long- and short-range planning 
efforts should promote improvement by providing a mechanism for districts to anticipate evolving 
needs and develop solutions that prepare students for work and life.

Individual schools in a district are part of a larger system—namely, the school district.  As such, school 
site planning efforts provide direction for meeting the unique needs of the school and contributing to the 
accomplishment of the district mission and goals.  School planning documents form an important base 
for determining the intent to “control” activities in the school and contribute to district-wide activities.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Evidence of school board, central office, and school site planning for the attainment of goals, 
objectives, and mission over time.

• Documented plans with goals, objectives, timelines, and evaluation components.

Finding 2 (Core Area 2):  Despite some evidence of planning, long-range planning is inadequate 
to provide clear direction for system-wide change.

Long-range planning is the process by which leadership envisions a school district’s future.  Long-
range planning, using multiple data sources, is essential in order for a school system to make decisions 
with a clear future goal in mind and to maintain continuous focus on attainment of these goals and 
objectives.  Long-range planning provides a framework for systematic action and demands charting 
benchmarks toward attainment of goals.  Long-term planning promotes constancy of effort and helps 
district personnel maintain focus over time.  Embedded in an effective planning process is the ability to 
modify and adjust direction based upon such factors as student needs, new legislation, or community 
changes.  Long-range planning also serves as a communication tool, enabling stakeholders to collaborate 
purposefully toward common goals and objectives.

The auditors reviewed planning documents developed by the district, board policies, and other 
documents provided by district personnel.  In addition, information relative to planning was gathered 
through interviews with board members, administrators, and faculty.  In addition, written comments 
were collected through use of an online teacher survey.

Overall, the auditors found little in the way of district-wide plans or cohesive, system-wide planning.  
Multi-year plans to direct management of curriculum design and delivery processes, including 
monitoring and professional development, and management of student assessment and program 
evaluation processes had not been developed.  The district improvement plan lacked most of the 
components necessary for it to serve as the foundation for all other district planning

Exhibit 2.1 lists the various planning documents provided by district staff and reviewed by the auditors.  
One may observe that these included a variety of policies and administrative guidelines, district goal-
setting documents, brief program descriptions, and state and federal grant applications or mandated 
reports.  Interviewees referred to the Brooklyn City Schools Strategic Planning Session (May 2014) 
document as the single overarching district plan.
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Exhibit 2.1

Planning Documents Reviewed by Auditors
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Document Date
Brooklyn City Schools Vision, Mission, and Beliefs Undated
Board Policies and Administrative Guidelines Various
Job descriptions Various
Brooklyn City Schools Strategic Planning Session (District Leadership Team) 
(2014-2017) May 2014

Brooklyn City Schools Strategic Planning Session (OIP Team) January 2013

Brooklyn City Schools District Goals 2012-13, 2011-12, 
2010-11

District Technology Plan Description Undated
Race to the Top: LEA Professional Development Plan 2013-14
Brooklyn City Schools Assessment Calendar 2014-15
STAR Block Description Undated
Brooklyn City Schools Teacher-Based Team (TBT) Protocol: 5-Step Process 2013
BCS Title I Plan 2014
BCS Ohio Formative Assessment in Middle School Pilot, FY 2015 (Application) 2012
Ohio’s Race to the Top Innovative Programs Grant Application (AVID) 2011

A school system’s values and beliefs are critical to the planning process.  As found on the district 
website, the recently revised vision was “all students empowered for successful futures,” and the 
mission was “advocating for student success.”  Among the three core beliefs was the statement that “all 
students deserve quality educational opportunities.”

Board policies, administrative guidelines, and related forms addressed planning in the following ways:

• Board Policy 1110: Assessment of District Goals (August 2007)) reminded board members that 
district goal-setting with administration was one of their key functions.  Data-based assessment 
of the district’s progress was an annual event to be undertaken “in conjunction with its annual 
evaluation of the Superintendent.”

• Administrative Guideline 1110: Assessment of District Goals (2007) identified six steps to 
assessing goals and planning:

 ○ Define the intended result of the goal;

 ○ Review the action plan and roles of key participants;

 ○ Obtain data on the results;

 ○ Compare the data with the standards;

 ○ Diagnose the main causes for the result;

 ○ Develop plans to remediate and reinforce.

• Board Policy 1230: Responsibilities of the Superintendent (June 2012) included the requirement 
that he/she “establish and implement a written educational plan for the schools of the District 
consistent with the educational goals adopted by the Board.”
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• Board Policy 1240: Evaluation of the Superintendent (June 2012) included “progress toward 
the educational goals of the District” as one evaluation measure.

• Form 1240F1: Superintendent’s Annual Performance Review (2012) had a section on 
Planning and Evaluation.  This included developing processes for setting goals and objectives, 
“developing and implementing long/short range plans for achieving District goals and 
objectives,” designing and implementing “continuous program evaluation,” and “provid[ing] 
plans to maintain program strengths while remediating areas of weakness.”

• Board Policy 2114:  Meeting State Performance Indicators (August 2007) directed the 
superintendent to annually develop a plan on how to “meet or exceed the performance levels 
established by the State Board of Education for each of the performance indicators.”

• Board Policy 2120: School Improvement (June 2011) discussed the board’s responsibility for 
adopting a mission statement, an educational philosophy, and policies in support of the school 
improvement process.  It required the superintendent to develop Administrative Guidelines 
supporting building- and district-level school improvement plans.  The areas in which the 
improvement process was to focus were: data and decision making, focused goal setting, 
instruction and student learning, community engagement, resource management, and board 
development and governance.  The policy listed four stages to be undertaken as part of the  
improvement process: 

 ○ Using data to identify highest priority needs; 

 ○ Developing a plan with focused goals and strategies intended to “significantly improve 
instructional practice and student performance”;

 ○ Implementing the plan “with integrity”; and

 ○ Monitoring and evaluating the “effectiveness of the improvement process” in achieving its 
intended outcomes—improvement of teaching and learning.

• Board Policy 2210: Curriculum Development (August 2007) discussed development of written 
curriculum “in accordance with a plan for curriculum growth established by the Superintendent.” 
The policy also directed, in general terms, some of the expectations of district curriculum that 
would be found in such a plan.

• Board Policy 3242: Professional Development and Licensure (August 2007) directed 
establishment of a committee with responsibilities that included establishing a set of guidelines 
governing its functioning.  Among these was setting the “criteria that will be used to determine 
whether or not a professional development plan will be approved.”  It was not clear whether this 
referred to a long-range plan, a plan for a specific professional development event or activity, or 
an individual employee’s professional development plan.  

Job descriptions relative to planning responsibilities were listed as follows:

• The Superintendent’s job description (undated) directs the Superintendent to “manage the 
planning, organization, implementation, evaluation and revision of the total educational 
system” as directed by board policy and Ohio school law.  Specifically, the person in this role 
was to “assess needs of the total educational system,” “set goals for the total educational system 
in conjunction with the district leadership team,” oversee the “direction of curriculum and staff 
development,” and report to the board to assist them in making “informed decisions.” In sum, 
the superintendent was to “coordinate [the] educational program and provide leadership in its 
development and improvement.”
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• The Director of Professional Development and Instruction job description (1997) requires the 
position to be in charge of curriculum, instruction, and professional development.  The district-
level planning responsibilities were worded vaguely.  They included “working in cooperation 
with the Superintendent in planning the total school program.”  Slightly more specifically, 
he or she was to take “responsibility for coordinating instructional processes for curriculum 
development” and to be in charge of “developing and implementing an effective K-12 staff 
development program.” 

The most specific charge was to “[assist] principals and teachers with the periodic review 
of the various courses within the educational program and [provide] the direction, planning, 
implementing, and evaluation of instructional practices.” This particular responsibility implied 
that decisions about courses and instructional practices were made at the building level, rather 
than at the district level.

• Elementary, Middle School, and High School Principal job descriptions (all undated) required 
these positions to “assess needs and set goals for the educational program and building 
operations that work in conjunction with the goals of the district.”

• The Director of Pupil Services job description (undated) directs the position to be responsible for 
overseeing all pupil services and ensuring compliance with state and federal requirements.  The 
special education, guidance,  and health programs were named specifically.  This person was to 
assist the Educational Service Center’s supervisor with the gifted program.  An expectation that 
this person would be involved in planning was implied but not stated directly.

• The Instructional Software and Support Technician job description (undated) requires this 
position to help with development of the district’s technology plan.

• The High School Assistant Principal’s job description (undated) outlined responsibilities 
relative to planning.  These were limited to assisting the principal “in articulating curriculum 
development” and “planning…professional development opportunities.” 

Auditors reviewed several district strategic planning documents.  The most recent one was entitled 
Brooklyn City Schools Planning Session (District Leadership Team, May 2014) and was intended to 
be a three-year plan (2014-2017).  It included lists of strengths and “areas of improvement,” as well 
as objectives and strategies for their accomplishment.  Auditors also reviewed a similarly formatted 
document, Brooklyn City Schools Planning Session (OIP, January 2013).  They also were provided 
district goals for the three years ending in 2011-12; these were worded even more vaguely.  

Exhibit 2.2

Goal Areas Identified in District-level Plans
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Goal Area 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-2017
Improve student achievement X X
Improve facilities X
Communication with parents and community X X
Implement Common Core and State Standards X X X
Increase instructional rigor X X X
Use aligned formative and summative 
assessment data to inform instruction X X X
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The documents were unclear as to how planners arrived at the goals and how attainment of goals was 
to be measured.  For example, the first goal in the three-year strategic plan designed to establish district 
direction from 2014 through 2017 was, “By August 2017, 100% of instructional staff will effectively 
implement Common Core and State Standards by applying research-based instructional practices as 
measured by assessment data.”  As written, this goal leads to the following questions:

• How and why was this goal selected?  What made this a priority goal?

• What would constitute effective implementation?  What would it look like in practice?

• What research-based instructional practices would be implemented?  How would decisions be 
made as to expectations for implementation?  What would they look like in practice?

• What is the link between “effective implementation,” “research-based instructional practices,” 
and student performance on assessments?  

• How does student assessment performance demonstrate that teachers are implementing the 
Common Core and State Standards or research-based instructional practice?

• If student assessment performance is the best measure, exactly what assessments would be 
used, and what standards of performance would equate to success in goal attainment?

As written, this goal raised numerous questions.  If goals in planning documents are not clear, 
communication of expectations will be unclear, which will lead to varied interpretations of the 
expectation.  

Auditors were also given a technology plan for the district (District Technology Plan Description, 
undated).  It listed five general goals, but lacked any information regarding needs assessment, rationale 
for goal selection, plan for implementation, or methods of evaluation.  The district technology goals were 
written in broad terms, which could lead to confusion in implementation and evaluation.  Technology 
goals were as follows:

• Provide students and staff with the opportunity to utilize current and relevant technology tools 
and resources on a regular basis.

• Prepare staff and students to fully integrate technology in teaching and learning.

• Prepare students for a 21st century workforce by promoting a rigorous curriculum infused 
with collaborative partnerships, projects requiring creativity and critical thinking and problem 
solving skills, global awareness, and media literacy in a technology rich environment.

• Promote digital citizenship and ethical behavior while utilizing technology resources.

• Provide efficient and effective technology support and maintenance of technology services.

District personnel provided the auditors with several plans designed to access funding and or comply 
with state and/or federal requirements.  These included:

• The fourth year Race to the Top: LEA Professional Development Plan (2013-14), which earned 
strong scores by reviewers based on the rubrics for each of six areas;

• Title I Plan Overview (FY 2015) required to access federal Title funds;

• Ohio’s Race to the Top Innovative Programs Grant Application (2011) for the AVID program, 
which began as a state-funded grant and served as the plan for the program; and

• Brooklyn City Schools:  Ohio Formative Assessment in Middle School Pilot (2012), a multi-
year grant for implementation of a pilot program in use of formative assessment at the middle 
school and for which the application served as a program plan.
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Auditors also received documents with general descriptions regarding several key program initiatives 
(e.g., Middle School Formative Assessment Project, STARS Block, and AVID).  The first two were 
brief descriptions of the programs.  The district provided copies of annual AVID site plans, which were 
developed based on recommendations from the AVID audit reports.  The format of the plans came from 
the AVID program, and plan preparation was required for participation in the program.

Typically, the audit uses a three-level process to assess the quality and use of planning in a school 
district.  The levels are as follows:

• Level 1:  Quality of the district-wide planning process as a whole, including how planning is 
carried out at various levels within the system to achieve the district’s vision;

• Level 2:  Quality of the district-wide plan itself; and

• Level 3:  Quality of school and department improvement plans.

The auditors were told that the district, because of its small size, no longer prepared individual school 
improvement plans.  Consequently, in this audit, only Level 1 and Level 2 analyses were conducted.  

In the following exhibits, auditors provide their ratings of planning design (the process and the product), 
deployment (strategic actions to prepare for implementation), and delivery (carrying out actions) of 
district plans.  Exhibit 2.3 looks at district-wide planning design.

Exhibit 2.3

Level 1:  Quality of District-wide Planning (Design, Deployment, and Delivery) 
Characteristics and Auditors’ Ratings

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Policy Expectations: The governing board has placed into policy the 

expectation that the superintendent and staff collectively discuss the 
future and that this thinking should take some tangible form without 
prescribing a particular template, allowing for flexibility as needed.

X

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

X

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

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

X

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

Partial*

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

X
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Exhibit 2.3 (continued)
Level 1:  Quality of District-wide Planning (Design, Deployment, and Delivery) 

Characteristics and Auditors’ Ratings
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
7. Deliberate Articulated Actions: Staff are involved in a purposeful 

way through such efforts as school/unit improvement planning, 
professional development councils, and district task forces that are 
congruent with the articulated direction of the system or system 
initiatives.

Partial*

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

Total 2 6
Percentage of Adequacy 25%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.

As shown in Exhibit 2.3, two Level 1 characteristics were rated as adequate and three were rated as 
partially adequate.  In order to meet the audit standard, at least six of eight characteristics must be rated 
as adequate.  Therefore, the quality of the district long-range planning process overall does not meet 
the audit standards.  The following provides further details relative to the auditors’ assessment of Level 
1 criteria.

Characteristic One:  Policy Expectations

This characteristic was met.  A number of board policies, as shown previously, discussed the board’s 
expectation that planning occur at various levels of the system.  There was also evidence in policy that 
the end product of such planning would be in the form of a written document.  BP1110: Assessment 
of District Goals set the expectation that district-goal setting occur annually; AG1110: Assessment of 
District Goals listed steps to follow in conducting such planning.

Characteristic Two:  Vision/Direction

This characteristic was met.  The recently revised Mission, Vision, and Beliefs of the Brooklyn City 
Schools set a vision of the future for students.  Auditors were told these statements came from a process 
engaging various stakeholders.  BP2114:  Meeting State Performance Indicators set as a direction that 
students meet or exceed state performance expectations on state assessments.  District leaders verbally 
articulated a direction for the improvement process.

Characteristic Three:  Data-driven

This characteristic was not met.  BP1110: Assessment of District Goals and its associated administrative 
guideline (AG1110: Assessment of District Goals) referred to use of data in developing district goals.  
However, auditors found no clear plan of how to use data in planning beyond general references.  In 
addition, auditors found virtually no exemplars of use of data in any of the documents presented to them 
as district planning documents.  These included the strategic planning documents that typically would 
serve as the foundation for all other district, school, and program planning.  It was clear that district 
decision makers understood that data use was essential.  However, it did not appear that a structured 
approach to data use was incorporated into district-wide planning processes.
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Characteristic Four:  Budget Timing

This characteristic was not met.  BP1110: Assessment of District Goals specified that annual goal-
setting was done in conjunction with the board’s annual evaluation of the superintendent.  Nowhere in 
board policy or other documents did auditors find reference to linkages between district goal-setting 
and budget planning.

Characteristic Five:  Day-to-Day Decisions

This characteristic was partially met.  Auditors found that district leaders continually made day-to-day 
decisions regarding the implicit or explicit direction of the system.  This may well have been a result of 
the vague nature of the implementation strategies, themselves, in the most recent strategic plan (BCS 
Strategic Planning Session, May 2014).

Characteristic Six:  Emergent/Fluid Planning

This characteristic was not met.  Lack of specificity regarding current status and plans to reach the 
desired status meant that efforts lacked clarity and focus.  Auditors did not hear references to the district 
strategic plan and changes being made during the course of the year as needs arose.  

Any other changes in direction appeared to be in response to situational causes, and such changes were 
made and communicated informally.  In fact, due to lack of clarity of plans, it seemed as if the direction 
was continually changing—not the sort of fluidity intended by this characteristic.

Characteristic Seven:  Deliberate Articulated Actions

This characteristic was partially met.  The district had designed linkages among grade level (or course) 
specific Teacher-Based Teams, Building Leadership Teams, and the District Leadership Teams, which 
included of teachers, and building and district administrators.  The intent was to ensure two-way 
communication system-wide.  Thus, there was a clear intent to involve staff in various planning efforts, 
congruent with the goals of the system and system initiatives.

However, through interviews with various district personnel and written comments collected in the online 
teacher survey, it became clear that there was a perception that the district lacked focus and constancy 
of purpose.  Auditors heard of communication break-downs and lack of two-way communication, 
including a lack of clarity and focus in expectations and in near-term direction.  

Characteristic Eight:  Aligned Professional Development

This characteristic was partially met.  A variety of professional development initiatives were being 
undertaken in Brooklyn City Schools.  Some key initiatives requiring professional development were: 
AVID, FAMS, and the 5-Step Process for Teacher-Based Teams (TBT).  Other professional development 
focus areas (Professional Development Day 2014) were co-teaching, critical thinking, data analysis, 
differentiated instruction, and formative assessment.  The auditors were told additional areas of concern 
were increasing student engagement, higher levels of cognitive rigor, and use of technology as part of 
day-to-day classroom instruction.  A case could be made for all of these aligning with district goals.  

However, as auditors were told both in interviews and through written comments from teachers, too 
many initiatives led to a lack of focus.  Clear linkages with district priorities must exist for professional 
development to be unmistakably aligned with district goals and priorities.

In summary, district planning processes did not meet audit standards to provide clear direction for 
systemic change.

In their Level 2 analysis, auditors assessed the quality of district-wide planning (Brooklyn City Schools 
Strategic Planning Session, May 2014).  The following exhibit provides the characteristics and auditors’ 
ratings of this plan.
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Exhibit 2.4

Level 2:  Quality of District-wide Planning  
(Design, Deployment, and Delivery)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Characteristics 
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Reasonable and Clear:  The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible 

number of goals and objectives for the resources (financial, time, 
people) available.  Moreover, the goals and objectives are clear and 
measurable.

Partial*

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

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

X

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

X

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

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

X

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

X

Total 0 7
Percentage Adequate 0%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.

Analysis of the district strategic plan showed that none of the audit characteristics was fully met, 
although two were partially met.  In order to meet audit standards, at least five of seven characteristics 
must be met.  The following is a discussion of each characteristic.

Characteristic One:  Reasonable and Clear

This characteristic was partially met.  The strategic plan had three goals, which is considered a 
reasonable number.

However, the goals as written were neither clear nor measurable (see comments following Exhibit 2.2).  
Consequently, there was lack of clear and consistent understanding of district priorities, as reported by 
interviewees and survey respondents.
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Characteristic Two:  Emergent/Fluid

This characteristic was not met.  There was nothing in the plan that allowed for emergent thinking, 
trends, or changes that could have impact on the system.

Characteristic Three:  Change Strategies

This characteristic was not met.  The plan referred to “change management” as an area needing 
improvement.  However, the goals and strategies alluded to capacity building of staff in the most 
general terms; there was no indication of implementation of well-researched change management 
strategies in the plan.

Characteristic Four:  Deployment Strategies

This characteristic was not met.  The strategic plan listed strategies to be used in general terms.  Not 
only were the strategies vaguely worded, there was also no discussion of how and when the various 
strategies would be deployed and how progress would be monitored and evaluated in order to modify 
the plan and ensure proficiency of staff at all levels of experience with any given initiative.

Characteristic Five:  Integration of Goals and Actions

This characteristic was partially met.  In general, strategies were congruent with each goal.  However, 
because both goals and strategies were themselves unclear, it would be difficult for all stakeholders to 
recognize the intent behind each and the linkages from one to another.  

Characteristic Six:  Evaluation Plan and Implementation

This characteristic was not met.  There was no written blueprint for how to evaluate whether the 
objectives of the plan were met (not simply to evaluate whether or not the activities had taken place).  
In addition, there were no benchmarks incorporated into the plan to allow for formative evaluation and 
in-progress revision if and when needed.  

Characteristic Seven:  Monitoring

This characteristic was not met.  The goals and activities had only vague references to evaluation.  No 
specific measures were in place to assess status of activities, analyze results, and/or report outcomes 
during implementation of the plan.

In summary, the district’s strategic plan did not meet audit standards in terms of design, implementation, 
or evaluation.

In the third level of analysis, auditors typically examine campus and department plans provided by the 
district.  The Superintendent explained that recently a decision was made to use a single district plan, 
rather than having the three schools develop separate improvement plans.  The auditors reviewed a 
Technology Plan as an example of a single departmental plan.  Because of the dearth of such plans, 
auditors did not conduct a Level 3 rating of the eight characteristics of the quality of school and 
department-level planning.  The level 3 planning characteristics incorporated one characteristic in 
addition to those in Level 2: congruence of the school or departmental plan with the district plan (see 
characteristic #1).  For informational purposes, the Level 3 characteristics are shown in the following 
exhibit.  In order to meet the minimum audit adequacy expectation, at least six of eight characteristics 
must be rated as adequate.
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Exhibit 2.5

Level 3:  Quality of School-level and Department Planning  
(Design, Deployment, and Delivery)

Characteristics
1. Congruence and Connectivity:  Goals and actions are derived from, explicitly linked to, and 

congruent with the district plan’s goals, objectives, and priorities.  
2. Reasonable and Clear:  The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of goals and objectives 

for the resources available (finances, time, people).  The goals and objectives of the plan are 
clear and measurable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Auditors interviewed various district stakeholders, including board members and district and school 
administrators.  They also gathered written comments from teachers using an online survey.  Among 
other comments, they heard the following relative to the district’s mission, vision, and core beliefs:

• “[One strength of the district is a] leadership team that is intact and has a unified vision to 
support the mission of the district for kids.” (Administrator)

• “We need to share with each other, what is the common vision.” (Administrator)

• “[We need a] consistent mission/value statement…and targeted organizational change.  When 
teachers create a mission together, refrain from changing the words to sound better, as it then 
loses its meaning and will not be internalized.” (Teacher, online survey) 

• “[We need a] simple and clear vision that is stuck to and developed.” (Teacher, online survey)

Evidence existed relative to the need for planning that is both systemic and focused, as the following 
comments indicated:

• “The message should be district-wide.” (Administrator)

• “I see district planning, but we need to align.” (Administrator)

• “As a board member, I would like to see a five-year forecast as to goals, benchmarks, milestones 
for improvement in how well the children learn, [and] whether it’s closing the gap.” (Board 
Member)
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• “What do we specifically want to stop doing…and what do we specifically want to try to impact 
student achievement?  Limit to a few things to try to avoid overload and see if they work.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “We focus on way too many things.” (Teacher, online survey)

The construction of the system-wide plan was described by one administrator, saying, “We start at the 
beginning of the school year.  Principals come in with data that has come over the summer.  We start 
looking for trends and identifying themes.”  Throughout planning processes, information flow has 
been a challenge, although the design of the Teacher-Based Teams (TBT), Building Leadership Teams 
(BLT), and District Leadership Teams (DLT) was intended to promote clear communication.  The 
following comments reflect perceived strengths and weaknesses of communication flow, which have 
an impact on planning:

• “The communication flow goes back and forth between the TBT, BLT and DLT.” (Administrator)

• “We looked at who is on DLT, BLT, and TBTs.  We found there was not a match for flow of 
information.” (Administrator)

• “We had to look at how we were going to get information back and forth.” (Administrator)

• “There are some key pieces that are there.  The roadblock is continuing to take from one level 
and share with the others.” (Administrator)

• “Communication is always an area that can be improved.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “The white elephant in the closet is COMMUNICATION.  There is a lack of it in the district.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “The hierarchy of the OIP process that includes TBTs, BLTs and the DLT is very strong, and 
we are starting to communicate in appropriate ways.  It is not all top down.” (Administrator)

Even though board policy did not require it specifically, auditors were told efforts were being made to 
strategically link budgets to curricular and instructional priorities, as the following comments indicate:

• “We are moving into needs-based budgeting.  It continues to support the focus that it’s about 
student achievement.  Everything we do is about kids.” (Administrator)

• “[We have a] small district, so the decision making process is quick and can be flexible.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “We seem to be going through so many changes at one time; it’s hard to keep focused on the 
main thing, teaching the students.” (Teacher, online survey)

Summary

Overall, a comprehensive, cohesive, long-range planning approach has not been established in Brooklyn 
City Schools.  Some rudimentary, system-wide planning efforts were in place, but plans were limited to 
district-level goals and strategy setting.  The district improvement plan lacked most of the components 
required in order for it to serve as a foundation for all other district planning.  
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CORE AREA 3:  The district uses curriculum planning for the attainment of 
achievement goals and priorities and to provide equity within the system.
A school district meeting this core area has established a comprehensive curriculum planning process 
that provides clarity and focus for a deeply aligned written, taught, and tested curriculum.  Curriculum 
planning ensures that the curriculum will reflect the changing needs of students and state and national 
requirements, and will be provided in accordance with differential needs of students.  

Curriculum planning is the foundation for the improvement of the instructional program over time.  It 
ensures a periodic review of all curricula for all subjects at all grade levels, and affords the district the 
opportunity to adjust, modify, or delete curriculum based on the needs of students and state and national 
requirements.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Analysis of curriculum based on the needs of students and the extant accountability system;

• A periodic cycle of curriculum review and revision;

• Differential allocations of programs and services to deliver equity and ensure equal success of 
clientele;

• Equal access for all students to educational opportunities provided by the system; 

• Planning for curricular staff development for all administrators and teachers; and

• A design for curricular change that ensures the incorporation of best practice, articulation and 
coordination, communications, and the evaluation of curriculum.

Finding 3 (Core Area 3):  No comprehensive curriculum management plan was provided to the 
auditors to coordinate all aspects of design, delivery, and evaluation of the curriculum.

A school system with effective curriculum management has strong written policies and a comprehensive 
plan that establishes guidelines and priorities for the design and delivery of curriculum.  The plan conveys 
the procedural intent of the district leadership and provides direction for curriculum development, 
adoption, implementation, evaluation, and revision.  Such a plan is designed to function in concert 
with other major plans, including the district improvement plan, a professional development plan, and 
budgeting processes.

The auditors examined board policies and other curriculum-related documents to determine if a 
comprehensive curriculum management plan was in place.  Interviews were conducted with board 
members, central office administrators, principals, and teachers.  Data were also collected through use 
of an online teacher survey.

The auditors found that the Brooklyn City Schools had no comprehensive curriculum management plan 
or processes to provide direction and procedures for design; delivery, including training and monitoring; 
and evaluation of the curriculum.

The following exhibit lists the documents provided by district staff and reviewed by the auditors in 
order to assess whether various components of a curriculum management plan were in place.
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Exhibit 3.1

Curriculum Management Planning Documents Reviewed by Auditors
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Document Date
BCS Vision, Mission, and Beliefs Undated
Board Policies, Administrative Guidelines, and Forms Various
Job Descriptions Undated
BCS Strategic Planning Session (District Leadership Team)  
(2014-2017) 2014-2017

BCS Strategic Planning Session (OIP Team) 2013-14
BCS District Goals 2012-13, 2011-12, 2010-11

A number of board policies, administrative guidelines, and related forms referred to aspects of curriculum 
management planning.  Auditors found that some policies and guidelines contradicted each other.  They 
found the following references to aspects of curriculum management planning in the following:

• Administrative Guideline 2131: Characteristics of an Effective Statement of Educational 
Outcomes (2007) referred to characteristics of “educational outcome statements” guiding the 
curriculum.  Outcomes needed to be:

 ○ “Concise and understandable”;

 ○ “Encompass previous learnings and require the student to integrate and then apply certain 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes in order to demonstrate achievement of the outcome”; and

 ○ Use valid, reliable measures to assess cumulative learning at different points in during “the 
student’s career in the district.”

• Board Policy 2210: Curriculum Development (August 2007) required development of a 
curriculum that was to be “developed, evaluated, and adopted on a continuing basis and in 
accordance with a plan for curriculum growth established by the Superintendent.”  It defined 
“curriculum” as:

 ○ “Courses of study, subjects, classes and organized activities provided by the school;

 ○ “Learning activities approved by the board for individuals or groups of students and 
expressed in terms of specific instructional objectives or class periods; and

 ○ “The plan for learning…to accomplish the educational goals of the district.”

• Administrative Guideline 2210A: Curriculum Development (2007) stated the curriculum 
development process would be managed by the Director of Instruction/Technology (a position 
that did not exist at the time of the site visit) with support of a standing Curriculum Committee.  
Responsibilities included:

 ○ Evaluating “selected areas of the district’s curriculum”;

 ○ Setting priorities for curriculum revision;

 ○ Constituting and maintaining contact with working committees for any given curricular 
area;

 ○ Deciding on curriculum implementation plans;
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 ○ Designing or advising relative to professional development programs; and

 ○ Designing processes for evaluation of efficacy of “courses of study.”

The guideline went on to list seven planning steps to consider in “developing or redesigning a 
learning program.”  These included:

 ○ Intended program outcomes (Applied Learning)

 ○ Intended learnings (knowledge, attitudes, and skills)

 ○ Learning activities;

 ○ Methods of instruction;

 ○ Materials and resources;

 ○ Evaluation; and

 ○ Financial needs and constraints.

• Administrative Guideline 2210C: Assessing the District’s Learning Programs (2007) reaffirmed 
the planning steps listed in Administrative Guideline 2210A.  It also described periodic 
assessment of student learning objectives for each subject to ensure the scope and sequence 
meets the following criteria:

 ○ “Objectives…are building cumulatively toward student accomplishment of the learning 
outcomes at each grade or level and for the entire curriculum area;

 ○ “There are no gaps in the learning objectives that would inhibit a student from accomplishing 
the learning outcomes; and

 ○ “There are no unnecessary duplications or redundancies in the learning objectives or the 
learning outcomes.”

• Form 2210F1: Quality Assessment of Core Curriculum Programs (2007) provided a form 
to use in evaluating the efficacy of the district’s learning programs.  Areas included in such 
assessments were:

 ○ Learning outcomes;

 ○ Intended learnings;

 ○ Learning activities;

 ○ Methods of instruction;

 ○ Materials and resources; and

 ○ Student assessment.

• Board Policy 2230: Course Guides (August 2007) described the following components required 
“in order to better accomplish learning results with students.”  Course guides were to contain:

 ○ Learning outcomes;

 ○ Learning activities;

 ○ Materials and resources;

 ○ Suggested methods of instruction;

 ○ Evaluation criteria and methods; and
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 ○ Supplemental materials lists.

This policy did not define the difference between a course that required a “course guide” and one that 
required a written curriculum.

• Administrative Guideline 2230: Course Guides (August 2007) was intended to support Board 
Policy 2230.  However, it listed components slightly differently, as follows:

 ○ General purpose and outcome of course;

 ○ Learning goals of course;

 ○ Content/concepts;

 ○ Methodology;

 ○ Student evaluation; and

 ○ Resources.

Auditors reviewed job descriptions to identify positions with responsibilities for curriculum management 
planning.  They found the following references:

• The Superintendent job description (undated) awarded that position with overall responsibility 
for “provid[ing] leadership in the district that communicates and supports district goals,” as well 
as “manag[ing] the planning, organization, implementation, evaluation and revision of the total 
educational system.”  Among required Essential Functions were many of the components of 
curriculum management planning, including needs analysis, goal-setting, budgeting, program 
development, oversight of curriculum and staff development, policy development for board 
approval, assignment of administrator roles and responsibilities, leadership for program design 
and improvement, and communication with various stakeholder groups.

• The Director of Professional Development and Instruction job description (revised 1997) 
required this position to be responsible for “articulation and coordination” of all curriculum 
development efforts, planning and implementation of professional development, and, with the 
principals, “provid[ing] direction for planning, implementation, and evaluation of instructional 
practices.”

• Elementary, Middle School, and High School Principal job descriptions (all undated) directed 
these positions to “assess needs and set goals for the educational program.” at the building level 
and were to “evaluate appropriate curriculum, materials, supplies and texts in cooperation with 
staff and make recommendations for improvement to the superintendent.” 

• The Assistant Principal job description (undated) for the High School was expected to help 
their principal in needs assessment and goal setting at their respective levels.

Review of board policies, job descriptions, and other documents showed the district had in place 
none of the elements of curriculum management planning that would provide a coherent approach 
for curriculum design, implementation, evaluation, and articulation of an aligned curriculum for 
kindergarten through grade 12.

The auditors have identified 15 characteristics that together make up comprehensive curriculum 
management planning.  Auditors were not provided sufficient documentation to enable them to rate 
curriculum management planning in Brooklyn City Schools as either adequate or inadequate.  Therefore, 
Exhibit 3.2 shows the 15 characteristics auditors expect to see in a quality curriculum management 
plan.  A district’s approach to curriculum management is considered adequate if at least 11 of the 15 
criteria are rated adequate.
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Exhibit 3.2

Characteristics of a Quality Curriculum Management Plan

Characteristics
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum, including such 

directives as standards-based, results-based, or competency-based; the alignment of the 
written, taught, and tested curriculum; and the approaches used in delivering the curriculum.

2. Identifies the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of review of curriculum in 
all subject areas and at all grade levels.

3. Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development.
4. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, and school-

based staff members in the design and delivery of curriculum.
5. Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessments, and instructional guide 

documents.
6. Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum.  This includes 

whether or not to use a backloaded approach, in which the curriculum is derived from high-
stakes tested learnings (topological and/or deep alignment), and/or a frontloaded approach, 
which derives the curriculum from national, state, or local learnings.

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

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

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

10. Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of instructional 
approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of difficulty.  This ensures 
that those students who need prerequisite concepts, knowledge, and skills are moved ahead 
at an accelerated pace, and that students who have already mastered the objectives are also 
moved ahead at a challenging pace.

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

12. Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs and 
their corresponding curriculum content.

13. Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to curriculum 
design and its delivery.

14. Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum.
15. Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery.

In assessing the district’s approach to curriculum management planning, auditors interviewed district 
and building administrators, board members, and teachers.  They also collected data from an online 
survey of teachers.  

They learned that curriculum that existed in the past had been more unified than it was at the time of the 
site visit.  As a result of the need to align district curriculum with the Common Core State Standards, 
district personnel had been attempting to revise written curriculum documents.  Added pressure has 
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been placed on administrators and teachers with the wholesale change in student assessments coming 
into play in spring 2015.  At the time of the site visit, auditors were informed the district had no single 
approach to curriculum design and no consistent format for written curriculum documents.  In addition, 
anything being written was being done by individual teachers or by teams at individual grade levels 
or, in the case of the high school, for individual courses.  To date, other than optional efforts made 
by individuals or groups of teachers, there had been no attempts to look at the vertical articulation of 
curriculum.

Teacher monitors while English I students complete  
vocabulary worksheet requiring synonyms and antonyms

A number of interviewees saw a lack of cohesiveness in the district’s approach to curriculum 
management.  The following are representative comments:

• “We are loosey-goosey in terms of what we use to guide instruction.  We are relying on the 
expertise of the teaching staff to get what we need.” (Administrator)

• “The curriculum maps are created by the teacher based on the knowledge they have.” 
(Administrator)

Summary

In summary, the auditors found that the Brooklyn City Schools lacked a comprehensive plan or sufficient 
evidence of planning to provide direction and procedures for design, delivery, and evaluation of written 
curriculum for all subjects and at all levels.  
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CORE AREAS 4 AND 5: The district has developed quality curriculum 
documents in the main content areas of language arts/reading, mathematics, 
science, and social studies, and the scope of that curriculum provides 
focus and establishes curricular priorities.
Curriculum objectives for students set the direction for achieving the district’s mission.  A complete 
curriculum includes a set of student objectives for all grade levels and courses offered in the district.  This 
is known as the scope of the written curriculum.  The scope identifies the significant student learnings 
and curriculum priorities to be taught.  The lack of written curriculum for any course or subject area 
increases the likelihood of fragmentation and lack of consistency across grades, courses, and schools 
for students.

A well-written set of curriculum student content standards provides for vertical alignment—the flow of 
objectives from one grade to another.  Aligning teaching to the objectives helps increase the likelihood 
of coordination within grades and courses as students move through the years.

Teaching and learning is directly affected by the use of well-written, deeply aligned curriculum guides.  
Curriculum guides identify the significant learnings and priority student achievement goals of the 
district.  Well-designed curriculum will include clear, translatable content standards and objectives.  
Curriculum guides will provide deep curriculum alignment to standards and objectives for teachers to 
use in instructional, diagnostic ways.

Useful curriculum guides include information on the degree of alignment of instructional resources 
(e.g., textbooks, kits, videos, books, etc.) to the objectives and modifications needed to ensure content, 
cognitive thinking process, and assessment context alignment.  Strategies for teaching the standards and 
objectives will be fully aligned to the student learnings.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Written curriculum for all courses, subjects, and grade levels (80 percent is accepted for 
adequacy); 

• Curriculum guides in the four main content areas awarded at least 12 of 15 points on audit 
criteria; and

• A rating of 3 out of 3 on criteria two (Congruence of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process) 
and five (Clear Approaches for Classroom Use)

Finding 4 (Core Areas 4 and 5):  The scope of the curriculum is inadequate to direct instruction; 
curriculum guides are of insufficient quality to direct teaching.  Student work artifacts are mostly 
aligned with state and national curricula.  Curriculum is not consistently perceived as user-
friendly and useful for curricular decision making.

The written curriculum is one of the critical tools necessary for districts to maintain control over what 
is being taught in the district.  It is the road map for getting students to the end goals specified by the 
district, delineating what should be mastered and when.  The scope of the curriculum, the actual courses 
it covers, is directly correlated to the amount of control the district has.  The more courses covered by 
the curriculum, the greater the district’s ability to ensure its goals for students are being met in individual 
classrooms.  In the absence of written curriculum, horizontal coordination and vertical articulation 
of concepts and standards become much more difficult.  Fragmentation may develop and the district 
will have no way to guarantee that what is being taught in the classrooms is furthering district aims.  
Individual teachers, with no written guide, may choose to teach concepts that don’t align with what the 
district wants its students to learn, or that don’t align with state or national standards or high stakes tests.  
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Curriculum Scope

Scope and sequence refers to the available written curriculum, as measured against the actual courses 
taught in the district K-12.  In order to determine the scope of the existing curriculum in the four 
core areas of language arts, math, science, and social studies in the Brooklyn City Schools, auditors 
examined the documents presented to them as curriculum and compared them with the actual courses 
taught in the district’s schools.  The difference between the two is expressed as a simple percentage.  
It is the expectation of the audit that there will be a guide for every course at every grade level in the 
district.  The minimum percentage of coverage to be considered adequate is 80 percent above.

One of the first things noted by auditors was the very large number of documents purporting to be 
curriculum for Brooklyn City Schools.  Exhibit 4.1 shows a sample grade level and all the attendant 
documents presented to the auditors as curriculum for that grade level in the core areas.

Exhibit 4.1

Sample Grade Level  
Grade One Curriculum Documents

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Date Grade 
Level Document

2011 1 Kentucky Core Academic Standards English Language Arts
None 1 First Grade ELA Standards (CCSS Reading)
2012 1 Ohio Department of Education English Language Arts Gap Analysis
None K-12 Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts and Literacy

None K-12 Language: Comparative Analysis of the ELA Common Core State Standards and the 
Ohio ACS

None K-12 Reading: Comparative Analysis of the ELA Common Core State Standards and the 
Ohio ACS

None K-12 Speaking and Listening: Comparative Analysis of the ELA Common Core State 
Standards and the Ohio ACS

None K-12 Writing: Comparative Analysis of the ELA Common Core State Standards and the 
Ohio ACS

2012-13 1 First Grade Everyday Math Pacing Guide
2013-14 1 First Grade Everyday Math Pacing Guide

2011 1 First Grade Mathematics Kentucky Core Academic Standards
None 1 First Grade Math (Common Core broken in to quarters)

March 2012 1 Ohio Department of Education Mathematics Common Core Gap Analysis Grade One
None K-12 Common Core State Standards for Mathematics

October 2011 K-8 Comparative Analysis Common Core State Standards for Mathematics and the 
OACS

March 2012 K-8 Comparative Analysis of the Revised Content Standards for Science Grades K-8
March 2012 1 Science Gap Analysis Grade 1

None 1 Science—New Standards

March 2011 K-8 Ohio Revised Science Standards and Model Curriculum 
Kindergarten through Eighth Grade

None 1 1st Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
August 2011 1 2011 Model Curriculum: PK-12 Social Studies  Grade One
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Exhibit 4.1 (continued)
Sample Grade Level  

Grade One Curriculum Documents
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Date Grade 
Level Document

March 2012 1 Social Studies Gap Analysis Grade One
Sept 2012 K-8 Ohio’s New Learning Standards: K-8 Social Studies

January 2012 K-8 Social Studies Comparative Analysis
None 1 Essential Standards Chart
None None Essential Standards Chart Template

The following can be noted from Exhibit 4.1:

• A total of 26 documents were presented to auditors as curriculum for grade 1.

• Even with the elimination of documents, which are not expressly curriculum, such as gap 
analyses and templates, the total number of documents is 18.  

• Most of the documents were in widely differing formats; some running to 60 pages or more and 
some of only a page in length.

The difficulty with so many curricular documents in so many different formats is that it becomes almost 
impossible to ascertain what, exactly, is to be taught in classrooms.  An additional facet of this is that 
it enables the practice of “cherry picking”; teachers can choose what they want to teach from the very 
wide array of options, and the district cannot adequately control what is taught in classrooms.  Not 
surprisingly, it is nearly impossible to ascertain scope with so many documents extant in the district 
since the measure of scope is whether curriculum is there.  In order to get a clearer picture of scope, 
auditors spoke with district personnel to determine which of these documents was actually being used 
to direct instruction.  District personnel confirmed that the curricular documents at the elementary 
level were the pacing guides for the core areas, the Ohio’s New Learning Standards for social studies 
and science, and the Common Core State Standards for language arts and mathematics.  These were 
the documents auditors used to determine the scope and sequence of curriculum in the Brooklyn City 
Schools.  In cases where two documents appeared to be identical, auditors used the one with the most 
recent date.

Exhibit 4.2 provides a list of documents auditors used to determine scope and sequence of curriculum 
K-12:

Exhibit 4.2

List of Curriculum Documents
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Date Grade Level Document
None K-12 Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts
None K-12 Common Core State Standards for Mathematics
2011 K-12 Ohio State Social Studies Standards
2011 K-12 Ohio State Science Standards
None K Curriculum Map Kindergarten Common Core (ELA)
None K Kindergarten Math Map
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Exhibit 4.2 (continued)
List of Curriculum Documents

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Date Grade Level Document
None 1 First Grade ELA (Excel doc)
None 1 Grade 1 Science New Standards

2013-14 1 First Grade Everyday Math Pacing Guide
None 1 Common Core Math Map

2013-14 2 Trophies Pacing Guide
2013-14 2 Reading Pacing Guide
2013-14 2 Writing Pacing Guide
2013-14 2 Math Pacing Guide
2013-14 2 Science Pacing Guide
2013-14 2 Social Studies Pacing Guide
2014-15 3 Math Pacing Guide

None 3 Social Studies and Science Pacing Guide
2014-15 4 4th Grade Math Pacing

None 4 Grade 4 Science New Standards
2011-12 4 4th Grade Social Studies Pacing Guide

None 5 Essential Standards Chart (ELA)
None 5 5th Grade Math Essential Standards Chart
2013 5 Grade 5 Science New Standards
None 5, 6, 7 6-8 ELA Standards for History/Social Studies
None 6 Essential Standards Chart 6th Grade Math
None 6 6th Grade LA Common Core (updated)
None 6 Grade 6 New Standards (Science)
None 6, 7, 8 6-8 ELA Standards for Grade 6 Science
None 7 Essential Standards Chart (ELA)
None 7 Essential Standards Chart (Math)
None 7 Essential Standards Chart (Science)
2015 8 ELA Assessment Map
None 8 8th Grade Math 
2015 8 8th Grade Assessment Map
None 8 8th Grade Science New Standards
2015 8 8th Grade Assessment Map Social Studies
None 9-12 English I Course Outline
None 9-12 English II Lesson Plans
None 9-12 English III Course Outline
None 9-12 English IV Daily Activities
None 9-12 Algebra I Curriculum Map
None 9-12 Algebra II Curriculum Map
None 9-12 Geometry Course Outline with Standards
None 9-12 9-10 ELA Standards for Science and Social Studies
None 9-12 11-12 ELA Standards for Science and Social Studies
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Exhibit 4.3 shows the scope and sequence of curriculum K-12:

Exhibit 4.3

Scope and Sequence K-12
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Course
Grade Level Offered # of Areas 

Needing 
Curric.

# of Areas 
with 

Curric.K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12

Language Arts X X X X X X X X X 8 8
English I X 1 1
English II X 1 1
English III X 1 1
English IV X 1 1
Honors English I 0 1 0
Honors English II 0 1 0
Honors English III 0 1 0
Honors English IV 0 1 0
Mathematics X X X X X X X X X 8 8
Algebra I X 1 1
Algebra II X 1 1
Geometry X 1 1
Honors Algebra I 0 1 0
Honors Algebra II 0 1 0
Honors Geometry 0 1 0
Analysis 0 1 0
Honors Pre-Calculus 0 1 0
Functions, Statistics and 
Probability 0 1 0

AP Calculus 0 1 0
Statistics 0 1 0
Trigonometry 0 1 0
Social Studies X X X X X X X X X 8 8
U.S. History X 1 1
U.S. Government X 1 1
World History X 1 1
Economics 0 1 0
Current World Issues 0 1 0
Honors World History 0 1 0
Honors U.S. Government 0 1 0
Honors U.S. History 0 1 0
America at War 0 1 0
Sociology 0 1 0
Psychology 0 1 0
Science X X X X X X X X X 8 8
Physical Science X 1 1
Earth Science X 1 1
Biology X 1 1
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Exhibit 4.3 (continued)
Scope and Sequence K-12

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Course
Grade Level Offered # of Areas 

Needing 
Curric.

# of Areas 
with 

Curric.K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12

Science (continued) X X X X X X X X X
Chemistry X 1 1
Physics X 1 1
Honors Physical Science 0 1 0
Honors Biology 0 1 0
Honors Chemistry 0 1 0
Physical Science II 0 1 0
Honors Physics 0 1 0
Forensics 0 1 0
Earth And Space Science 0 1 0
Anatomy and Physiology 0 1 0
Total 84 55
Percent of Total – Scope of Written Curriculum 65%
Key:  X = Written Curriculum Available   0 = No Curriculum Available   Shaded = course not offered at this level

The following may be noted from Exhibit 4.3:  

• The scope of the written curriculum for the core academic areas was 65 percent.  This does not 
meet the minimum of 80 percent required for adequacy.

• The four core curricular areas were fully covered K-8; all grade levels had some form of guide 
for each of the core content areas.

• While the basic core areas at the secondary level had some form of guide present, auditors were 
not presented with guides for curricular areas such as honors courses.

Overall, auditors found that the district is burdened with an overabundance of documents that make 
determining what is actually in use difficult.  Auditors found that while the elementary and middle 
school scope was adequate, the overall scope of the curriculum K-12 was inadequate to direct teaching 
efforts in the Brooklyn City Schools.

Curriculum Quality

Curriculum guides are the district’s blueprint for instruction.  They enable the board to ensure that the 
efforts of district teachers are coordinated and focused on carrying out the priorities determined by the 
board, and that instructional objectives are articulated up through the grades so that skills build on one 
another with no gaps or overlaps.  Quality guides provide clear, valid, measurable objectives for student 
achievement and specify prerequisite skills, resources for instruction, and suggestions for approaches 
to the instruction of key concepts.  Additionally, they also delineate which objectives will be assessed 
and specify performance standards, so that teachers are absolutely clear about what they must teach 
and to what level.  Because they contain so much critical information, guides must be as user-friendly 
as possible so that there is no confusion about what, when, or how something is to be taught.  Quality 
guides are the first step in assuring the alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum, which, 
in turn, promotes improved student achievement.  Quality guides are also an important component 
in ensuring cognitive engagement for all students: if all the variables and elements of the curriculum 
are controlled, differentiated instruction becomes easier and rigor is enhanced.  Without adequate 
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curriculum guides, teachers must use their best judgment to interpret the desires of the school board, 
and this may result in fragmented curriculum, inconsistent instructional targets, and variable student 
achievement across the district.

In order to determine the quality of the curriculum currently in use in the Brooklyn City Schools, 
auditors examined board policy and regulations, reviewed the curriculum documents submitted for the 
four core content areas in grades K-12; visited classrooms across the district to observe the delivery 
of curriculum; and interviewed district administrators, building administrators, teachers, and parents.

Overall, auditors found that the quality of the district’s curriculum was inadequate to direct teaching 
and that district curricular documents perpetuated the inadequacies of the Common Core and the Ohio’s 
New Learning Standards.

Each curriculum document supplied by the district was evaluated against the Curriculum Management 
Audit (CMA) Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity.  These 
criteria are shown in Exhibit 4.4 below.  

Exhibit 4.4

CMA Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity

Point 
Value Criteria

Criterion One:  Clarity and Specificity of Objectives
0 No goals/objectives present
1 Vague delineation of goals/learner outcomes
2 States tasks to be performed or skills to be learned

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

Criterion Two:  Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process
0 No assessment approach
1 Some approach of assessment stated
2 States skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed
3 Keys each objective to district and/or state performance assessments

Criterion Three:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes 
0 No mention of required skill
1 States prior general experience needed
2 States prior general experience needed in specified grade level

3 States specific documented prerequisite or description of discrete skills/concepts required prior to 
this learning (may be a scope and sequence across grades/courses if PreK-12)

Criterion Four:  Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools
0 No mention of textbook or instructional tools/resources
1 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s)
2 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary materials to be used

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

Criterion Five:  Clear Approaches for Classroom Use
0 No approaches cited for classroom use
1 Overall, vague statement on approaching the subject
2 Provides general suggestions on approaches
3 Provides specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the classroom
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Guides are then rated on a scale of zero to three, with three being the highest rating possible for any 
criterion.  The best score a guide can receive is 15.  In order to be considered strong, guides must have 
a score of 12.  Additionally, a mean rating for each criterion is calculated to provide more specific 
insight to possible areas of weakness.  The auditors’ ratings of the Brooklyn City Schools’ curriculum 
guides are shown in Exhibit 4.5.  A criterion-by-criterion analysis follows the ratings summary.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, auditors did not rate the entire Common Core State Standards or the Ohio’s 
New Learning Standards for science and social studies.  These are discussed later in this finding.  For 
guide ratings, auditors used only district-made documents.

Exhibit 4.5

Curriculum Guide Ratings
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Curriculum Guide Grade 1
Obj

2
Eval.

3
Skills

4
Res.

5
Strat.

Total
Rating

Essential Standards Chart (ELA) (5) 5 3 2 2 0 0 7
5th Grade Math Essential Standards Chart 5 3 2 2 0 0 7
Essential Standards Chart (Math) (7) 7 2 2 2 0 0 6
Essential Standards Chart 6th Grade Math 6 2 1 2 0 0 5
Essential Standards Chart (ELA) (7) 7 2 2 0 0 0 4
Essential Standards Chart (Science) (7) 7 1 1 2 0 0 4
English III Course Outline 9-12 1 1 0 2 0 4
Geometry Course Outline with Standards 9-12 2 1 0 1 0 4
Trophies Pacing Guide (Gr.  2) 2 1 0 0 1 1 3
4th Grade Math Pacing 4 2 0 0 0 1 3
Grade 4 Science New Standards 4 2 0 0 0 1 3
6-8 ELA Standards for History/Social Studies 5,6,7 2 1 0 0 0 3
English II Lesson Plans 9-12 1 1 0 1 0 3
English IV Daily Activities 9-12 1 0 0 1 1 3
Algebra II Curriculum Map 9-12 2 0 0 1 0 3
9-10 ELA Standards for Science and Social Studies 9-10 2 1 0 0 0 3
11-12 ELA Standards for Science and Social Studies 11-12 2 1 0 0 0 3
Curriculum Map Kindergarten Common Core (ELA) K 2 0 0 0 0 2
Kindergarten Math Map K 2 0 0 0 0 2
First Grade ELA (Excel doc) 1 2 0 0 0 0 2
Grade 1 Science New Standards 1 2 0 0 0 0 2
First Grade Everyday Math Pacing Guide 1 2 0 0 0 0 2
Common Core Math Map Grade 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 2
Grade 5 Science New Standards 5 2 0 0 0 0 2
6-8 ELA Standards for Grade 6 Science 6 2 0 0 0 0 2
6th Grade LA Common Core (updated) 6 2 0 0 0 0 2
Grade 6 New Standards (Science) 6 2 0 0 0 0 2
8th Grade Math 8 2 0 0 0 0 2
8th Grade Assessment Map 8 2 0 0 0 0 2
8th Grade Science New Standards 8 1 1 0 0 0 2
Algebra I Curriculum Map 9-12 2 0 0 0 0 2
Reading Pacing Guide (2) 2 0 0 0 1 0 1
ELA Assessment Map (8) 8 1 0 0 0 0 1
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Exhibit 4.5 (continued)
Curriculum Guide Ratings

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Curriculum Guide Grade 1
Obj

2
Eval.

3
Skills

4
Res.

5
Strat.

Total
Rating

8th Grade Assessment Map Social Studies 8 1 0 0 0 0 1
English I Course Outline 9-12 1 0 0 0 0 1
Writing Pacing Guide (2) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Math Pacing Guide (2) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Science Pacing Guide (2) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies Pacing Guide (2) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Math Pacing Guide (3) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Studies and Science Pacing Guide (3) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4th Grade Social Studies Pacing Guide 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Averages 1.45 .40 .24 .19 .10 2.33

Auditors noted the following from Exhibit 4.5:

• The guides ranged in quality from 0 to 7.  

• The average rating for guides was 2.33 out of a possible 15.

• None of the guides received a rating of 12 or above to be considered strong.

A summary of the ratings for each criterion follows:

Criterion 1: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives—Mean Rating: 1.45

Most of the guides contained objectives of some sort.  Often the guide consisted of nothing but 
objectives, usually imported verbatim from either the Common Core State Standards or the Ohio’s 
New Learning Standards for science and social studies.  Objectives are a critical part of any guide.  The 
ability to see what skills students must master assists teachers in designing lessons.  The presence of 
clear objectives earned most guides a rating of 2.  However, in order to receive a rating of 3, guides also 
needed to specify a specific sequence for objectives within each course or grade level, what mastery 
of the standard would look like, and how much time is to be spent on each standard in days or weeks.  
Some guides attempted a more thorough exposition of standards, in particular, the 5th grade Essential 
Standards Charts for ELA and Math and the 7th grade Essential Standards Charts for ELA and Science.  
These documents attempted to clarify what mastery looked like using “I Can” statements but were 
lacking in specificity when it came to time spent on the learning.  Additionally, these guides, which 
were among the highest rated, only comprised a few standards—some only one standard—and so were 
not comprehensive enough to direct instruction over time.  They do, however, represent a good start for 
a quality guide.  

Criterion 2:  Congruence of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process—Mean Rating: .40

Very few guides made any mention of assessment, either formative or summative.  Again, the Essential 
Standards Charts at various grade levels were the most likely to mention any form of assessment, 
but often this was for a single standard.  One secondary guided mentioned PARCC.  The guides did 
not specify which standards would be assessed, and none were specifically keyed to state or national 
assessments.  The intent of this criterion is to ensure that all teachers are aware of the key objectives 
likely to be assessed and to provide tools via formative assessments to gauge progress toward mastery 
of those objectives.  Formative assessments which are common in nature – that is, used by all teachers in 
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a particular content area at a particular grade level – help keep learning on track and provide important 
information to teachers as to the effectiveness of their instruction.  

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes—Mean 
Rating: .24

Only five of the guides made any mention of prerequisite skills, and these were almost entirely in the 
Essential Standards Charts at various grade levels, which were the most highly rated for this criterion.  
The intent of this criterion is to show teachers what skills have already been taught at earlier grade levels 
and which will be taught at later ones.  This can look much like a scope and sequence of objectives.  
It helps to ensure the vertical articulation of the curriculum and mitigates repetition of standards.  If 
everyone knows where their lessons fit within the wider scope and sequence, skills are more likely to 
spiral upward appropriately.  

Criterion 4:  Delineation of Major Instructional Resources—Mean Rating: .19

Instructional resources were very seldom mentioned by guides, and this was the second-lowest rated 
criterion.  The guides that did mention resources, mainly language arts guides, were primarily lists of 
stories or novels, which teachers intended to teach.  This level of resource delineation is not enough 
to really fulfill the intent of the criterion, which is to ensure that all resources used in the district are 
aligned to district curricular objectives at their purported grade level.  For example, one of the student 
work artifacts presented to auditors was an Everyday Math worksheet for grade 5.  However, when 
calibrated against the Common Core, the artifact was actually keyed to grade 3 objectives.  As a review 
of skills, this would not be a bad thing, but if many of the worksheets for grade 5 calibrated lower 
according to the Common Core, then there is a serious misalignment between district objectives for 
grade 5 and the resources in use for grade 5.  Guides must, therefore, clearly delineate the resources 
which the district has vetted to ensure alignment with their objectives so that everything supports the 
mission of the district.  Additionally, key concepts need to be linked to the aligned resources.  If, for 
example, teachers are using one text to teach skip-counting and another to teach place value, that would 
be specified in the guide so that any teacher using it would know what the approved resources for those 
skills are.

Criterion 5:  Clear Strategies for Classroom Use—Mean Rating: .10

Only four guides made any mention of strategies for classroom use, and those mentions were at the 
most basic level.  This was the lowest rated criterion.  The intent of this criterion is to provide clear 
examples of how to approach the key concepts and skills in the classroom so that anyone using the 
guide has the benefit of those suggestions.  This is of particular use to new teachers.  These strategies 
can warn of common misconceptions, provide ideas for differentiation, suggest ways to teach concepts 
together, point to an additional resource—the sorts of things that might come from a quick chat with a 
master teacher.

Additional observations about guides:  Auditors noted that guide information was often spread over 
multiple documents, such as pacing guides and assessment maps, gap analyses, etc.  As noted in the 
scope portion of the finding, the sheer number of documents available at the various grade levels greatly 
inhibited accessibility of information.  Sometimes only an assessment map was available to guide 
instruction; sometimes only a pacing guide.  Sometimes the pacing guide and the assessment map 
were virtually identical, with almost no additional information.  Pacing guides came in a variety of 
formats with more or less detail, depending on format.  Some were collections of objectives, others 
were handwritten calendars, still others were chunked into units.  All of this undermined the user-
friendliness and accessibility of the guides, both of which are critical features of any curriculum as they 
enhance compliance and usage.  
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Overall, the quality of the guides was inadequate to direct instruction.  Guides were minimal in nature 
and did not provide enough information to ensure that the taught curriculum aligned with district goals.  
A variety of guide formats is likely to undermine usage.

Common Core State Standards Content Alignment

Content alignment shows whether a district is teaching the same subject matter as its written curriculum 
dictates.  Alignment of content is important for districts so that students are not surprised by unfamiliar 
subjects on high stakes tests.  Content is the most basic form of alignment and the one with the least 
depth:  it merely shows that a district is teaching the same topics, but not whether those topics are being 
taught in the same way as they will be assessed (context), or with the same level of cognitive demand 
(cognitive type).  In order to determine content alignment, auditors compared the student work artifacts 
with the Common Core State Standards.  In order for an artifact to be aligned it had to embody the intent 
of the standard.  For artifacts that included multiple activities, auditors determined what constituted the 
preponderance of the activity and compared that with the Common Core State Standards to determine 
alignment.

Exhibit 4.6 shows the percentage of artifacts in language arts and math that were aligned to the Common 
Core State Standards.

Exhibit 4.6

Percentage of Language Arts and Math Student Artifact Alignment  
With Common Core State Standards

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Grade Level from which 
Artifact was Collected

Percentage of Language 
Arts Artifacts Aligned

Percentage of Math 
Artifacts Aligned

K 100 50
1 100 100
2 100 100
3 100 100
4   92 100
5 100 100
6 100 100
7 100 100
8 NA 100

9-10 100 100
11-12 100 100

Exhibit 4.6 shows the following:

• Artifacts were not provided to auditors for grade 8 language arts.

• Of the artifacts presented to auditors for analysis, the overwhelming majority were aligned to 
the Common Core State Standards.  

• The only curricular areas/grade levels not fully aligned were grade 4 language arts and 
kindergarten math.  

• It must be noted that some grade levels/curricular areas presented only very few artifacts, so 
100 percent alignment for those levels should not be taken as a guarantee of alignment for all 
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artifacts.  For example, auditors were provided with only one artifact for grade 7 math, which 
is not a large enough sample to be statistically significant.

Social studies uses the Ohio’s New Learning Standards social studies curriculum, and science uses the 
Ohio’s New Learning Standards science curriculum.  Auditors compared the artifacts provided to them 
with the curriculum in use in the district to determine their degree of alignment.  Exhibit 4.7 shows the 
results of that analysis.

Exhibit 4.7

Percentage of Social Studies and Science Student Artifact Alignment  
With Common Core State Standards

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Grade Level from which 
Artifact was Collected

Percentage of Social 
Studies Artifacts Aligned

Percentage of Science 
Artifacts Aligned

K NA 100
1 NA 100
2 100 100
3 100 0
4 100 100
5 100 100
6 100 100
7 100 100
8 100 100

9-12 100 100

Exhibit 4.7 shows the following:

• Social studies artifacts were not provided for kindergarten or first grade.

• Of the provided artifacts for social studies, 100 percent were aligned to the Ohio’s New 
Learning Standards for social studies; however, auditors noted that the social studies standards 
are so vague that alignment is almost purely notional.

• Of the science artifacts provided to auditors, all but grade three were 100 percent aligned to the 
Ohio’s New Learning Standards for science.

• The artifact sample size for grade 3 was so small it precluded the ability to draw conclusions 
about alignment.  Auditors did note that the activity in the artifact loosely connected to the 
curriculum but did not actually align to any standard.  Rather, it took the content to a greater 
depth, which the actual curriculum lacked.  To a large extent, this may have been a fault more 
of the standards than the artifact.

Standard Redundancy and Lack of Specificity

In many districts, the standards and benchmarks under which the district operates must be adapted from 
documents provided by the state or some other external agency.  In such cases, it becomes important 
for districts to assess the adopted material for redundancy, adequate specificity, logical sequencing of 
skills, and gaps so that they may ensure appropriate spiraling of learnings through the grade levels 
and maximize student achievement.  Adopting state or national standards without vetting them first 
can perpetuate inadequacies and leave the door open to multiple interpretations of the curriculum as 
teachers try to decide what mastery of any given standard might look like.  
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There are additional concerns with adopting state or national standards verbatim from their source 
documents.  While this might seem like the most efficient way for getting a curriculum in place, many 
such documents are not sequenced within grade levels per se.  The Common Core State Standards 
in language arts, for example, seem to be loosely sequenced within bands (Reading Literary Texts, 
Reading Informational Text, Writing, etc.), but the bands are not sequenced with each other and, in 
reality, the sequencing within bands is purely notional—in many cases there is no reason why one 
skill could not be taught prior to another within a grade level.  The Common Core in math presents 
secondary math concepts by type—Functions, Operations, Statistics and Probability, Geometry, etc.—
and it is up to districts to decide how to break that down into discrete courses of study (though they 
are assisted in that by course breakdowns in one of the appendices to the Common Core).  In all these 
cases, districts will need to sequence objectives in the way that best suits local preferences.  Using 
the objectives verbatim is also problematic in that the objectives do not always clearly delineate what 
mastery looks like for each grade level, or are inappropriately spiraled from grade level to grade level, 
or are too vague and open to interpretations that might not align with district goals.  For this reason, 
districts seeking to make the most of the state and national standards they are required to adopt would 
do well to use those standards as the basis for locally developed objectives sequenced logically for their 
teachers and students.

Common Core State Standards

Exhibits 4.8 and 4.9 are intended to provide examples of appropriate spiraling of the curriculum and 
redundancy of the standards within Common Core State Standards for language arts, respectfully.

Exhibit 4.8

Appropriate Spiraling of Learning  
Common Core State Standards—Language Arts

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

K RL.K.3 With prompting and support, identify characters, settings, and major events in a story.
1 RL.1.3 Describe characters, settings, and major events in a story, using key details.
2 RL.2.3 Describe how characters in a story respond to major events and challenges.

3 RL.3.3 Describe characters in a story (e.g.,  their traits, motivations, or feelings) and explain 
how their actions contribute to the sequence of events.

From Exhibit 4.8 the following should be noted:

• The learning here is clearly spiraled from one grade to the next.  The kindergarten standard 
employs the injunction to “identify characters, settings and major events,” which marks it 
explicitly as an introductory standard, as does the qualifying statement ,“with prompting and 
support.”

• First, second, and third grade all build upon the introduction in kindergarten and continue to 
spiral in a clear sequence: they must describe what they’ve learned to identify; then they must 
extend that to describe how those elements interact with each other.  Finally, they must describe 
how the characters and their actions drive the story.  

• Standards written with this level of specificity make it easy for teachers to decide what and how 
to teach and to determine what mastery of the standard looks like.  
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Exhibit 4.9

Standard Redundancy and Lack of Specificity  
Common Core State Standards—Language Arts/Writing

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Grade 
Level Standard Description

3 W.3.3 Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 
technique, descriptive details, and clear event sequences.

a. Establish a situation and introduce a narrator and/or characters; organize an 
event sequence that unfolds naturally.

b. Use dialogue and descriptions of actions, thoughts, and feelings to develop 
experiences and events or show the response of characters to situations.

c. Use temporal words and phrases to signal event order.
Provide a sense of closure.

4 W.4.3 Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 
technique, descriptive details, and clear event sequences.

a. Orient the reader by establishing a situation and introducing a narrator and/
or characters; organize an event sequence that unfolds naturally.

b. Use dialogue and descriptions of actions, thoughts, and feelings to develop 
experiences and events or show the response of characters to situations.

c. Use a variety of transitional words and phrases to manage the sequence of 
events.

d. Use concrete words and phrases and sensory details to convey experiences 
and events precisely.

Provide a conclusion that follows from the narrated experiences or events.
5 W.4.3 Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 

technique, descriptive details, and clear event sequences.
a. Orient the reader by establishing a situation and introducing a narrator and/

or characters; organize an event sequence that unfolds naturally.
b. Use narrative techniques such as dialogue, description, and pacing to 

develop experiences and events or show the responses of characters to 
situations.

c. Use a variety of transitional words, phrases, and clauses to manage the 
sequence of events.

d. Use concrete words and phrases and sensory details to convey experiences 
and events precisely.

e. Provide a conclusion that follows from the narrated experiences or events.
6 W.6.3 Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 

technique, relevant descriptive details, and well-structured events sequences.
a. Engage and orient the reader by establishing a context and introducing a 

narrator and/or characters; organize an event sequence that unfolds naturally 
and logically.

b. Use narrative techniques such as dialogue, pacing, and description to 
develop experiences, events and/or characters.

c. Use a variety of transition words, phrases, and clauses to convey sequence 
and signal shifts from one time frame or setting to another.

d. Use precise words and phrases, relevant descriptive details, and sensory 
language to convey experiences and events.

e. Provide a conclusion that follows from the narrated experiences or events.
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From Exhibit 4.9 the following may be noted:

• The basic objective of the standard is identical from grade level to grade level.  The only 
difference between grades 3, 4, and 5 and grade 6 is the small change in the wording from 
“clear event sequences” to “well-structured event sequences.” From a teaching standpoint, this 
distinction would be hard to quantify or to assess.  Without clear examples, a teacher would 
have to navigate this standard by “feel”; this leaves the door open for multiple interpretations, 
some of which may not conform to district expectations or align to district assessments.

• Subpoint (a) does not differ materially from grade level to grade level.  From a functional 
standpoint, there is no difference between “establish a situation” and “orient the reader by 
establishing a situation.” The intent and outcome of both are identical.  Sixth grade requires the 
student to “engage” the reader, which could represent an extension or refinement of skill, but it 
is not specific enough to clarify how the student is to accomplish this engagement, nor how it 
will be assessed to determine mastery.

• Subpoint (b) is virtually identical from grade level to grade level.  The only difference in the 
upper grades is the addition of the word “pacing,” but how pacing is to manifest itself in the 
writing is not specifically addressed.  In the absence of specific guidelines, a teacher may guess 
wrongly, or teachers across schools may interpret differently what mastery of this should look 
like.

• Subpoint (c) shows some specificity from grade 3 to grade 4, where students move from 
“temporal words and phrases” to “a variety of transitional words,” but after that, the learning 
is functionally identical from grade level to grade level.  Transitions are one of the most 
complex writing skills for students to master, so additional specificity here would be highly 
desirable.  When are transitions used? What should they accomplish? How should the mandate 
of the writing assignment change so that greater complexity, which would require the use of 
transitions, is evident? What, in the end, will mastery of this look like?

• Subpoint (d) [not included in grade 3] is also functionally the same from grade level to grade 
level.  In every case it requires sensory detail and concrete words to convey events.  Only 
in grade 6 does the student also have to make sure s/he uses “relevant descriptive detail”; 
however, sensory details and concrete words are also forms of descriptive detail, so the material 
distinction here is lost.

• All grade levels require the student to provide a conclusion.  In grade 3, students must merely 
“provide a sense of closure,” while in grades 4, 5, and 6 they must “provide a conclusion 
that follows from the narrated experiences or events.” The standard is identical in grades 4-6.  
Conclusion, like transitions, is a more complex writing skill, which often takes years to learn 
well, so greater specificity here to indicate the increasing complexity of this demand as students 
move up the grades would be of great assistance to teachers.  Otherwise, they will have to guess 
what mastery of this part of the standard looks like.

This sort of redundancy, where a standard is repeated from grade level to grade level without enough 
detail to distinguish between grades makes it challenging for how teachers determine what specific 
skills they need to teach, how students need to demonstrate those specific skills to ensure their success 
on current and future tests, and how the learning is going to be mastered.  It also creates a problem 
when calibrating student work artifacts.  Because of the repetitive nature of the standard, a work artifact 
from grade 6 could easily calibrate to grade 4 or lower.  Auditors found that the Common Core State 
Standards often do not provide enough specificity with regard to discrete grade level objectives to 
ensure that mastery of the standards is clearly understood.  This problem is present in many parts of the 
Core, but the writing standards, in particular, are prone to this sort of vagueness.
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Gaps are another issue in the Common Core.  In a number of places, a standard appears in the Common 
Core worded in such a way that introduction of the concepts appears to have already taken place; 
however, no such introductory standard exists in the Common Core.  An example of this comes from 
the second grade math standards:

2.MD.8:   Solve word problems involving dollar bills, quarters, dimes, nickels, and pennies, using $ 
and ¢ symbols appropriately.  Example: If you have 2 dimes and 3 pennies, how many cents do you 
have?

From this standard, it appears that coins and their values and relationships to each other have already 
been introduced because to master this standard, students would need to be able to identify each type of 
coin, tell what it is worth, and know how many of each coin is needed to make up other coin values (5 
nickels = 1 quarter, 1 dime = 10 pennies, etc.).  Students have presumably mastered these concepts to 
the extent that they are now capable of solving word problems that require addition of different coins.  
However, there is no standard relating to money prior to the one in second grade.  Likewise, mean and 
median do not appear in the Common Core before grade 6, but the standard is written in such a way that 
those concepts would have to be introduced  prior to grade 6 in order to proceed with the content of the 
standard.  Other concepts, such as estimating sums, do not appear to be addressed in the Common Core 
State Standards for math K-5, though estimation is considered a foundational skill for mathematics.  It 
is, therefore, critical that districts be aware of these gaps and address them in order to properly sequence 
learning for their students and adequately prepare them for state assessments.  Districts that simply use 
the common core or any other set of standards without also developing local standards and sequences 
may find they are perpetuating the inadequacies of the adopted documents.

Grade 4 teacher working with a small group  
learning to use a protractor to draw acute and obtuse angles

Ohio Social Studies Standards

Auditors noted that most artifacts for social studies were keyed to standards from the Ohio social 
studies standards.  However, auditors also noted that many of the standards, especially at the lower 
grade levels, were so vague that many types of content could potentially align with them.  This poses a 
problem for districts in that this lack of specificity means nearly any activity within classrooms could be 
justified as fulfilling the standard.  Additionally, most of the standards are phrased as statements, which 
provide no clue as to how mastery is to be evaluated.  Exhibit 4.10 provides an analysis of a sample of 
social studies standards.
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Exhibit 4.10

Ohio Social Studies Standards  
Lack of Standard Specificity and Mastery Indicators

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Grade 
Level Strand Standard Auditors’ Notes

K Historical 
Thinking 
and Skills

1.  Time can be 
measured

The standard does not delineate any specific skills.  There is no 
way to measure whether a student has mastered this concept, 
because no concept is explicitly included.  Likewise, it is not 
possible to determine what activities might best help students 
to master this content.  The standard is so vaguely worded that 
almost any activity even tangentially connected to time could 
be said to align.  How will this be assessed? What, exactly, will 
students be expected to know when they have mastered this 
standard? 

1 Geography 5.  Places are 
distinctive because 
of their physical 
characteristics 
(landforms and 
bodies of water) and 
human characteristics 
(structures built by 
people)

This is slightly more specific – we are dealing with landforms 
and human structures – but it does not specify which landforms 
students will need to know, nor does it specify the types of 
structures they will need to be familiar with.  The standard 
seems to imply that students will need to be able to identify 
landforms and human structures, but since it doesn’t clarify 
which ones, it is difficult to tell how this might be assessed.  
Mastery of the standard is left up to the individual teacher.

2 Economics 14.  Resources can be 
used in various ways

The standard is worded in such a way that it appears the 
concept of resources has been introduced in an earlier grade.  
An examination of the state curriculum shows this from Grade 
1:  “Wants are unlimited and resources are limited.”  Neither 
standard clarifies what specific resources it is referring to.  
What kinds of resources should students know in grade 2?  Are 
these different than the resources they need to know in grade 
1?  How many should they be familiar with for the purposes 
of assessment?  Do they need to merely identify something as 
a resource, or must they be capable of using information about 
resources in some other way?  How will they show they have 
mastered this concept?  How can this standard be quantified?

2/1 Geography (Gr.  1) 4.  Maps can 
be used to locate and 
identify places

(Gr.  2) 5.  Maps and 
their symbols can be 
interpreted to answer 
questions about 
location of places

These two standards are included to show how a lack of 
specificity can cause artifacts to calibrate lower than their 
purported grade level.  While at first glance the 2nd grade 
standard appears to be appropriately spiraled, a close reading 
shows that it is too vague to provide meaningful distinction.  
The inclusion of the phrase “and their symbols” does not specify 
what symbols students will need to know, and since all maps are 
entirely symbolic, the distinction between the standards is lost.  
Likewise, the 2nd grade standard fails to specify what sorts of 
questions a student might be expected to answer, and so cannot 
clarify how this is different from the identification standard of 1st 
grade.  True, in one standard students must “locate and identify” 
and in the other they must “interpret to answer questions about 
location,” but again, the wording does not provide sufficient 
direction to shape learning activities or define mastery.
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Exhibit 4.10 (continued)
Ohio Social Studies Standards  

Lack of Standard Specificity and Mastery Indicators
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Grade 
Level Strand Standard Auditors’ Notes

3 Government 11.  Laws are 
rules which apply 
to all people in a 
community and 
describe ways 
people are expected 
to behave.  Laws 
promote order and 
security, provide 
public services, and 
protect the rights of 
individuals in the 
local community.

The standard is worded as a statement rather than as a specific 
skill students must master.  As such, it provides little direction 
as to what, specifically, teachers should teach in order to fulfill 
the standard.  Since activities are likely to be the result of 
guesswork, the results from those activities are likely to be 
mixed.  Similarly, the standard does not provide any hint as 
to how mastery should be measured.  What, specifically, will 
students need to do in order to demonstrate mastery of this 
standard? 

4 History/ 
Heritage

3.  Various groups 
of people have lived 
in Ohio over time, 
including prehistoric 
and historic 
American Indians, 
migrating settlers, 
and immigrants.  
Interactions among 
these groups 
have resulted in 
cooperation and 
conflict.

While the groups are specified by the standard, the mastery 
indicators are absent.  What do students need to do, specifically, 
to demonstrate mastery of the standard?  Should they be capable 
of identifying groups?  Delineating their characteristics?  
Describing their cultures?  Identifying reasons for their presence 
in Ohio?  Locating their territories on maps?  Explaining the 
conflicts between groups?  Evaluating the right of a given group 
to be there?  Empathizing with their reasons for migration?  
Identifying the corresponding time periods for each group?  All 
indicators of mastery are entirely vague, leaving it up to the 
individual teacher to determine both what to teach and how 
mastery will be demonstrated.  

Exhibit 4.10 demonstrates the pitfalls of standards that are overly vague.  Without clear mastery 
indicators, or specific concepts and skills, it becomes a matter of guesswork to determine not only 
what to teach, but what might show up on the state tests and in what form.  Content alignment, in such 
a case, is going to be a mixed bag of good and bad guesses, with a concomitant mixed bag of student 
achievement.  This highlights the issues with cognitive type alignment as well.  Since it is not possible to 
determine the degree of rigor from the standards, it becomes impossible to provide classroom activities 
of similar cognitive demand.  Reliance on the state standards alone fails to provide the district with 
enough specificity to ensure success on state tests.

Auditors did note that the Ohio’s New Learning Standards for science are more clearly worded than 
the social studies standards, but often suffered from a lack of specificity in terms of what mastery of 
standards should look like.  Some grade levels, like Chemistry (9-12), provided lists of topics to be 
covered and some suggested activities, particularly hands-on activities, but didn’t always offer clear 
objectives, which delineated skills and specified mastery targets.  The overriding questions auditors had 
upon review of the science standards were the same:  what, specifically, must students do to demonstrate 
mastery of this skill or concept? How is this going to be assessed? 
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Staff Perception of Curriculum Quality

Staff perception of curriculum as user-friendly and useful for planning is critical in promoting compliance 
and usage of the district-approved curriculum.  Survey data indicated that district curriculum is not 
always perceived as easily accessible, user friendly, or useful for planning instruction.  Exhibit 4.11 
shows the responses of staff to questions of curricular quality.

Exhibit 4.11

Survey Responses  
Curriculum Quality

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Exhibit 4.11 shows the following:

• Forty-two (42) percent of respondents felt that district curriculum was easily accessible.  
Seventeen (17) percent felt curriculum was not easily accessible, while 41 percent did not 
respond.

• Thirty-one (31) percent  of respondents felt that current district curriculum was not user friendly.  
Seventeen (17) percent felt it was user friendly, and 52 percent did not respond.

• While 27 percent of respondents thought district curriculum was useful in planning, 19 percent 
felt it was not useful.  Fifty-four (54) percent did not respond.

Interviews with staff underscored the lack of quality in district curriculum guides and the desire for 
greater direction.  Representative comments included:

• “We have the (curriculum) maps, but [that’s not enough].” (Administrator)

• “We are loosey-goosey in terms of what we use to guide instruction.  We rely on the expertise 
of the teaching staff to get what we need.” (Administrator)

• “…This is a huge area that teachers have had autonomy, unfortunately.  So teachers have 
a spectrum, from teacher-developed pacing guides to only day-to-day lesson plans.” 
(Administrator)

• “Why do we have this advanced class if we don’t have a curriculum for it?  What happens if 
you cannot come to work suddenly? How does someone know what to teach?” (Administrator)
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• “Sometimes we don’t have clear directions.  We muddle through and then hear our colleagues 
are doing it differently.” (Teacher)

• “(We) need a math curriculum.” (Teacher)

• “Looking at how all the pieces fit together K-12.  For example, we have assessment maps, 
but we don’t look at how all content area assessment maps overlap and can cover common 
core standards in order to cut down on repetition…(we) need to look at when skills should be 
mastered at certain grade levels.  (We) need to have someone create common assessments…
that are consistent from year to year.” (Teacher)   

• “We need more of a curriculum to follow.” (Teacher)

• “If I could spend less time looking for items to effectively teach the standards, I would have 
more time to look at performance data to target additional instruction to where it is most 
needed.” (Teacher)

Interview data makes clear that the current guides are not specific enough to provide direction to 
teachers, nor are they able to provide the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination to ensure that 
all students are moving in the same direction as defined by the district.  

Kindergarten students comparing information in two books about fire safety

Use of the Written Curriculum

Effective delivery of the curriculum is a key determinant of a district’s capacity to positively affect 
student achievement.  Effective delivery of curriculum begins with well-written curriculum documents 
that identify district priorities and goals for student learning.  Brooklyn City Schools do not have guides 
of sufficient quality to direct instruction.  Given this inadequacy, the auditors asked teachers what they 
used to assist them in planning instruction.  Exhibit 4.12 shows the first choices of 58 teachers from all 
grade levels who responded to the survey.
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Exhibit 4.12

First Choice Sources When Planning Instruction, All Grades  
Based on Teacher Online Survey (N=58)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Exhibit 4.12 shows the following::

• Nearly one-third (29 percent) of teachers used their own ideas or resources as their first choice 
when planning instruction.

• Another 22 percent went to the district-developed curriculum first, but nearly the same 
percentage (21 percent) referred first to district textbooks or resources.

• Twelve (12) percent spoke with their colleagues, and another 12 percent went online to search 
for resources.

In the online survey, teachers commented on their use of the written curriculum to guide instructional 
planning.  Their statements confirmed that, for various reasons, district curriculum documents were not 
the primary source for informing instructional planning.  The following comments are representative:

• “What curriculum documents and resources?” (Teacher, online survey)

• “After taking this survey, I feel that I am not informed regarding district curriculum guidelines.  
I have always been under the impression that we simply follow the Common Core.” (Teacher, 
online survey)

• “Curriculum is not being taught by everyone in all subject areas.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “We need time to find helpful resources and training.  We seem to help each other more than we 
get assistance from the district.” (Teacher, online survey)

Auditors interviewed board members, administrators, and teachers about delivery of the curriculum.  
Some comments, such as the following, referred to the lack of written curriculum, which led to use of 
a variety of resources:

• “I ask, ‘What do you do for this standard? What do you go off of?’ Some people say, ‘I just go 
off my lesson plans.’” (Administrator)
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• “The assessment maps have the standards and what quarter they expect the standard to be 
mastered.  How they were filled out was all done differently.” (Administrator)

• “Some people have pacing guides.” (Administrator)

• “Each content area or grade level has information on the shared drive.  Informally, we have 
department chairs at the high school level who would be your go-to person regarding questions.” 
(Administrator)

• “Teachers say, ‘If I just had a textbook as a basis, I could pull out the things I need.’” 
(Administrator)

Some interviewees spoke about the lack of horizontal coordination or vertical articulation, which made 
effective delivery challenging, as follows:  

• “In math and language arts, we have two teachers and they aren’t having those conversations.” 
(Administrator)

• “Teachers have adopted the Common Core.  But there is not enough talking/sharing, even 
across the hall.”  (Administrator)

• “I don’t believe my two grade [blank] math teachers were working from the same scope and 
sequence.” (Administrator)

• “We need more vertical articulation.  We have grade level meeting times, but not across grade 
levels.” (Administrator)

• “We have set a lot of time for lateral alignment.  There isn’t time to do formal vertical alignment 
of the curriculum.” (Teacher)

In summary, use of written curriculum district-wide was challenged by lack of quality written curriculum 
documents for all courses at all grade levels.  Consequently, teachers used what they had available when 
it came to designing instruction.  There was recognition, however, that coordination was needed to 
promote consistency and vertical articulation.  

Overall, auditors found that the scope of the curriculum was inadequate to direct instruction.  Curriculum 
guides were lacking in the components necessary to be considered strong in quality and tended to 
perpetuate the inadequacies of state and national standards.  Interview and survey data underscore 
the lack of quality of the written curriculum and the impact of that lack on vertical articulation and 
horizontal coordination of the curriculum as well as on teacher usage of the curriculum documents.
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CORE AREA 6: The district has established procedures for monitoring 
curriculum and using district-adopted documents.
Supervision of curriculum and instruction can be an effective tool for improving teaching and learning.  
It is also a way to ensure that the district-adopted curriculum is being taught.  The primary responsibility 
for day-to-day monitoring of practice lies with the building principal.  An effective principal is one 
who can diagnose teaching practices to be improved and provide the necessary leadership to improve 
teaching.

Monitoring needs to be systemic and occur at all levels to ensure that the board-adopted curriculum is 
being implemented in the way the system has established.  It is important that the district communicate 
clearly concerning student expectations, programs, and practices to bring about the desired student 
learning.  The building principal is key to the implementation of sound curriculum management 
practices in an individual school.  The principal’s expertise and willingness to manage curriculum at 
the building level will provide the impetus for changing practice throughout the school.

It is the responsibility of the central administration to provide the needed resources, professional 
development, and ongoing assistance to support the efforts of building principals as they monitor and 
implement curriculum and work to improve teaching.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Clear and explicit expectations on the roles of the building principal and central office 
administration for monitoring curriculum;

• Staff development on curriculum monitoring and walkthrough training; and

• Analysis of the results of curriculum monitoring at both the school and district levels and 
subsequent modifications made in curriculum or teaching.

Finding 6 (Core Area 6):  Lacking quality curriculum documents, expectations for curriculum 
delivery were not clearly defined and did not provide consistent direction for instruction, 
professional development, or monitoring.

If a school district is to be successful in its mission to help students succeed, it is crucial that the taught 
curriculum be deeply aligned to the written and tested curriculum and that teachers consistently use 
best teaching practices as expected by the board.  Clearly articulated expectations for and supervision of 
curriculum delivery and instruction can be effective tools in improving teaching and learning (see also 
Core Area 4 and 5 Finding and Optional Area 2 Finding).  Professional development tied closely to the 
curriculum and district expectations for instruction is another essential component to ensure effective 
curricular implementation and instructional decision making.  Systematic and systemic monitoring 
of classroom instruction ensures that the adopted curriculum is being implemented with fidelity and 
provides teachers with support and feedback to improve their teaching.  

Board policy needs to provide direction, not only for what is to be taught in the classroom (see Core 
Area 4 and 5 Finding), but also expectations for instructional practice, professional development, and 
curriculum monitoring and/or coaching across all levels of the system.  The primary responsibility 
for monitoring curriculum delivery and teacher use of effective instructional practice (see also 
Optional Area 2 Finding) lies with the building principal.  However, other district staff may assist in 
communicating expectations, providing professional development, and monitoring and coaching for 
effective curriculum delivery.
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The auditors reviewed various documents to determine how instructional practices supported delivery 
of the written curriculum, how professional development was planned and linked to curricular 
and instructional priorities, and how implementation of the curriculum and use of research-based 
instructional strategies were monitored in the Brooklyn City Schools.  They analyzed board policies, 
job descriptions, performance appraisal instruments for teachers and administrators, and other related 
documents.  They also interviewed board members, administrators, and teachers and analyzed data 
collected through an online teacher survey.

Overall, auditors found direction for quality delivery of the written curriculum to be minimal, in part 
because curriculum documents themselves were out of date and of poor quality (see Core Area 4 and 
5 Finding).  The clearest direction for instructional practice was found in the Ohio teacher evaluation 
rubric, but auditors found little direction among district documents provided them.  Professional 
development activities were intended to drive improvement of student learning and achievement, but, 
lacking a plan, activities overall lacked focus.  Monitoring of instruction was emergent district-wide, 
although it was done inconsistently.  Monitoring of teacher use of district curriculum was hampered 
because of lack of quality curriculum, as noted.  

Auditors reviewed board policies and administrative guidelines to determine what guidance existed 
for instructional practice; professional development; and monitoring of delivery of the curriculum, 
use of assessment, and effective practice.  The found the following board policies and administrative 
guidelines directing expectations for use of effective instructional strategies: 

• Board Policy 2132:  Educational Process Goals (August 2007) referred to the board’s 
responsibility for adopting policies to encourage instruction that was meaningful to students’ 
present and future needs, instruction designed to meet differing needs of learners, and individual 
and group student interaction.

• Board Policy 2220: Adoption of Courses of Study (August 2007) stated, among other things, 
that each course of study was to “provide a basic framework for instruction.”  However, the 
policy also gave teachers latitude to use framework as they saw fit to “meet the needs of the 
students for whom s/he is responsible,” as long as they followed administrative guidelines.  The 
auditors found no administrative guideline tied to this policy.

• Administrative Guideline 2231: Guidelines for Planning Effective Learning Activities (2007) 
described a nine-step process for planning and implementing learning activities.  The matrix 
listed why each step should be undertaken, how to complete the step, what resources might be 
used, and what the result of completion of that step would look like.  

They found the following policies and administrative guidelines relative to expectations for professional 
development planning and implementation:

• Board Policy 2132:  Educational Process Goals (August 2007) referred to the board’s 
responsibility for adopting policies that encouraged staff members’ professional development.

• Board Policy 2250:  Innovative Programs (August 2007) referred to establishment of “in-
service requirements” as part of program development.

• Board Policy 3242:  Professional Development and Licensure (August 2007) established 
a professional development committee.  According to policy, this committee was to decide 
approval of professional development plans proposed by individual staff members.  The 
committee had no explicit authority to develop or implement district-wide or school level 
professional development plans.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 59

They found the following policy direction for monitoring of instruction:

• Board Policy 2120: School Improvement (June 2011) referred to “ongoing monitoring…for 
improving instructional practice.”  It did not specify who would do the monitoring, what 
precisely would be monitored, and what that monitoring would look like.

Job descriptions made the following references to expectations for delivery of the written curriculum, 
use of research-based instructional practices, professional development, or monitoring of instruction:

• The Superintendent job description (undated) outlined vague functions relative to delivery 
of curriculum and professional development.” He or she was to provide “overall direction,” 
“coordinate [the] educational program and provide leadership in its development and 
improvement,” and direct staff evaluation.  Responsibility for setting expectations in the areas 
under discussion was not explicit.

• The Director of Professional Development and Instruction job description (1997) assigned this 
position with overall responsibility for delivery of professional development district-wide and 
provision of “direction, planning, implementing, and evaluation of instructional practices.”

• The Director of Pupil Services job description (undated) outlined responsibilities related to 
compliance and coordination.  The job description did not include expectations for curriculum 
delivery and instructional practices, professional development, or monitoring of instruction.  

• Principal job descriptions (undated) required principals to visit classrooms, review lesson 
plans, follow-up with teachers, evaluate teachers, and regularly report to the superintendent.  
Monitoring of delivery of the curriculum and instructional practice was not explicitly listed.

• Teacher job descriptions (undated) at all levels were relatively vague as to these expectations 
for use of the curriculum as well as effective instructional practices, as follows: 

 ○ Use “research-based practices”; 

 ○ Use “a variety of instructional techniques and media”; 

 ○ “Follow curriculum maps based on content standards established by the state”;

 ○ Work with other professionals to address student “learning problems”; and

 ○ Attend required professional development sessions.

Other documents that helped outline expectations for curriculum delivery, professional development, 
and administrator monitoring included the following:

• The district strategic plan (Brooklyn City Schools Strategic Planning Session, May 2014) 
set implementation of the Common Core as a goal.  It made broad and vague references to 
professional development and monitoring.

• The McREL Power Walkthrough protocol allowed observers to monitor for evidence of learning 
objectives and effective instructional strategies.  

• The teacher evaluation protocol (Ohio Teacher Performance Evaluation Rubric) reflected 
teachers’ responsibilities for:

 ○ Establishing high standards for student learning;

 ○ Addressing the diverse needs of all learners;  and

 ○ Setting short- and long-term professional goals.
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• The administrator evaluation protocol (Ohio Principal Performance Rating Rubric) reflected 
responsibilities for ensuring:

 ○ High standards, expectations, and levels of learning for all;

 ○ Instructional content aligned with state standards;

 ○ Use of effective instructional practices designed to meet the diverse needs of all learners; 
and

 ○ Research-based professional development for staff.

Using and online survey, auditors asked teachers for their perceptions about the clarity of communication 
of expectations for curriculum delivery and classroom instructional practices (see also Optional Area 2 
Finding).  The following exhibit shows teacher perceptions of communication of such expectations by 
source (e.g., board policies and communications, district office communications).

Exhibit 6.1

Clarity of Communication of Expectations  
For Curriculum Delivery and Classroom Instruction  

Reported by Teachers in Online Survey (N=57)
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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From the preceding, one may note with regard to clarity of communication of expectations for curriculum 
use and incorporation of effective instructional practices:

• Across all sources of communication, teachers tended to perceive expectations as being 
communicated either clearly or somewhat clearly.

• Expectations were most clearly communicated (“extremely clear” or “clear”) by building 
administrators (57 percent) and through administrator monitoring of classroom instruction (48 
percent).  
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• Teachers were most likely to report “extremely clear” communication of expectations from 
building administrators (11 percent), board policy and communications (nine percent), and 
central office communications (seven percent).  However, it should be noted these percentages 
were relatively low.

• Teachers were least likely to report “extremely clear” communication of expectations from the 
written curriculum (two percent).

• Teachers were most likely to report communication of expectations was “not clear” from 
professional development (21 percent), board policy and communications (18 percent), central 
office communication (16 percent), and monitoring of classroom instruction (16 percent).

In the following sections, the auditors report their findings based on the teacher survey data and 
individual and group interviews with various stakeholders.  First, the auditors discuss findings around 
professional development and its linkages to district priorities.  Next, they report findings related to 
administrator monitoring of classroom instruction.  

Grade 6 language arts students match vocabulary words with definitions

Professional Development Linked to District Curricular and Instructional Priorities

An effective professional development program, guided by a comprehensive and long-range plan, 
provides all staff members with the knowledge and skills to design and deliver the written curriculum.  
The goal for a successful professional development program is successful implementation of the 
written curriculum across all classes, grade levels, departments, and schools.  When the professional 
development program is coordinated with other district and/or building plans and linked to district 
needs, human capacity to positively affect student learning is enhanced.

In Brooklyn City Schools, the auditors found there was no comprehensive, long-range plan for 
professional development.  Professional development efforts appeared to be based on near-term 
needs.  Although recent professional development activities were intended to lead to increased teacher 
knowledge and skills in using instructional strategies to support improved student achievement, there 
was no plan to nurture development of teachers at various stages of growth in a given topic area.  

The audit uses 18 criteria to assess the effectiveness of a professional development program.  These are 
built around policy, planning and design, delivery, and evaluation.  Because no professional development 
plan existed, the auditors examined board policies and the district strategic plan.  They also conducted 
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interviews with various stakeholders and gathered comments from an online survey of teachers to 
understand professional development planning and practices.  The following exhibit provides the 
auditors’ assessment of the district’s current efforts with regard to the professional development criteria.

Exhibit 6.2

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Staff Development Criteria  
Auditors’ Assessment of Staff Development Program

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
Policy
1. Has policy that directs staff development efforts. X
2. Fosters an expectation for professional growth. X
3. Is for all employees. X
Planning and Design
4. Is based on a careful analysis of data and is data-driven. X
5. Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse 

function in place. Partial*

6. Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional development 
goals. X

7. Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating 
innovations related to mission. X

8. Has a professional development mission in place. X
9. Is built using a long-range planning approach. X
10. Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development in a 

systemic manner. X

11. Focuses on organizational change—staff development efforts are 
aligned to district goals. X

Delivery
12. Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to 

increase productivity. X

13. Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, 
implementation, and institutionalization. X

14. Is based on human learning and development and adult learning. X
15. Uses a variety of professional development approaches. X
16. Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure 

improvement. Partial*

17. Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer of staff supervised. Partial*
Evaluation
18. Requires an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple 

sources of information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is 
based on actual change in behavior.

X

Total 4 14
Percentage of Adequacy 22%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
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For a school system’s professional development program (policy, planning, delivery, and evaluation) to 
be deemed adequate, at least 13 of the 18 criteria (70 percent) must be met.  The current professional 
development program and procedures in Brooklyn City Schools met four audit characteristics (22 
percent), although another three were found partially adequate.  Therefore, professional development 
planning is considered inadequate to meet audit standards.  Discussion of each of the four areas follows:

Policy

Policies were written in general terms.  Although Board Policy 3242:  Professional Development and 
Licensure did establish a professional development committee, its responsibilities were minimal.  Board 
policies did not promote a culture of professional growth.  However, other documents, in particular 
those for informal observations and formal evaluation of teachers, implied that ongoing professional 
growth would be needed.  Interviews confirmed that professional development was considered essential 
to improved teaching and student learning.  There was no indication of an expectation for professional 
growth for all staff members system-wide.

Planning and Design

There was no evidence that planning of professional development was data-based.  There was coordination 
through the Director of Professional Development and Instruction, but auditors learned there was 
no plan to provide a long-range, system-wide framework for professional development.  Similarly, 
auditors found no professional development mission.  Principals were able to decide on professional 
development priorities for their buildings.  Individual teachers had some choice in determining what 
they wanted to focus on.  However, there was no systemic approach linking organizational, campus 
or department, and individual professional development.  Interviews indicated the District Leadership 
Team (DLT) had some responsibility for professional development planning.  

Grants (e.g., Title I, FAMS, AVID, Race to the Top) have provided funding for professional development.  
Monies for priority professional development that have been funded through Race to the Top, which 
will be ending at the conclusion of SY2015, have been included in the district budget.  In SY2016, Title 
I funds will cover three more grades, extending Title I through grade 7.  Typically, little has been spent 
on consultants’ fees, as most trainers have come from in-house or from the regional service center.

Despite this and despite the multiplicity of professional development thrusts, there was evidence that 
attempts were being made to align staff development efforts with district goals.  This could be seen 
in the district strategic plan and recent topics addressed during staff development events.  However, 
precepts for true organizational change were not being followed, due to a lack of long-term focus and 
planning and allowance for training differentiated to meet the varied knowledge and skill levels of staff 
members.  

Delivery

Auditors found that professional development in Brooklyn City Schools made use of a variety of 
approaches.  These ranged from large group presentations to small group work to one-on-one support 
from teacher colleagues and administrators.  Professional development also ran the gamut from 
short “one-off” sessions (e.g., critical thinking session) to long-term development related to program 
implementation (e.g., AVID, 5-Step Process).  Even for the long-term training initiatives, auditors 
found implementation varied, in large part because monitoring and support for implementation was 
inconsistent.  

There was some evidence that all supervisors were to support the professional development of staff 
they supervised.  For example, the state principal evaluation protocol (Ohio Principal Performance 
Rating Rubric) included responsibilities for “leading the change process for continuous improvement”; 
“guiding staff in implementation of research-based instructional practices”; and using data to determine 
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efficacy of professional development activities and to “modify short- and long-term professional 
goals.”  However, this was not part of the Principal job descriptions.  Similarly, the job descriptions 
for the Superintendent and the Director of Pupil Services lacked delineation of responsibilities for 
staff development of their direct supervisees.  That of the Director of Professional Development and 
Instruction simply referred to “responsibility for implementation of professional development.”

Grade 4 students read about physical properties of matter to complete a worksheet

Evaluation

Auditors found no evidence of ongoing evaluation processes making use of varied data sources, focused 
on all levels of the organization, and based on actual behavioral change.

In summary, professional development efforts were fragmented and lacked follow-through needed for 
true behavioral change.  The following is a sampling of the district-led topics targeted by professional 
development activities:

• AVID;

• The 5-Step Process (for TBTs);

• Co-Teaching;

• Critical Thinking (New Bloom’s Taxonomy and Costa’s Levels of Inquiry);

• Data Analysis;

• Differentiated Instruction; and

• Formative Assessment.
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As part of the online survey, auditors asked teachers what content areas and topics were addressed as 
part of recent professional development activities.  Their responses are shown in Exhibit 6.3.

Exhibit 6.3

Focus Areas for Recent Professional Development Activities  
Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=58)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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From the preceding, one may note:

• Twenty-six (26) percent of teachers said recent professional development had been in the area 
of language arts, and 16 percent reported training in the area of mathematics.  

• Social studies (five percent) and science (three percent) had received almost no attention.

• Half the respondents (50 percent) reported recent training in data analysis, and 45 percent 
reported training in use of formative assessment data.

• Thirty-four (34) percent of respondents reported recent professional development in use 
of research-based effective instructional strategies, 29 percent had received training in 
differentiation of instruction to meet the varied needs of learners, and 16 percent reported 
getting training in critical thinking and co-teaching.

• More than one-quarter (26 percent) indicated their recent professional development had some 
other focus.
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Auditors next asked teachers about the quality of any recent district or building professional development 
in which they had engaged.  The following exhibit provides these ratings.

Exhibit 6.4

Perception of Quality of District and Building Professional Development  
Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=58)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Based on Exhibit 6.4, one may observe the following:

• Over half (52 percent) of respondents indicated the quality of both district and building 
professional development was average.

• While 36 percent of respondents indicated the quality of building-based professional 
development activities was above average or excellent, only 29 percent of respondents rated 
the quality of district-level professional development as above average or better.

• Twenty (20) percent of respondents rated the quality of district-level professional development 
as poor, while 12 percent gave this rating to building-level professional development.
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The auditors asked teachers about the adequacy of training in use of curriculum documents and aligned 
instructional resources.  It should be noted that responses to this question were likely to have been 
negatively impacted due to the limitations of the curriculum documents and resources themselves.

Exhibit 6.5

Perception that Training in Use of Curriculum Documents  
And Aligned Instructional Resources Has Been Adequate  

Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=61)
Brooklyn City Schools
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From the preceding, one may note that 38 percent of respondents felt such training was adequate (agreed 
or strongly agreed), while 29 percent saw it as being inadequate (disagreed or strongly disagreed).
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One focus of district professional development has been on use of data for differentiating instruction.  
In fact, all recent professional development activities listed previously called upon teachers’ ability to 
differentiate instruction to meet the varied needs of learners.  The auditors asked teachers responding 
to the online survey about the adequacy of training in differentiated instruction.  Data are provided in 
Exhibit 6.6.

Exhibit 6.6

Teacher Perceptions of Adequacy of Training  
In Use of Differentiated Instruction  

Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=62)
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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As the preceding exhibit shows, 95 percent of respondents believed they had received adequate training 
in use of differentiated instruction to meet the diverse needs of learners.  Among these, 37 percent 
strongly agreed they had received adequate training, and over half (58 percent) agreed with them.  Only 
five percent disagreed or strongly disagreed.

It should be noted teacher perceptions of the adequacy of training in differentiated instruction and later 
claims of frequency of use (see Exhibit 10.3) stood in stark contrast to the on-site auditor’s observations 
of teacher behavior (see Exhibit OA2.2.2), where teachers’ whole group direct one-size-fits-all 
instruction, monitoring, and sitting at desks were the dominant behaviors in nearly three-quarters of all 
classrooms observed. It should be further noted that Exhibit OA2.1.2 showed much teaching was of 
redundant curriculum, and Exhibit OA2.1.6 showed use of ineffective contextual artifacts.

As part of the online survey of teachers, respondents were able to enter comments relative to professional 
development.  A number wanted improvements in professional development, as the following statements 
exemplify:

• “[There needs to be] more professional development for all, and I say ALL teachers—not just 
a choice few.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “We also need better professional development that is related to the needs of our grade levels.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “Often staff [is] asked to do something (e.g., 5-Step) with no training whatsoever.” (Teacher, 
online survey)
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• “[We need] more time to work on our best practices, to reflect and improve ourselves and our 
lessons—not just do professional development for the sake of it.” (Teacher, online survey)

Some saw professional development as a waste of time—that professional development needed to be 
more focused and targeted to teacher needs relative to effective delivery of the curriculum for improved 
student learning and achievement.  The following comments are representative:

• “More focused professional development would be helpful, especially content-specific.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “I think the more targeted building level and grade or content level situations are more relevant 
and more specific and help more.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “[We are] wasting time at in-services.” (Teacher, online survey)

The on-site auditor interviewed board members, teachers, and administrators about planning and 
delivery of professional development in the system.  There appeared to be little indication of a planned, 
systematic approach to professional development that maintained focus over time and addressed the 
differing developmental needs of educators.  The following comments are indicative of the changing 
thrusts of professional development:

• “Rather than give targeted professional development to each subject, the district seems to 
always just pick a random topic for [professional development].” (Teacher, online survey)  

• “Last year, we did a lot of professional development to help them see what we need to do with 
kids.” (Administrator)

• “Last year, special education professional development was [around] compliance—the nuts and 
bolts of writing IEPs, for example.  We gave them five different models of co-teaching.  We have 
some teachers who attended RtI training.  They are trying to use this method.” (Administrator) 

• “We are told to teach in a different way, but over and over again, during professional development 
days, we are not inspired or motivated to teach.  We are being told to teach and try different 
things but not given the chance to see it being modeled.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “Professional development is based on what is required—what need is going to occur.  PBIS 
was needed.  Our teachers were in-serviced last year.  As I look at PARCC assessments coming 
down the pike, I think we need professional development on [their use].” (Administrator)

In summary, professional development activities in the district had linkages to improvement of student 
learning and achievement, but, lacking a coordinated plan, the perception was that professional 
development was unfocused.  On the other hand, in one sample area (differentiated instruction) the vast 
majority of teachers felt well prepared.  One would expect, therefore, that training would be evident in 
classroom instructional practices (see Core Area 10 and Optional Area 2 Findings).

Monitoring of Instruction

In an effective school system, leadership establishes specific expectations regarding the nature and 
quality of instruction and communicates those expectations to teachers (see also Optional Area 
2 Finding).  To ensure quality curriculum delivery, leadership will also establish expectations that 
administrators and other district and school-based leaders observe classroom activities to ensure what 
they observe meets expectations.  These observations will be followed by data analysis and use of those 
data to modify curriculum and instruction.

As part of the online teacher survey, auditors asked respondents how frequently building administrators 
(principals or, in the case of the high school, an assistant principal) visited their classrooms.  The 
following exhibit displays teacher responses.
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Exhibit 6.7

Frequency of Campus Administrator Visits to Classrooms  
Reported by Teachers in Online Survey (N=58)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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As one may note from the preceding exhibit:

• Fewer than half of respondents (46 percent) reported administrator classroom visits weekly or 
more frequently.  

• Only three percent of respondents indicated their building administrators were in their 
classrooms daily or almost daily.

• However, 43 percent reported classroom visits at least once a week.

• Just over one-quarter (29 percent) indicated an administrator visited their classroom at least 
monthly.

• Nearly one-quarter (24 percent) of teachers responded that their administrator was in their 
classroom at least twice a year (12 percent) or rarely (12 percent).
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The intent of classroom walkthrough visits was to provide non-evaluative, formative feedback to 
teachers to support quality instruction.  The auditors asked teachers to rate the perceived value of 
administrator feedback following their informal visits.  Results are shown in Exhibit 6.8.

Exhibit 6.8

Perceived Value of Feedback Following Informal Administrator Visits to Classrooms  
Reported by Teachers in Online Survey (N=59)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Exhibit 6.8 shows the following:

• Principal feedback was considered always useful by 54 percent of respondents and somewhat 
useful by another 19 percent.  No one reported principal feedback as not at all beneficial.  

• Feedback by the assistant principal (at the high school only) was considered always useful 
by 57 percent of respondents and somewhat useful by another 20 percent.  No one reported 
assistant principal feedback as not useful.  

• Twenty-eight (28) percent of respondents indicated they found district administrator feedback 
always useful, and 33 percent found it somewhat useful.  No one reported district administrator 
feedback as not useful.

• Twenty-seven (27) percent of respondents indicated they received no feedback from their 
principals following classroom visits, 23 percent reported there was no feedback after assistant 
principal visits, and 40 percent indicated no feedback after visits by district administrators.

Auditors collected comments from teachers responding to the online survey, as well.  Some comments 
praised administrators for their support, as the following selected comments show:

• “The principal at my school is supportive and approachable.  Administration listens to teachers.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “[The administration is] responsive.” (Teacher, online survey)
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• “[My principal] is very visible and often pops in to see what’s happening.  [My principal] does 
this so often that it is not intrusive or thought of as ‘being watched.’” (Teacher, online survey)

• “Our principal is very present in our classrooms.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “[My principal] is open to sitting down to discuss and guide.” (Teacher, online survey)

On the other hand, some teachers generally received no feedback from their administrators, as the 
following indicate:

• “This year no feedback has been given.  We have asked and [the principal] is working on 
coming up with a quick yet effective system to give us that [information].  Last year, we were 
given feedback as it related to our formal observations only.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “No feedback is given for INFORMAL walk-throughs.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “I am not assessed by the building principal.” (Teacher in core content area, online survey)

Others indicated a desire for greater administrator visibility in classrooms and specific instructional 
feedback, as the following statements show:

• “Specific feedback, not just standardized test scores and district ratings, needs to be shared so 
that we know what is working and what specifically needs to be targeted for improvement.” 
(Teacher, online survey)

• “I think the administrators are stretched too thin, given the amount of needs that we have in the 
district.  Unfortunately, some teachers take advantage when supervisors are not as present as 
they need to be—and I’m sure would like to be….I think a stronger administrative presence in 
the classrooms would help to alleviate that.” (Teacher, online survey)

In addition, the on-site auditor gathered interview data from board members, administrators, and 
teachers relative to monitoring of instruction.  The following comments are representative:

• “We have done the Marzano walk throughs, although use has been inconsistent.” (Administrator)

• “It’s a constant struggle to get into the classrooms as often as I want.” (Administrator)

• “Last year, with Ohio’s changing teacher evaluation system, we were in the classroom a lot.  
This year, with the number of teachers rated ‘accomplished’, we aren’t in classrooms quite as 
much.” (Administrator)

Monitoring of instruction requires time to close the loop from observation to reflection to feedback, 
which did not always occur, as the following statements indicate:

• “I would like more feedback for myself.  Part of why we don’t know where to go is because we 
don’t know if we are doing it right.” (Teacher) 

• “We have individual conversations when somebody’s standards are not where they need to be.” 
(Administrator)

• “A lot of teachers feel overwhelmed.  One of the challenges of administration is how to support 
them.” (Administrator)

However, monitoring of implementation of the curriculum and use of effective instructional strategies 
was not touching all teachers, as the following indicated: 

• “Are there still some folks who are closing their doors and doing what they want to do? Yes.  
There are still pockets of that.” (Administrator)
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• “We have identified the problem, but it’s about monitoring or following up across the board.” 
(Administrator) 

In summary, auditors found evidence of monitoring emerging district-wide.  However, there was 
variation in teacher perceptions of its value.  Administrators recognized more needed to be done to 
integrate instructional monitoring into the fabric of all schools.

Summary

In successful school systems, clearly articulated expectations for and supervision of curriculum 
delivery and instruction are essential tools in improving teaching and learning (see also Core Area 
4 and 5 Finding.  Professional development needs to be coordinated systemically and must address 
curricular and instructional goals and priorities.  In Brooklyn City Schools, professional development 
opportunities were varied and, for the most part, coordinated at the district level.  However, with no 
systemic, long-range plan for professional development, most training was based on perceptions of 
current needs.  Decision makers lacked data for evaluating the efficacy of the professional development 
program district-wide.

Monitoring of curriculum delivery and instruction was emergent.  Both were priority areas in the 
walkthrough protocol used by the district as well as in the Ohio Teacher Evaluation System.  However, 
auditors found that monitoring was inconsistent, and the feedback loop was not closed in all cases.
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CORE AREA 7: The district has instituted student and program assessment 
planning.
A written comprehensive assessment plan creates a district framework to provide direction and 
guidelines for collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data to foster informed decision making for the 
design and delivery of curriculum.  The district’s plan is the vehicle for examining the effectiveness of 
an educational program in achieving desired results.  Assessment data sources, e.g., test data, survey 
data, teacher appraisal, and statistical analysis of programs, contribute to decisions concerning the 
revision or elimination of programs that fall short of the district’s mission and goals.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Appropriate direction for assessment and assessment planning through policy and administrative 
regulations; and

• Clear delineation of the philosophical framework for the design of the student and program 
assessment plan.

Finding 7 (Core Area 7):  The district lacks a comprehensive student assessment and program 
evaluation plan to provide feedback for decision makers and give direction for producing desired 
learning results.  

A comprehensive, coherent system for assessment provides teachers, building administrators, and 
district leaders a framework for determining the effectiveness of programs and practices.  It allows the 
district to gather a variety of data and creates a consistent method for measuring and reporting student 
progress.  This enables school leaders to evaluate the instructional program and related efforts, and to 
make decisions to continue programs, modify them, or discontinue those that are not effective, based on 
how well the system’s goals are being met.  Without a comprehensive plan, should the desired level of 
student achievement not be attained, districts may pursue addition of new programs without knowing 
what is working and what is not.  The result is an assortment of programs that are not coherently planned, 
implemented, monitored, and evaluated—and often have no firm connection to student achievement.  

To assess the presence and quality of a planned approach to student assessment and program evaluation, 
the auditors interviewed board members, parents, administrative personnel, and teachers; reviewed 
board policies, administrative guidelines, and forms; and studied job descriptions.  They reviewed a 
district assessment calendar, the only student assessment and program evaluation planning document 
presented to them by district personnel.

Overall, the auditors found no single, comprehensive plan for student assessment and program 
evaluation.  They found limited references to planning for student assessment and program evaluation 
in board policy and associated guidelines and forms; they found limited references in job descriptions.  
Collectively, however, documents presented to the auditors were insufficient to provide feedback for 
district decision makers or to offer direction for improvement of teaching and learning.

Auditors found no single policy directing comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation 
plans or planning.  However, the auditors noted the following board policies that included references to 
planning for student assessment and program evaluation:

• Board Policy 1110: Assessment of District Goals (August 2007) mentioned data from 
assessments of learning programs as playing a part in development and assessment of the 
district’s goals.

• Form 1240 F1: Superintendent’s Evaluation (2012) referred to planning for program evaluation.
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• Board Policy 2120: School Improvement (June 2011) referred to planning for “improving 
instructional practice and student performance.”  It stated district and campus administrators 
were to implement, monitor, and report on “all components for improving instructional practice 
and student performance.”  It referred to the “Improvement Process” and listed four stages: 
using data to identify needs; developing a plan to address needs; implementing the plan with 
fidelity; and monitoring and evaluating its efficacy in “changing instructional practice and 
impacting student performance.”  It went into no further detail.  

• Administrative Guideline 2210C: Assessing the District’s Learning Programs (2007) referred 
to the “continuing need to assess the courses of student and other programs” as the “first step in 
producing a quality revision or update.”  The policy referred to a “properly” done assessment as 
providing “information about both the strengths and weaknesses of a program.”  Even though 
the policy referred to assessment of programs, it made no reference to use of data in doing so.

• Form 2210 F1: Quality Assessment of Core Curriculum Programs (2007) was intended as a 
guide to analyzing six components of an “effective learning program.” The form was a checklist 
of presence or absence of various elements, rather than an in-depth analysis of data.

•  Board Policy 2605: Program Accountability and Evaluation (August 2007) stated “proper 
evaluation of the results produced from the educational resources provided” was an important 
component of “effective education.”  It stated the board was responsible for “continued 
evaluation of results which shall be systematic and specific.”  It went on to say evaluation of 
all programs needed to “assess the extent to which each program’s purposes and objectives 
are being achieved.”  This policy demanded that the superintendent “maintain a calendar of 
assessment activities…used to evaluate the progress of students and the effectiveness of the 
curriculum and/or the effectiveness of the school/delivery system.”

• Administrative Guideline 2605: Evaluation of Programs (2007) listed a sequence of events to 
occur as part of program evaluation:

 ○ Clarify the program’s “outcomes and elements” within the scope of the evaluation;

 ○ Describe the optimum program outcomes and elements;

 ○ Decide on an approach to gathering data;

 ○ Gather data;

 ○ “Verify the accuracy and sufficiency of the data;”

 ○ Determine strengths and weaknesses and their “relative significance”; and

 ○ Evaluate the program’s “value or worth.”

The document included some “guidelines” for evaluation, saying planning for program 
evaluation was better done as part of program planning than after the fact.  This aligns with 
audit expectations.  However, the document stated program evaluation should occur only 
after the program shows “evidence of results.” Furthermore, while the document referred to 
making program modifications for improvement, there was no mention made of discontinuing 
programs that were not producing desired learning results.

• Board Policy 2623: Student Assessment and Academic Intervention Services (December 2012) 
referred to “assessment of student achievement and needs in all program areas.” This policy 
provided the district’s framework for student assessment.  The policy gave the Superintendent 
responsibility for presenting to the board, at least once a year, the district’s testing program, 
which included:
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 ○ State-mandated tests;

 ○ Performance-based tests to measure achievement in the four core content areas;

 ○ Aptitude tests;

 ○ Locally developed “achievement or performance tests”;

 ○ Vocational inventories;

 ○ Tests of mental ability; and 

 ○ Student portfolios.

The policy described the need to develop plans for assessment procedures, design of classroom-
based interventions, and procedures for using student assessment data in evaluation of the 
efficacy of intervention services.  The policy also discussed, in general terms, communication 
requirements, remediation services, record-keeping requirements, expectations of assessment 
of students with IEPs, and several other topics.

The auditors examined job descriptions to identify administrative responsibilities for student assessment 
and program evaluation.  Job descriptions that referenced student assessment or program evaluation 
included the following:

• The Superintendent (undated) was to oversee “evaluation and revision of the total educational 
system.”  He or she was to develop programs to address needs, provide board members 
with recommendations using “facts and reports” to aid in their decision making, and “take 
responsibility for the evaluation and revision of curricular…systems.” 

• The job description for the Director of Professional Development and Instruction (1997) made 
no direct reference to a role in planning for student assessment and/or program evaluation.  
Although this individual was to “establish and direct instructional services,” the only reference 
to evaluation was “provid[ing]…evaluation of instructional practices.”

• The Director of Pupil Services (undated) was to develop reports as needed and “evaluate and 
revise” special education programming.  

• Principals (undated) were to “manage…evaluation of all programs.” This included “assess[ing] 
needs and setting goals for the educational program.”  Principals were responsible for 
evaluating curriculum and resources in order to recommend changes for improvement to the 
Superintendent.  The job descriptions did not refer to use of data in evaluating programs.  
Nothing in the principal job descriptions specified analysis and use of student assessment data 
to support teaching and learning.

Auditors found no single, comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan.  In the 
absence of a single document, auditors looked for evidence of the curriculum management audit’s 15 
characteristics of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan among the various 
district documents presented.  In their analysis, auditors applied the 15 curriculum management audit 
characteristics as presented in Exhibit 7.1.  It should be noted that auditors rated a characteristic as 
adequate only if it was met completely.  
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Exhibit 7.1

Characteristics of a Student Assessment and Program Evaluation Plan
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Characteristics Auditors’ Rating
The plan… Adequate Inadequate
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the student 

assessment and program evaluation plan.  Expects ongoing formative 
and summative data use for student assessment and program evaluation.  

X

2. Provides for regular formative and summative assessment at all levels 
of the system (organization, program, students).  X

3. Requires that formative, diagnostic assessment instruments aligned to 
the district curriculum be administered to students regularly to give 
teachers information for instructional decision making.  

X

4. Provides a list of student assessment and program evaluation tools, 
purposes, subjects, type of student tested, timelines, etc.  Partial*

5. Identifies and provides direction on use of diverse formative and 
summative assessment strategies for multiple purposes at all levels—
district, program, school, and classroom.  

X

6. Specifies roles and responsibilities of central office and school-based 
staff for assessing all students using designated assessment measures 
and for analyzing test data.  

X

7. Specifies the connection(s) among district, state, and national 
assessments.  X

8. Specifies the overall assessment and analysis procedures used to 
determine curriculum effectiveness.  X

9. Requires aligned student assessment examples and tools to be placed in 
curriculum documents.  X

10. Specifies how equity issues will be identified and addressed.  X
11. Identifies components of the student assessment system to be included 

in program evaluation efforts and specifies how data will be used 
to determine continuation, modification, or termination of a given 
program.  

Partial*

12. Provides for appropriate trainings for various audiences on assessment 
and the instructional use of assessment results.  X

13. Delineates responsibilities and procedures for monitoring 
administration of the comprehensive student assessment and program 
evaluation procedures.  

Partial*

14. Establishes a process for training staff in interpretation of results, 
changes in state and local student achievement tests, and new trends in 
the student assessment field.  

X

15. Specifies creation of an assessment data system permitting program 
evaluations to incorporate cost-benefit analyses.  X

Total 0 15
Percentage of Adequacy 0%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
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To meet curriculum management review standards, auditors must rate at least 11 of the 15 characteristics 
(70 percent) as adequate.  As was presented in Exhibit 7.1, district documents met none of the 15 
characteristics of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan, although 
partial components of three characteristics were found among the documents presented for review.  
Consequently, the district’s planning for student and program assessment was considered inadequate 
to provide feedback for decision makers.  The following discussion provides additional information 
relative to each characteristic.  

Characteristic One:  Philosophical Framework

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  No clear philosophical statement regarding assessment was 
found in board policy or in the district strategic plan.  Auditors found no directives for use of formative 
and summative assessment of the curriculum by course and grade in congruence with board policy.  
Further, auditors found no established written philosophical framework regarding ongoing use of data 
to analyze group, school, program, and system student trends.  

Characteristic Two:  Formative and Summative Assessment Procedures

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors found no board policy or other written document 
explicitly directing development of a set of formative and summative assessment procedures.  

Characteristic Three: Formative Diagnostic Assessments

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors were given nothing in writing directing that 
formative, diagnostic assessment instruments aligned to the district curriculum be administered 
to students frequently to give teachers information for instructional decision making, including 
information regarding specific data for differentiating instruction to meet individual student needs.  It 
should be noted that teachers in some grade levels or courses had designed assessments that, according 
to anecdotal evidence, were intended for this use.  

Characteristic Four: List of Student Assessment and Program Evaluation Tools

This characteristic was rated as partially met.  Auditors were provided a testing calendar, which listed 
some district and state assessments, dates, content areas, and grade levels to be tested.  However, this 
was incomplete, as the calendar was simply a list of assessments by grade level and lacked description 
of the purposes of these assessments.  Auditors were not provided specific direction in board policy or 
other documents regarding program evaluation—evaluation tools, purposes, subjects, type of student 
tested, timelines, etc.  

Characteristic Five: Diverse Assessment Strategies

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors found no written direction for use of diverse 
formative and summative assessment strategies for multiple purposes at all levels—district, program, 
school, and classroom.  

Characteristic Six: Roles and Responsibilities

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Board Policy 2623: Student Assessment and Academic 
Intervention Services listed general oversight responsibilities of the board and superintendent.  The 
policy stated that unspecified staff members would assess student “achievement and learning needs” 
at least once a year.  Job descriptions at the central office and campus levels listed responsibilities for 
student assessment and data analysis in only the vaguest terms.  

Characteristic Seven: Connections among District, State, and National Assessments

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Board Policy 2623: Student Assessment and Academic 
Intervention directed the superintendent to design an assessment program that included state-mandated 
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tests, as well as others that did not specifically refer to district, state, or national assessments.  However, 
auditors found no evidence requiring connections between adopted and administered district and state 
or national assessments in planning documents.  

Characteristic Eight: Procedures Used to Determine Curriculum Effectiveness

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Board Policy 2210:  Curriculum Development and the 
associated Administrative Guideline 2210A: Curriculum Development and Administrative Guideline 
2210C: Assessing the District’s Learning Programs mentioned curriculum evaluation.  They made no 
mention of procedures to use to determine effectiveness.  

Characteristic Nine: Aligned Student Assessment Examples in Curriculum Documents

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Documents provided by district personnel contained no 
expectation that aligned student assessment examples and tools be placed in curriculum and assessment 
documents.  

Characteristic 10: Means of Identifying and Addressing Equity 

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors found no evidence of planning intended to identify 
and address equity issues using various data sources and controls for possible bias.  

Characteristic 11: Program Evaluation

This characteristic was rated as partially met.  Board Policy 2623: Student Assessment and Academic 
Intervention Services directed that “program evaluations...  be reviewed and updated every five years” 
on a schedule determined by the superintendent.  Board Policy 2605: Program Accountability and 
Evaluation listed four components to “systemic and specific” program “accountability,” as follows:

• “Clear statements of expectations and purpose…with specifications of how their successful 
achievement will be determined”;

• “Provisions for staff, resources, and support necessary to achieve each program’s purposes”;

• Evaluation of each program to assess the extent to which each program’s purposes and 
objectives are being achieved”; and

• Recommendations for revisions and modifications.”

As may be seen, these policies did not incorporate components of the student assessment system to 
be included in program evaluation efforts or specification of how data would be used to determine 
continuation, modification, or termination of a given program.  

Administrative Guideline 2605: Program Evaluation Checklist made slightly more mention of use of 
student assessment data in program evaluation as part of a checklist of potential items to consider in 
conducting a program evaluation for the district.  However, it was still unclear as to how data were to 
be used to determine continuation, modification, or termination of a given program.  

Characteristic 12: Trainings on Assessment and Instructional Use of Assessment Results

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Job descriptions provided no evidence of responsibility for 
providing such trainings.  Several anecdotal references were made regarding teacher training related to 
the instructional use of assessment results.  However, auditors were not presented evidence of formal, 
long-range planning for ongoing training in assessment methods and instructional use of resulting data.  
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Characteristic 13: Responsibilities and Procedures for Monitoring 

This characteristic was rated as partially met.  The auditors found nothing in board policy or 
administrative guidelines conveying expectations, responsibilities, and procedures for monitoring 
instructional delivery and student learning.  

However, they did find evidence of responsibility for monitoring instructional delivery and student 
learning in state expectations for principals shown in the Ohio Principal Performance Rating Rubric.  
They also received anecdotal reports that principals were expected to regularly conduct formative 
walkthrough observations in teachers’ classrooms.

Characteristic 14: Process for Communicating with and Training Staff 

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors were presented with no written plan for communicating 
and training staff in interpretation of student assessment results, changes in state and local student 
achievement tests, and new trends in the student assessment field.  

Through anecdotal comments and interviews, auditors learned that principals and DLT members were 
expected to convey information relative to assessment to personnel at their respective campuses.  
However, written expectations for ongoing professional development for staff in interpretation of results 
and new trends in the student assessment field were lacking among documents reviewed by auditors.  

Characteristic 15: Attribution of Costs by Program

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors found no direction for creation of an assessment data 
system designed to permit attribution of costs by program and, ultimately, permit program evaluations 
to support program-based cost-benefit analyses.  

Overall, auditors found no comprehensive plan for student assessment and program evaluation.  While 
some elements of a planning process for student assessment and program evaluation as outlined in 
Exhibit 7.2 were partially met, no characteristics were fully met; therefore, none were found to be 
adequate.  

Auditors interviewed district board members, administrators, principals, and teachers, and collected 
written comments from an online teacher survey.  There seemed to be some disagreement about the 
way programs were implemented and evaluated.  One board member noted, “We are a smaller, slightly 
poorer community and we are scrounging for dollars.  We don’t have a ton of money to throw at 
programs and students.”  However, others stated too many programs were implemented in a somewhat 
careless fashion.  This was problematic, as noted in the following:

• “Let’s stop trying every new thing/program that comes along.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “One downfall is introducing something, and then assuming everyone is going to do it and then 
moving on.  We need to continually talk about it.” (Administrator)

• “If we have an initiative, I think we need to stick with that initiative.” (Administrator)

Programs were implemented with little attention to use of data in decision making about implementation, 
continuation, modification, or termination of programs.  This was reflected in comments including the 
following:

•  “Too many initiatives are introduced often without enough clear direction.  We are not given 
much feedback about how we have implemented them.  Also as more are added, very rarely are 
any taken away—effective or not.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “We try too many new things constantly and never seem to be able to have time to perfect any 
one thing.” (Teacher, online survey)
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• “What do we specifically want to stop doing (list the items that are not value-add) and what do 
we specifically want to try, to impact student achievement?  Limit to a few things to try to avoid 
overload and see if they work.” (Teacher, online survey)

Summary

In summary, auditors found almost no evidence of the necessary components of a comprehensive 
student assessment and program evaluation plan.  Consequently, district personnel lacked a basis for 
making decisions about the effectiveness of curriculum design and delivery.  Without such a process or 
plan, district personnel lacked a common system of evaluating instructional programs for the purposes 
of making decisions related to selection, continuation, modification, and/or termination.  
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CORE AREA 8: The scope of student assessment and program evaluation 
provides a database for decision making.
The quality of any organization is influenced by the presence of an assessment process that facilitates 
informed decision making about levels of productivity and the quality of the curriculum.  As a critical 
element of sound curriculum management, assessment is comprehensive in nature and guides the 
district as it considers the need for eliminating, revising, or initiating programs intended to support the 
mission and vision of the system.  Assessment is designed to be part of the curriculum development 
process to provide feedback needed for making curriculum decisions.  To establish a comprehensive 
picture of the progress of students, assessment should occur in all subject areas and all grade levels.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Formal assessment instituted by the district for all subjects, courses, and grade levels (100 
percent for core areas, 70 percent for others to be rated adequate); and

• Use of a variety of assessment tools.

Finding 8 (Core Area 8):  The scope of curriculum is inadequate to direct effective teaching.

Assessment is one of the most important tools for districts wishing to maximize student achievement.  
If written curriculum is the blueprint for instruction, then assessment is the building inspector, 
determining whether the written curriculum did what it set out to do.  A comprehensive program of 
formative and summative assessment—for every course at every grade level—allows the district to see 
whether students are making progress toward district goals both in the long and short term.  Formative 
assessments allow teachers to fine-tune instruction at various points during the school year prior to 
the high-stakes tests, which occur typically just once per year.  Without a comprehensive program of 
assessment districts have no way to measure the effectiveness of their curriculum and no window into 
which parts are and aren’t working.  Additionally, a lack of assessment data makes it nearly impossible 
to effectively target specific areas for intervention and measure whether those interventions are working.  
Relying too heavily on state or national tests means that districts have no insight into how students may 
perform on those tests until the tests actually occur, at which point it is too late to remediate.  Districts 
are then put in the position of reacting to performance, rather than being proactive in their approach 
long before children have to take state tests.

In order to determine the scope of the assessment in the Brooklyn City Schools, auditors examined 
board policies, curriculum guides, testing calendars, and other documents related to state and district 
testing.  The auditors also interviewed board members, district and site administrators, and teachers 
about the extent of testing in the core curriculum areas.

Overall, auditors found that there was no requirement for a comprehensive assessment program, and 
the current scope of assessment K-12 in the Brooklyn City Schools was inadequate to monitor student 
achievement in the four core content areas.

Board policy addresses assessment but does not specifically require formal assessment for every course 
at every grade level.  The following specifically reference assessment scope:
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Board Policy 2623 states that “The Superintendent shall develop and present to the Board annually a 
program of testing that includes:

A. administration of State-mandated tests (e.g., diagnostic assessment and achievement tests), at 
no cost to students, in accordance with the provisions of A.C.  3301-13-02;

B. performance-based tests at appropriate grade levels to measure achievement of performance 
objectives in composition, mathematics, science, social studies, and reading;

C. aptitude tests;
D. district or teacher-made achievement or performance tests;
E. vocational inventories;
F. tests of mental ability;
G. portfolios.”

However, it does not explicitly require assessment for every course at every grade level, only that the 
superintendent develop a “program of assessment.”

Board Policy 2605 contains language requiring the superintendent to “maintain a calendar of assessment 
activities” without explicitly delineating the scope and nature of those activities.  Board Policy 1110 
requires “evaluations or progress assessments of the District’s learning programs” without specifically 
requiring that all courses at all grade levels be assessed.

Auditors examined the information they were given to identify the formal tests administered by the 
district.  Exhibit 8.1 describes the major assessments administered by the district.

Exhibit 8.1

Major Assessments Administered by District
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Assessment Description
STAR Benchmark 
Tests

Measures general reading comprehension and achievement in grades 1-12.  Used 
primarily as a benchmarking tool or screening instrument to determine reading levels.

IOWA Test Annual, nationally-normed standardized test used to measure student progress in core 
academic areas.

Cognitive Abilities 
Test (CogAT)

Used to measure reasoning skills in three different areas: verbal, quantitative, and 
non-verbal.  Often used to identify students for gifted and talented programs.

Ohio Academic 
Achievement test 
(OAA) 

Tests developed by the state of Ohio to measure proficiency in the four core areas.  
With the advent of PARCC (see below) these tests will cover science and social 
studies.  New exams follow the PARCC structure, employing both PBA and EOY 
tests.

Math and Writing 
Diagnostic

Tests developed and required by the Ohio Department of Education to screen 
children for progress in writing and math.  Writing diagnostic exam is required in 
grades 1,2, and 3. Math is required in grades 1 and 2.

Ohio Graduation Test 
(OGT) 

These are end-of-course exams given in high school. With the advent of PARCC (see 
below) the OGTs will cover science and social studies.

Partnership for 
Assessment of 
Readiness for College 
and Careers (PARCC) 
Tests 

Computer-based exams aligned to the common core.  The exams, which are being 
implemented in Ohio in the spring of 2015, cover language arts and Math.  Exams 
take two forms:  Performance-Based Assessments (PBA), which requires constructed 
responses typed into a computer interface; and End of Year (EOY), the majority of 
which are multiple choice.

Source:  District Testing Calendar 2014-15
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Exhibit 8.2 shows the scope of assessment in the Brooklyn City Schools for the 2014-15 school year.

Exhibit 8.2

Formal Tests Administered by Grade Level
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Formal Tests Administered by Grade Level

Assessments
Grade

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
STAR Reading Benchmarks D D D D D D D D D* D*
IOWA Test

Reading/Lang.  Arts D D
Math D D
Science D D
Social Studies D D

CogAT D
Math Diagnostic D D
Writing Diagnostic D
OAA 

Social Studies S S
Science S S

OGT/EOY
Social Studies S** S**
Science S S

PARCC
English/Lang. Arts S S S S S S S S**
Math S S S S S S S S S

*Targeted students only  **Class of 2018 only
Key:  S= Required State Assessment;  D=Required District Assessment;  blank=no formal test given

The following may be noted from Exhibit 8.2:  

• The state of Ohio is in a time of transition from the state-developed tests to those of PARCC.  As 
such, the calendar of assessment for the 2014-15 school year is different from that of previous 
years.  Assessments that were given at one grade level in the past are now given at different 
grade levels.    This testing is being phased in, with some tests only being administered to 
students in the class of 2018.  Other testing, such as writing, is incorporated into the PARCC 
battery of tests.

• District benchmarks in reading are administered from grades K to 7, comprehensively.  In 
grades 8 and 9, only targeted students are benchmarked in reading.

• The Iowa Test is administered in grades 2 and 5.  This provides the district with reading and 
math information prior to state tests beginning in grade 3.  It also provides science and social 
studies information prior to state tests, which begin in grades 4 (social studies) and 5 (science).

• The CogAT is administered in 5th grade only.

• A math diagnostic test is administered in grades 1 and 2.  
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• A writing diagnostic test is administered in grade 3.

• State tests are administered in language arts in grades 3-9.  Students in the class of 2018 will 
take an additional exam (English II) in grade 10.

• State tests are administered in math in grades 3-9 according to the district’s testing calendar.  
However, since two of the exams are Algebra I and Geometry, auditors feel it is likely that the 
tests extend into grade 11.

• Social studies End of Year exams (OAA) are administered in grades 10 and 11.  

• Physical Science End of Year (OAA) will be administered in 2014-15 only. Class of 2019 and 
beyond are required to have Biology End of Year (OAA). Class of 2018 will choose Physical 
Science or Biology Exam to meet graduation requirement. 

Exhibit 8.3 shows the scope of the assessment by curricular area.  In order for the scope of the assessment 
to be considered adequate, it must be at least 100 percent in the academic core areas and 70 percent in 
the remaining areas.  For the purposes of this audit, only the core academic areas were evaluated.

Exhibit 8.3

Formal Tests Administered by Grade Level
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Content Area Number of Course 
Offerings

Courses Formally 
Tested

Percent of Course 
Formally Tested

English/Language Arts 13 11    85%
Math 13 11 85
Science 13 5 38
Social Studies 13 6 46

Totals 52 33     63%

The following may be noted from Exhibit 8.3:

• Only 33 of the possible 52 content areas in the four core academic subjects were assessed, for a 
total of 63 percent.  This does not meet the audit standard of 100 percent required for adequacy.  
The scope of assessment K-12 is, therefore, inadequate to monitor achievement in these subject 
areas.

• The scope of assessment for both the math and language arts content areas is 85 percent.  These 
do not meet the audit criteria of 100 percent.

• The scope of assessment for social studies and science is 46 percent and 38 percent, respectively.  
This is not enough to meet the audit criteria of 100 percent for these areas.

Overall, auditors determined that while board policy mentioned assessment, it did not require a 
comprehensive assessment program in which every course at every grade level was assessed.  The 
scope of the current assessment was not adequate to monitor student achievement in the four core 
academic areas.
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CORE AREA 9: Trends of available student achievement data are used to 
indicate areas of student success.
Comparative student assessment data enable the school board and district staff to assess how well 
the school district educates its students in comparison with other school districts at both the state and 
national levels.  In effective school districts, efforts are made to promote high student achievement 
among all students and to remove the likelihood that socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and gender are 
predictors of student performance.

Trend analysis provides information on how student assessment data change over time.  In an effective 
school district, it is expected that there will be improvement over time in student performance on 
various student assessment instruments and a reduction of any performance gaps that might exist.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Disaggregation of student assessment data based on socioeconomics, ethnicity, and gender; and

• Trend analysis of assessment data to determine possible areas of change in curriculum and/or 
teaching.

Finding 9 (Core Area 9):  Trend data show that the percentages of students demonstrating 
proficiency on state assessments has been below state required levels in elementary and middle 
school, but above state required levels in high school.

Student assessment data allow districts to evaluate the effectiveness of the written curriculum as well 
as the instructional methods used to improve student achievement.  They enable the board, staff, 
and parents to see how effective the district has been at educating its students compared to state and 
national averages and provide the district with tools to evaluate effectiveness of programs, such as 
interventions.  Without such data, districts are effectively blind:  unable to see how well they are doing 
over time.  Likewise, curricular and instructional decision making is also conducted in the dark, without 
information to provide a sound basis for choices.  

To identify student proficiency trends, auditors reviewed achievement data obtained from the Ohio 
Department of Education website.  Auditors also interviewed board members and district and school 
staff members regarding achievement in the Brooklyn City Schools.  Auditors found that proficiency 
levels in language arts and math at the elementary and middle school levels were generally below the 
levels required by the state; at the high school level, proficiency levels were well above those required 
by the state.

Student Proficiency on Ohio State Achievement Tests

The primary mode of assessment in the Brooklyn City Schools is the required Ohio State Achievement 
Tests.  These tests are administered in grades 3-8, 10 and 11 for reading and math, grades 5, 8, 10 and 
11 for science, and grades 10 and 11 for social studies and writing.  Currently, the state requirement for 
districts is 80 percent proficient.  This change took effect in 2013-14.  Prior to the 2013-14 school year 
the standard for districts was 75 percent proficient.
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Exhibit 9.1 and 9.2 show the achievement results for grades 3 and 4 in reading.

Exhibit 9.1

Grade 3 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.2

Grade 4 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibits 9.1 and 9.2 show the following:

• Reading proficiency for third graders was increasing until 2013, before falling in 2014.

• For three of the five years shown, Brooklyn City third graders were below state achievement 
levels in reading.

• Reading achievement for third graders in 2014 was 76 percent—below the state required 80 
percent.  While the requirement for 80 percent proficiency has only been in place since the 
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2013-14 school year, auditors noted that grade 3 achievement levels also did not meet the new 
state requirement in 2010 or 2011.

• Reading proficiency for grade 4 was above state proficiency levels in 2011, 2013, and 2014.  

• Reading proficiency for fourth graders fell from 2013 to 2014; state levels of proficiency also 
fell during this period.

• While the requirement for 80 percent proficiency has only been in place since the 2013-14 
school year, auditors noted that grade 4 achievement levels exceeded that standard in 2011, 
2013, and 2014.

Exhibits 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, and 9.6 show the reading proficiency for grades 5-8 from 2010 to 2014.

Exhibit 9.3

Grade 5 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.4

Grade 6 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.5

Grade 7 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.6

Grade 8 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibits 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, and 9.6 show the following:

• Grade 5 reading achievement was at or above state levels in 2010, 2012, and 2014.

• Grade 5 reading proficiency in 2014 was 78 percent and did not meet state requirements for 
that year.  While the 80 percent proficiency requirement has only been in place for the 2013-
14 school year, auditors noted that grade 5 reading proficiency did not meet the 80 percent 
standard for any of the years shown.

• Grade 6 reading proficiency increased from 2010 to 2012, but decreased from 2012 to 2014.

• Grade 6 reading proficiency was at the 80 percent required by the state for 2014.

• Grade 7 achievement was well above state levels in 2010, but decreased in 2011.  Levels 
increased in 2012, but have been declining slightly but consistently in 2013 and 2014.

• Grade 7 reading proficiency was above the state-required 80 percent for 2014.

• Grade 8 reading achievement was below state levels in 2012 and 2014, but was still above the 
80 percent proficiency required by the state.
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Exhibits 9.7 and 9.8 show the reading achievement results for grades 10 and 11.

Exhibit 9.7

Grade 10 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.8

Grade 11 Reading
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibits 9.7 and 9.8 show the following:

• Grade 10 reading achievement was above state levels for four of the five years shown.

• The percentage of students proficient in reading for grade 10 has increased from 87 percent 
to 92 percent since 2012.  The proficiency levels for all years are well above the 80 percent 
required by the state.
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• Grade 11 reading proficiency was above state levels for all years except 2014, when it was 92 
percent—slightly below the state level of 93 percent.  

• The percentage of students proficient in reading for grade 11 has decreased since 2012, from 
98 percent to 92 percent.  The proficiency levels for all years shown still remain well above the 
80 percent required by the state.

Exhibits 9.9 and 9.10 show the achievement results for math for grades 3 and 4.

Exhibit 9.9

Grade 3 Math
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.10

Grade 4 Math
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibits 9.9 and 9.10 show the following:

• Grade 3 proficiency levels were increasing until 2012, after which point they began decreasing.  

• While 80 percent proficient was not the state requirement prior to 2014, auditors noted that 
proficiency levels for grade 3 were below 80 percent for all years shown.  

• The highest point of performance for grade 3 was 78 percent proficient in 2012.

• The highest point of performance for grade 4 was 79.9 percent proficient in 2011.  Proficiency 
fell from that level to 72 percent the following year.  

• While 80 percent proficient was not the state requirement prior to 2014, auditors noted that 
proficiency levels for grade 4 were below 80 percent for all years shown.  

Exhibits 9.11, 9.12, 9.13, and 9.14 show the achievement results in math for grades 5-8.

Exhibit 9.11

Grade 5 Math
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.12

Grade 6 Math
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.13

Grade 7 Math
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.14

Grade 8 Math
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibits 9.11, 9.12, 9.13, and 9.14 show the following:

• Achievement levels in grade 5 fell from a high of 80 percent in 2010 to a low of 58 percent in 
2012.  Levels increased slightly from 2012 to 2014.

• While the state requirement of 80 percent proficiency was not in place prior to the 2013-14 
school year, auditors noted that achievement levels for grade 5 were below the 80 percent 
standard for four of the five years.  State achievement averages were also below this standard 
for all five years shown.

• Grade 6 proficiency levels declined from a high of 84.8 percent in 2011 to 72 percent in 2012.  
Levels have remained below 80 percent for 2012-1014.

• Grade 7 proficiency levels have declined from a high of 80 percent in 2011 to a low of 77 
percent in 2013.  While the state requirement of 80 percent proficiency was not in place prior 
to the 2013-14 school year, auditors noted that proficiency levels in grade 7 were below 80 
percent for four of the five years shown.  State levels for the same period were well below those 
of the district.

• Grade 8 proficiency levels increased every year but 2014.  However, in none of those years did 
grade 8 proficiency levels meet the state requirement of 80 percent.
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Exhibits 9.15 and 9.16 show the achievement results for grades 10 and 11 in math.

Exhibit 9.15

Grade 10 Math
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.16

Grade 11 Math
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibits 9.15 and 9.16 show the following:

• Grade 10 math proficiency levels have been above those of the state for all five years shown.

• While the state requirement of 80 percent proficiency was not in place prior to 2013-14, auditors 
noted that district performance in grade 10 was above the 80 percent required for all five years 
shown.
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• Grade 11 math proficiency was above that of the state for all five years shown.  Levels were 
also well above the 80 percent required by the state.  

• Achievement levels decreased from a high of 96 percent in 2012 to 90 percent in 2014.

Exhibits 9.17, 9.18, 9.19, and 9.20 show the achievement results for science in grades 5, 8, 10, and 11.

Exhibit 9.17

Grade 5 Science
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

2 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 3 2 0 1 4

Grade 5 Science Proficiency

District State

Exhibit 9.18

Grade 8 Science
Brooklyn City Schools

2010-2014
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Exhibit 9.19

Grade 10 Science
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.20

Grade 11 Science
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibits 9.17, 9.18, 9.19, and 9.20 show the following:

• While the state requirement of 80 percent proficiency was not in place for all the years in  the 
data set, auditors noted that in grade 5 proficiency levels are consistently below the 80 percent 
required by the state.

• Proficiency levels for grade 5 decreased from a high of 74 percent in 2010 to a low of 54 
percent in 2013.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 100

• In grade 8, performance was below the 80 percent proficiency required by the state for all five 
years shown, with the highest point of performance being 77 percent in 2013.

• In grade 10, performance levels were close to or slightly above those of the state, with only 
one year exceeding the state required 80 percent proficiency.  That year was 2014, with a 
proficiency rating of 85 percent.

• In grade 11, district results were above those of the state for all five years shown.  The lowest 
proficiency rating was in 2011 with 86 percent, and the highest was 2013 with 96 percent.

Grade 2 students taking a formative assessment in language arts

Exhibits 9.21 and 9.22 show the achievement results for social studies in grades 10 and 11.

Exhibit 9.21

Grade 10 Social Studies
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.22

Grade 11 Social Studies
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibits 9.21 and 9.22 show the following:

• In both grades, district performance exceeded that of the state in all five years shown.

• In grade 10, proficiency levels have been steady or increasing since 2010.  Levels exceeded 90 
percent proficiency in 2014.

• In grade 11, the district exceeded 90 percent proficiency in 2010, 2012, 2013, and 2014.

Exhibits 9.23 and 9.24 show the achievement results for writing in grades 10 and 11.

Exhibit 9.23

Grade 10 Writing
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibit 9.24

Grade 11 Writing
Brooklyn City Schools
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Exhibits 9.23 and 9.24 show the following:

• In grade 10, writing proficiency levels were above those of the state for all five years shown.  

• Grade 10 writing achievement levels exceeded 90 percent proficiency in 2011, 2012, and 2014.

• In grade 11, district performance exceeded that of the state for all five years shown.

• Grade 11 proficiency levels in writing exceeded 95 percent for all five years shown.

Cohort Analysis—Reading and Math

Unlike achievement analyses which look at a single grade level over time, with each year representing 
a different group of students, a cohort analysis allows districts to look at a single group of students 
and track their achievement as they move up the grade levels.  This can provide meaningful insight to 
where there might be areas of difficulty or gaps in curriculum content or delivery.  In order for a cohort 
analysis to offer significant data, the cohort must be able to span several years.  Auditors conducted 
cohort analyses on two groups of students for both reading and math, as these areas are the most 
frequently assessed and, therefore, offer the most data.  
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Exhibits 9.25 and 9.26 show the cohort analysis for grades 3 and 4 in reading, beginning in 2006.

Exhibit 9.25

Third Grade Cohort Analysis—Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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Exhibit 9.26

Fourth Grade Cohort Analysis—Reading
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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From Exhibits 9.25 and 9.26 the following may be noted:

• The grade 3 cohort was below 80 percent proficiency until grade 6.  

• From grade 5 to grade 11, the grade 3 cohort increased proficiency percentages at every grade 
level except for grade 8.
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• The grade 4 cohort was below 80 percent proficiency until grade 8.

• Proficiency percentages for the grade 4 cohort increased from 60 percent to 78 percent from 
grade 4 to 5, then remained just below the 80 percent proficiency level until grade 8.  

• After grade 7, proficiency percentages increased every grade level to a high of 98 percent 
proficient in grade 11.

Exhibits 9.27 and 9.28 show the cohort analysis for grades 3 and 4 in math, beginning in 2006.

Exhibit 9.27

Third Grade Cohort Analysis—Math
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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Exhibit 9.28

Fourth Grade Cohort Analysis—Math
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
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Exhibits 9.27 and 9.28 show the following:

• The grade 3 cohort was below the 80 percent standard of proficiency at every grade level except 
6, 10, and 11.

• The lowest point of achievement for the grade 3 cohort was grade 3, with 63 percent proficient.  
The highest point of achievement was grade 11, with 87 percent proficient.

• The grade 3 cohort showed decreased achievement from grades 6 to 8 (82 percent to 72 percent).

• The grade 4 cohort did not reach 80 percent proficiency until grade 10.

• Achievement levels for the grade 4 cohort were steady from grade 4 to 5 at 70 percent, but fell 
from grade 5 to 6.  Proficiency levels rose in grade 7 to 76 percent, but fell again in grade 8 to 
64 percent.  Grade 10 results were 83 percent, rising to 93 percent in grade 11.

• Auditors noted that there was a similar decrease in proficiency levels in both cohorts between 
grades 7 and 8.  

When looking at achievement data, districts need to consider what might be causing the patterns they 
notice.  It is not possible to say exactly why, for example, proficiency levels are below desired levels or 
there is a decline in performance over time; but districts can examine the data and then consider whether 
the written and tested curriculum are sufficiently aligned at all grade levels and in all three dimensions 
(see Finding OA2), or whether the aligned curriculum is being delivered using the instructional methods 
the district expects.  

Overall, auditors found that the reading proficiency levels are generally at or below state required 
levels in grades 3-5; secondary reading proficiency is generally above state required levels.  In math, 
proficiency levels were generally below state required levels in grades 3-8, but above 80 percent 
proficiency in grades 10 and 11.  Science data indicated that proficiency levels were generally below the 
80 percent requirement until grades 10 and 11.  Social studies and writing data indicated that proficiency 
levels for grades 10 and 11 were above state levels and often exceeded 90 percent proficiency.  Cohort 
data show proficiency levels in both math and reading were generally below state required levels in 
elementary and middle school, but above 80 percent proficiency in high school.
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CORE AREA 10: The district uses the results of student and program 
assessment data as a basis for decision making.
To assess the effectiveness of the design and delivery of teaching on student learning, the use of 
assessment data from multiple sources is essential.  Such an approach collects information from the 
various sources that influence the educational system.  Effective assessment measures include test data, 
survey and follow-up studies, audits and reviews, and teacher evaluation data.  The resulting data serve 
as the basis for improving instruction to facilitate student achievement.  Direction for linking feedback 
from assessments to the design and delivery of instruction should have its origin in board policy.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Test item deconstruction to determine causes for student error;

• Provisions in board policy for the use of student achievement data in decision making;

• Evidence at the district and school site levels of the use of data for decision making; and

• Staff development for administrators and teachers on the use of student assessment data to 
make changes in curriculum and teaching.

Finding 10 (Core Area 10):  Use of formative and summative student assessment and program 
evaluation data is inadequate to inform curricular, instructional, and programmatic decision 
making.  

Feedback is essential to a quality curriculum management program.  In effective school systems, 
teachers, administrators, parents, board members, and students frequently seek responses to such 
questions as:

• Is what we are doing working?

• How can we do it better?

• Should we be doing something else?

These questions can only be answered accurately by collecting, analyzing, and using data as feedback 
for improvement.  In effective school systems, assessment and evaluation data are analyzed against 
clear criteria to support decision making relative to continuation, modification, or termination of 
programs not meeting district goals.  School systems that use this process are truly “data-driven.”  
Without extensive information upon which to base decisions, district personnel are often left to opinion 
or speculation when making decisions about programs or instructional practices.  

The use of assessment data from a variety of sources is essential in determining the effects of the 
district’s curriculum design and delivery systems on student learning.  Effective assessment measures 
include formative and summative assessments, student performance data and follow-up studies, audits 
and reviews, and other data sources that reflect the status of the instructional program.  In effective 
districts, assessment data are collected and used on an ongoing basis for continuous improvement of 
services, programs, and instruction.

Not only should assessment data be used to remediate programs and services, but such data should 
be used to terminate ineffective programs and practices and establish the need for new ones.  Thus, a 
comprehensive assessment program is ongoing, programmatic, and systemic.

Summative assessment is used retrospectively when evaluating programs or student outcomes.  This form 
of assessment is used to determine how well the program, group, or individual achieved predetermined 
goals.  Formative assessment, on the other hand, is used at various points during implementation of a 
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program or instruction, in time to make changes that will affect outcomes.  In other words, assessments 
are summative if the results are used to judge performance or effectiveness; assessments are formative 
if the results are used to modify programs or instruction in time to affect student learning and program 
outcomes.  When properly used, both summative and formative assessments add value to systemic 
decision making.  Use of various forms of formative and summative data is critical for making sound 
decisions about program implementation, continuation or expansion, modification, or termination of 
such programs and interventions.  

The auditors reviewed district and campus documents, displays of assessment results, and other 
documents demonstrating use of student performance data.  Auditors also collected pertinent data 
through interviews conducted with board members, administrators, and teachers.  They also collected 
data using an online teacher survey.  The data were analyzed to determine the extent to which assessment 
data were used to inform decision making at all levels throughout the BCS.

Overall, the auditors found use of formative assessment data varied from building to building and from 
classroom to classroom.  Summative student assessment data, including state assessment data, were 
being used largely for state-mandated reporting, grading, and course placement.  Auditors found no 
evidence of district-conducted program evaluations, other than what was required for compliance or 
grant-reporting purposes.

The auditors found no single policy directing use of student assessment and program evaluation data.  
However, the auditors noted the following board policies and administrative guidelines with references 
to use of student assessment and program evaluation data for decision making at all levels of the system:

• Board Policy 1110: Assessment of District Goals (August 2007) required use of “adequate and 
reliable data” for assessing the degree to which the district was reaching its goals.

• Board Policy 2120:  School Improvement (June 2011) referred to use of data in decision making 
and specifically as part of needs assessment.

• Board Policy 2220:  Adoption of Courses of Study (August 2007) directed that courses of study 
include means of “assessment of student progress and the means for intervention.”

• Board Policy 2230:  Course Guides (August 2007) directed that guides for courses of study 
include “evaluation criteria, standards and methods which will confirm the extent to which 
learning outcomes have been achieved.” 

• Board Policy 2261:  Title Services (August 2007) directed annual assessment of “the educational 
needs of eligible children, as determined by Federal and State criteria.”  Staff development 
activities were to include training in “performance-based student assessment.”

• Board Policy 2605:  Program Accountability and Evaluation (August 2007) directed “evaluation 
of each program to assess the extent to which each program’s purposes and objectives are being 
achieved.”  The policy did not state that such evaluations would be based on student assessment 
or other forms of data.

• Board Policy 2623:  Student Assessment and Academic Intervention Services (December 2012) 
referred to assessment of student and program needs to “determine the progress of students 
and to assist them in attaining student performance objectives and the educational achievement 
goals of this District.”  It addressed the “standards of ethical assessment practice” and the 
expectation that the superintendent compile and report to the board a “program of testing.”  It 
addressed various summative uses of student assessment data; it did not address use of data 
formatively.
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• Board Policy 2623.02:  Third Grade Reading Guarantee (December 2013) described the 
state requirement that students be assessed in reading at the end of grades 1 through 3 and, 
diagnostically, each September.  Students “not on track” (as defined by the Ohio Department of 
Education) were to be provided supplemental intervention, which included periodic diagnostic 
assessments.  Individual reading improvement and monitoring plans would use “scientifically 
based and reliable” assessment data to track students’ progress.  Students retained in third grade 
were expected to have intensive remedial instruction until they read at grade level, including 
“more frequent progress monitoring.”

Some job descriptions gave vague references to use of student assessment and/or program evaluation 
data.  Auditors found the following:

• The Superintendent job description (undated) assigned this position with overall leadership 
responsibilities relative to “evaluation and revision of the total educational system.”  Although 
he/she was to “assess needs of the total educational system,” the job description did not refer to 
use of various forms of data in doing so.  

• The Director of Professional Development and Instruction job description (1997) directed 
this position to “assist principals and teachers in periodic review of the various courses” and 
to “provide for…evaluation of instructional practices.”  The job description gave no further 
specifics.

• Principal job descriptions (undated) at all levels directed principals to “evaluate appropriate 
curriculum…and make recommendations for improvement.”  They were also expected 
to evaluate personnel, but there were was no discussion of the part student assessment data 
might play in such evaluations.  No further information was provided as to the role of student 
assessment and other data.

• The Director of Pupil Services job description (undated) required the position to “evaluate and 
revise programming for students with disabilities.”   However, the job description did not refer 
to the use of student assessment or other forms of program evaluation data.  Similarly vague 
were his/her responsibilities for evaluating the guidance and school health programs.

• All Teacher job descriptions (undated) expected to “evaluate students using research-based 
practices.”

• The School Psychologist job description (undated) directs the psychologist to serve as 
chairperson of teams “conducting individual, multi-factored evaluations of students referred 
to student services.”  They also had responsibilities relative to “screening and team meetings 
related to gifted and talented students as requested.”

Other documents, which directed use of student assessment and/or program evaluation data, included 
the following:

• The strategic plan (BCS Strategic Planning Session, May 2014) referred to evaluation, assuming 
use of data:

 ○ Objective 1: referred to use of student assessment data to evaluate teacher implementation 
of the Common Core State standards and use of effective instructional practices.  (It should 
be noted that the appropriateness of using student assessment data as the sole measure of 
attainment can be argued.) 

 ○ Objective 2: referred to review of lesson plans and teacher use of student growth 
(unspecified) as the means of determining whether teachers had implemented practices 
designed to enhance “critical thinking and problem solving.”  (Again, the effectiveness of a 
test-based metric to measure teachers’ instructional behavior may be questioned.)
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 ○ Objective 3 and its strategies referred to teacher use of aligned formative and summative 
assessment data.  

• Formative data used was encouraged by the TBT 5-Step Process.  In working through the steps, 
teachers used data to identify strengths and instructional needs of individual students, enabling 
grouping for more intensive instruction.

• The Ohio Teacher Evaluation System performance rubric had two sections addressing formative 
use of assessment data.  Teachers were expected to look at student growth data at the beginning 
of every year and, again, three-quarters of the way through the year.  In addition, some teachers 
were using the 5-Step Process as a way of looking at individual student learning at the end of 
each unit of instruction.

• The Ohio Principal Performance Rating Rubric indicated that successful principals would 
regularly use and facilitate use of student assessment and other data for a variety of purposes.  

• The McREL Power Walkthrough protocol was in and of itself a means of using data to provide 
feedback and improve instructional practice.

Formative data are critical for guiding instruction, enabling teachers to modify instruction in a timely 
manner for improved student learning.  Formative data are also valuable in making in-progress program 
modifications.  

In the following sections, the auditors report their findings relative to use of student assessment data and 
use of program evaluation data, both formatively and summatively.

Use of Student Assessment Data

Through an online survey of certificated personnel, the auditors gleaned the following information 
regarding teacher reports of use of student assessment data.  The following exhibit shows teacher 
reports of frequency of use.  

Exhibit 10.1

Frequency of Teacher Use of Student Assessment Data  
Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=60)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Based on the preceding, one may observe:

• Forty-three (43) percent of teachers reported using student assessment data weekly.

• One-third of teachers (33 percent) reported using student assessment data several times a week.  

• Twelve (12) percent reported using such data daily.

• Seven percent of teachers reported using student assessment data on a monthly basis, and 
another five percent reported using it “rarely or not at all.”

The preceding exhibit did not show how student assessment data were used—only that teachers used it.  
The following exhibit reveals teacher reports of the ways in which they put student assessment data to 
use.  Teachers were permitted to mark more than one response, where appropriate.

Exhibit 10.2

Purposes for Teacher Use of Student Assessment Data  
Based on Teacher Responses to Online Survey (N=60)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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Based on the preceding exhibit, one may note:

• Nearly all teachers (93 percent) reported using student assessment data to plan reteaching.  

• Eighty-eight (88) percent indicated they used student assessment data to group students for 
targeted instruction.

• Nearly as many (82 percent) noted they used student assessment data for grading purposes.

• More than three-quarters of teacher respondents (78 percent) used assessment data to refer their 
students for intervention.

• One-third (33 percent) used assessment data for course placement purposes.

Student assessment data were collected for summative purposes.  Most of the district’s summative 
student assessment data came from state-mandated assessments.  Data were provided to the district 
already disaggregated in several ways.  District administrators prepared presentations for various 
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purposes, including compliance reports and board informational presentations.  Teachers also had 
access to state assessment scores as well as locally prepared summative assessments.  These were used 
for such purposes as grading and course placement.  

Use of data formatively has been an emerging district goal.  According to reports from administrators, 
it has been up to individual teachers or small groups of teachers (in a given grade level or department) 
as to what assessments would look like, when they would be given, and how data would be used.  For 
example, at the elementary level, although common assessments were being administered quarterly in 
language arts, “pretty much the grade level decides when and how to use them” (Administrator).  

Continual differentiation of instruction based on teacher use of formative student assessment data was 
an expectation district-wide.  The auditors asked teachers how frequently they differentiated instruction 
in their classrooms.  The following exhibit provides data based on teachers’ own reports, as part of an 
online teacher survey.

Exhibit 10.3

Frequency of Use of Differentiated Instruction  
Based on Teacher Reports in Online Survey (N=61)

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014
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District-wide, one may note the following with regard to perceived frequency of instructional 
differentiation based on teacher reports:

• Nearly 90 percent of respondents reported differentiating instruction to meet student needs 
daily or at least weekly.

• Fifty-six (56) percent of respondents reported differentiating instruction daily, and 33 percent 
reported doing so at least once a week.

• Five percent of respondents reported differentiating instruction “several times a month,” and 
another five percent reported doing so “several times a quarter.”
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• Two percent indicated they rarely differentiated instruction to meet the needs of individual 
students.

The auditors gathered interview data from school personnel regarding expectations for use of formative 
assessment data.  Selected comments include:

• “[We expect teachers to be using] formative assessment, with a specific focus on learning 
targets, especially at the Middle School.” (Administrator)

• “Our teachers have changed their questioning techniques to better obtain formative assessment 
data.” (Administrator)

• “The concept of pre- and post-testing, and analyzing along the way, is new to teachers.  But 
progress is being made.” (Administrator)

• “It has been a process to get teachers to use assessments as formative, not just summative.” 
(Administrator)

• “We have Teacher-Based Teams at each grade level.  We do pre-assessments for each unit.  
Teachers work through it.  They analyze question by question:  What do they know?  What do 
they need?  What do I do to make sure they know it?” (Administrator)

Flexible grouping based on analysis of student assessment data was occurring, especially at the 
elementary level.  During their STAR block, students at a given grade level were redivided into groups 
to receive targeted instruction.  Flexible grouping was also occurring during the advisory period at 
the middle school, as a result of the FAMS grant.  The auditors were informed that advisory groups 
had been instituted in grades 8 and 9 at the high school, although these groupings were shuffled less 
frequently.  The following comments refer to teacher use of flexible groupings for intense, targeted 
instruction:

• “Teachers divide and redivide groups.  [Groups are] very flexible and fluid.  You will see data 
supporting what they are doing.” (Administrator)

• “We have the STAR block—no new instruction.  Teachers group kids across all classes at that 
grade level for flexible groupings.” (Administrator)

• “Our [blank] grade team probably does the most solid job with formative assessments.  They 
constantly say, my plans change, even daily, depending on what kids need.  They use a lot of 
student self-assessment.  Then they try to break up into groups and use advisory time to catch 
those kids.” (Administrator)

• “At the Middle School, our focus has been on formative assessment, but not with the structure 
that is used at the Elementary School.  Our formative [assessments have] been almost daily, 
using our advisory program for addressing that.” (Administrator)

There remained problems with the quality of formative assessments themselves.  As one administrator 
stated, “The majority of student assessments are still teacher made.”  There were differences of opinion 
about the availability of time to look at student assessment data, as the following statements show:

• “The strength is the teams that exist in the school.  Each grade level has a team leader and runs 
weekly meetings.  These allow time for collaboration and sharing of ideas.  It is also a time to 
look at data.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “If I could spend less time looking for items to effectively teach the standards, I would have 
more time to look at performance data to target additional instruction where it is most needed.” 
(Teacher, online survey)
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Use of Data for Programmatic Decision Making

Program interventions contribute to the improvement of a school system’s productivity when data 
from various feedback sources are used to make decisions to implement, continue, expand, modify, 
or terminate such programs.  In effective systems, the program assessment process is ongoing and 
systemic.  Such data, along with student assessment data and student demographic information, all 
provide feedback fundamental to planning and resource allocations throughout the system.

Auditors found no evidence of a systematic approach to use of data for decision making prior to 
implementation or for monitoring implementation and making program modifications during the course 
of implementation.  Finally they found no evidence of data use for making decisions about program 
termination.  

One recent example of a program evaluation was the external audit by the AVID organization.  This 
audit rated the district’s implementation of the AVID program against AVID’s standards and provided 
recommendations for program modifications designed to increase its efficacy.  Other program 
evaluations were in the form of compliance reports for external funding sources.  

Auditors found no other examples of use of data for programmatic decision making district-wide.

Summary

Administrators and teachers in effective school systems frequently ask if what they are doing is working, 
how they can do better, and whether or not they should be doing something else.  Collecting and using 
data as feedback can provide answers to these questions.  Overall, data use in the Brooklyn City Schools 
was inadequate to inform curricular, instructional, or programmatic decision making district-wide.

Teacher perception of use of formative assessment data varied from building to building and from 
classroom to classroom.  Processes and programs were emerging that encouraged and supported teacher 
use of student assessment data to direct instruction.  There was no planned or comprehensive approach 
to use of formative student assessment data or for ensuring the quality of locally developed formative 
assessments.  Summative student assessment data, including state assessment data, were being used 
largely for state-mandated reporting, grading, and course placement.  

Both formative and summative data are essential in informing decision making about implementation, 
continuation, expansion, modification, or termination of district programs.  When programs are not 
evaluated, they may continue to drain financial and human resources, even when ineffective.  On the other 
hand, programs with strong potential may not receive necessary modifications to ensure effectiveness 
of implementation.  Auditors found no evidence of district-conducted program evaluations.  
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OPTIONAL COMPONENT AREAS:
These areas are optional and are not normally provided in the SSDA unless the system has explicitly 
requested that these optional areas be included and have stipulated the same in the contractual agreement.

Optional Area 2 was added to the scope of work by the board and superintendent, who expressed as a 
priority teacher use of effective instructional strategies and incorporation of cognitive rigor.  To determine 
district expectations for classroom instructional practices, auditors reviewed district documents, 
including board policies, job descriptions, district improvement plans, evaluation instruments, and other 
guiding documents.  The auditors also interviewed board members, administrators, and teachers and 
conducted an online teacher survey to gather information about the nature of teaching practices used in 
district classrooms.  Walkthrough visits were made to classrooms at all three schools.  The auditors did 
not address curriculum monitoring in this finding; monitoring is addressed under Core Area 6.

OPTIONAL AREA 2:  The district employs instructional practice analysis 
using classroom visitations to increase instructional effectiveness.
Effective delivery of the curriculum and successful-learner achievement in any school system is 
accomplished through the teaching in the classroom.  Use of effective teaching practices form the 
foundation for successful student learning in a quality school system.  As the needs of the learners 
change, the teaching strategies need to be updated and refined to reflect the expectations of the school 
community and the latest thinking in the field.

A school district meeting this area has instituted mechanisms to assess instructional practices in the 
classroom and has taken steps to improve the delivery of curriculum over time.  It sees as an overriding 
long-term goal the need to increase the capacity of the district to meet the needs of learners and the 
competence of the professional staff to deliver the curriculum.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Brooklyn City Schools:

• Staff development for principals and central office administrators on effective classroom 
visitation practices;

• Explicit expectations for instructional practices as stated in school board policy;

• Mechanisms for analyzing instructional practices at the district and school site levels and use 
of the data for decision making for staff development, resource allocations, and priority setting; 
and

• Evidence of effective instructional practice interventions with subsequent improvements in 
student achievement.

Optional Area 2 Finding 1:  The majority of the student work artifacts are on grade level, but 
most do not demonstrate contexts that promote engagement or high levels of cognitive rigor.

Classrooms represent a critical juncture for school districts:  it is in the classroom that the written 
curriculum is executed, and it is the work of the classroom that is ultimately assessed to determine 
student achievement.  What goes on in the classroom has repercussions for the entire system.  If a district 
has high expectations for student learning but the classroom artifacts do not reflect these expectations, 
it is unlikely the district will achieve its goals.  It is, therefore, of great importance that the content 
of student work artifacts be aligned to the written curriculum, and also that the rigor of the artifacts 
embody the high expectations of the district.
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In order to determine the content calibration, context, and cognitive rigor of student work artifacts, 
auditors visited classrooms in the Brooklyn City School District.  During classroom visits, auditors 
gathered samples of student work artifacts used for instruction and student learning; additional samples 
were collected by district staff and provided to auditors for review.  In total, auditors reviewed 174 
samples of student work artifacts.  These artifacts were then calibrated against the Common Core 
State Standards (language arts and math), and the Ohio’s New Learning Standards (social studies and 
science) to determine the actual grade level of the work represented by the artifact and the context and 
cognitive type of each artifact.  Calibration is a process that is used to evaluate the observed objective 
for student learning determined from the artifact against the proposed student learning for that intended 
grade level.  The auditors calibrate artifacts’ content objectives against district or state standards to 
determine whether students are working at, above, or below their grade level.  Due to individual learner 
needs, auditors are not suggesting that all student work should be at or above grade level all the time, 
but the analysis does allow district stakeholders to see if there might be an inordinate percentage of 
student work that is below grade level, or of low cognitive demand, or both.  

As the sample sizes for some grades and content areas were small,  auditors are not suggesting that 
these artifacts fully represent the level and cognitive type of all the work used over the course of a year 
in district classrooms.  However, the analysis does provide insight into possible areas of weakness with 
regard to content, context, and cognitive type alignment.

Overall, auditors found that the majority of classroom artifacts were aligned to the Common Core State 
Standards (see Core Area 4 and 5 Finding).  Student artifacts evaluated were mostly on grade level with 
some exceptions.  Calibrating the student work was made more difficult because of the lack of clarity 
and specificity in the Common Core State Standards and the Ohio social studies and science standards.  
Because of gaps in certain areas of these standards, and because some standards are either vague, or 
repetitive, or both, some artifacts, which addressed important concepts and skills, actually resulted in a 
much lower grade level calibration, since the standard was introduced at a lower grade level and then 
merely repeated in subsequent grade levels with only minor modifications.  In some cases, the content 
did not match the Standards at all because of gaps in the Common Core.  Contexts of the student work 
artifacts were overwhelmingly Classroom Activities: activities unlikely to occur outside a classroom 
and the ones least likely to promote student engagement.  While a robust body of research demonstrates 
that cognitively rigorous instruction for low-performing students results in improved performance, the 
majority of the work required of students by the artifacts was at the lowest levels of cognitive demand.

Grade 6 Pre-Algebra students complete a worksheet during whole class instruction
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Objective Content Calibration

Objective content refers to the knowledge, skills, processes, and attitudes to be taught as expressed by 
a student learning objective.  For this type of analysis, auditors calibrated the instructional level of the 
student artifact by comparing the content skill area or concept to be mastered to the Common Core 
State Standards for language arts and math and the Ohio’s New Learning Standards for social studies 
and science.  From this, an actual grade level/course content specification can be determined for each 
artifact by curricular area.  The actual grade level of each artifact is then tallied for each grade level to 
derive a percentage.  For example, if grade 4 had six artifacts and three were determined to be at grade 
level, 50 percent would be at grade level; the remaining three artifacts would be at one grade level 
below, or 50 percent at the grade 3 level.

These data are then placed in a table showing the distribution of the actual grade level of the artifacts, 
as determined by the analysis.  Then the calibrated grade levels are multiplied by the number of artifacts 
to determine the average level of difficulty for all artifacts in that grade level.  For example, if grade 
4 has six artifacts total and three are on grade level and three are at grade 3 level, we multiply 3 by 3 
for a score of 9 and 3 by 4 for a score of 12.  These numbers are added together for a score of 21, then 
divided by the total number of artifacts for grade 4: 21 divided by 6, for an average grade level score of 
3.5.  It is important to note that this is not a grade equivalent score; it merely reflects the average grade 
level that the artifacts represent.  Additionally, it should be noted that it is the activity of the artifact that 
is evaluated, not a student’s actual work.  The student’s actual work may represent an even lower or 
higher grade level than what the artifact itself expects.

Exhibit OA2.1.1 summarizes the results of this analysis against the Common Core State Standards for 
language arts, grades K-12.  The designation CM indicates a content mismatch: the artifact was not 
aligned to the Common Core State Standards.  For the purposes of calibration, grade level bands such 
as 9-10 and 11-12 are always calibrated at the lowest level in the band.

Exhibit OA2.1.1

Language Arts Grade Level Calibration
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Grade Level 
from which 
Artifact was 

Collected

Percent of Language Arts Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade Level 
of Student 

Work
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-10 11-12 CM

K 100 0
1 66 34 .3
2 42 58 1.6
3 25 75 2.8
4 12 8 12 56 4 8 3.3
5 50 50 2.5
6 33 67 5.3
7 100 7
8 NA

9-10 34 66 8.3
11-12 100 11

CM=content mismatch
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Exhibit OA2.1.1 shows the following:

• Kindergarten, grade 7, and grades 11-12 calibrated to their purported grade levels.

• Some sample sizes were so small it precluded useful conclusions being drawn about the nature 
of student work artifacts at those grade levels.  This applied primarily to grade 5, but also to 
grade 7.  Analyses for these grade levels can only provide a snapshot of what was occurring in 
a particular class on a particular day and cannot be used to generalize about artifacts over the 
course of the school year.

• Several artifacts at multiple levels calibrated to lower Common Core standards than the grade 
levels at which they were being used.  These occurred primarily because of the wording of the 
Common Core, where standards can appear at multiple grade levels with virtually no changes 
in wording (see Exhibits 4.8 and 4.9).  In such cases, only literary content—the reading material 
the artifact is referring to—can effectively determine purported grade level.  Auditors noted 
that in nearly all cases of below-level calibration, the fault lay with the Common Core, not 
with Brooklyn City Schools.  This was particularly true in grade 5, where the wording of the 
standards (RL.1 and RI.1) is not sufficiently differentiated from grade level to grade level, 
resulting in a calibration to first grade for one portion of an artifact and to fourth grade for the 
other portion.

• One area in which auditors felt that the artifacts legitimately calibrated to a lower grade level 
was grade 4.  In this instance, 20 percent of the writing artifacts were written in a way that more 
closely paralleled the grade 2 and 3 standards, rather than grade 4.  It should be noted, however, 
that grade 4 had the highest number of total artifacts, the majority of which (60 percent) were 
at grade level or above.  The artifacts that calibrated to grade 1 were due to the poorly worded 
standards of the Common Core.

Exhibit OA2.1.2 summarizes the results of this analysis against the Common Core State Standards for 
mathematics, grades K-12.  The designation CM indicates a content mismatch: the artifact was not 
aligned to the Common Core State Standards.  For purposes of calibration, a grade level band such as 
9-12 is always calibrated to the lowest level in the band.

Exhibit OA2.1.2

Mathematics Grade Level Calibration
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Grade Level 
from which 
Artifact was 

Collected

Percent of Math Student Artifacts Compared with Grade Level 
Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade Level 
of Student 

Work
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12 CM

K 66 34 0
1 50 50 1.5
2 38 62 1.6
3 100 3
4 100 4
5 100 4
6 50 50 7
7 100 7
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Exhibit OA2.1.2 (continued)
Mathematics Grade Level Calibration

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Grade Level 
from which 
Artifact was 

Collected

Percent of Math Student Artifacts Compared with Grade Level 
Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade Level 
of Student 

Work
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12 CM

8 66 34 8.3
9 (Alg.  I) 100 9

10 (Alg.  II) 100 9
11-12 

(Geometry) 100 9

CM=content mismatch

Exhibit OA2.1.2 shows the following:

• Kindergarten artifacts calibrated on grade level, which is designated as 0 (zero) for the purposes 
of analysis.  However, it should be noted that 34 percent of the artifacts presented to auditors 
constituted a content mismatch:  they were not aligned to the Common Core

• Both first and second grade had artifacts that calibrated one grade level below.  Unlike language 
arts, the math standards tend to be more clearly sequenced between grade levels, so calibrations 
above or below grade level are generally not the fault of the wording of the Common Core.  
In second grade, the majority of artifacts were on grade level.  In first grade the artifacts were 
evenly split, however the number of artifacts from grade 1 was very small, and it is not possible 
to generalize about first grade artifacts from such a small sample.

• Grades 3 and 4 were 100 percent on grade level.  However it should be noted that in grade 4, 
one of the artifacts was a packet that consisted of several pages of questions and activities.  
Of those activities, one calibrated to grade 3 and one to grade 5.  By far the majority of the 
activities in the packet were on grade level.

• Sample sizes of artifacts from grades 5-8, 9, and 10-12 were likewise small.  The grade 5 and 7 
samples were so small as to provide no meaningful frame of reference.  Auditors include it here 
for informational purposes only: it cannot be considered representative of the work required of 
students at these grade levels.

• Auditors did note that the artifact provided for grade 5 was an Everyday Math grade 5 worksheet, 
which calibrated to grade 4.  As this was not explicitly a review activity, it demonstrates the 
necessity of vetting all purchased curriculum products for alignment to the Common Core at 
the appropriate grade levels, regardless of the claims made by any particular company.

• All math work over grade 8 is classified into a single 9-12 band.  For the purposes of analysis, 
all work in grades 9-12 is assigned a grade level value of 9.  Course content is further specified 
in appendices to the Common Core, but the Core itself groups all content over grade 8 in a 
single 9-12 band.  For this reason, an average grade level of 9 is to be expected for upper 
level courses such as Geometry and Algebra 11 and in no way indicates a problem with those 
courses.
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It should also be noted that auditors do not expect every artifact to be on grade level all the time.  
Review activities are necessary, as are extensions in the curriculum.  The artifacts reflect the necessary 
differentiation auditors expect to see in classrooms on any given day.  Such variation indicates a 
responsiveness to the needs of individual students.  However, auditors would expect that over time, 
a sample of activities would show that a preponderance were on or above grade level.  The activities 
analyzed here represent a snapshot of student work on a particular day; they cannot be considered 
representative of all the activity that occurs in classrooms throughout the year.  Rather, they provide 
the district with insight that may be useful in determining compliance with curriculum, approved 
methodologies, and effective delivery.

Exhibit OA2.1.3 shows the grade level calibration for social studies. 

Exhibit OA2.1.3

Social Studies Grade Level Calibration
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Grade Level from 
which Artifact 
was Collected

Percent of Social Studies Student Artifacts Compared with 
Grade Level Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade Level 
of Student 

Work
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12 CM

K NA
1 NA
2 100 1
3 100 1
4 100 4
5 100 5
6 100 6
7 100 7
8 100 8

9-12 (US History) 100 9
9-12 (Modern 

World History) 100 9

9-12 (US Gov’t) 100 9
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Exhibit OA2.1.4 shows the grade level calibration for science.

Exhibit OA2.1.4

Science Grade Level Calibration
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Grade Level from 
which Artifact was 

Collected

Percent of Science Student Artifacts Compared with Grade 
Level Standards Distributed by Grade

Average 
Grade Level 
of Student 

Work
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-12 CM

K 100 3
1 100 1
2 100 2
3 100 3
4 100 4
5 100 5
6 100 6
7 100 7
8 100 8

9-12 (Physical Sci) 100 9-12
9-12 (Earth Sci) 25 75 8.5
9-12 (Biology) 100 9-12

9-12 (Chemistry) 100 9-12
9-12 (Physics) 100 9-12

The following may be noted from Exhibit OA2.1.4:

• With the exception of grade 4, sample sizes in grades K-7 and Physics were extremely small.  
Therefore, it is not possible to draw conclusions about the nature of student work artifacts on 
a day-to-day basis.  Rather, the artifacts provide a snapshot of what was occurring in one class 
on one day.

• With the exceptions of kindergarten and Earth Science, all artifacts calibrated to their purported 
grade level.

• In kindergarten, artifacts calibrated three grade levels higher to third grade.  The activity itself 
was very appropriate to kindergarten, but the standard to which it corresponded (life cycles) 
does not appear until grade 3.  The kindergarten standard to which the artifact referred actually 
made no mention of life cycles, only of comparing the properties of living things such as wings, 
leaves, claws, fruit.  This is neither good nor bad; auditors do not expect every activity in every 
classroom to be fastidiously aligned to the curriculum.  As long as the curriculum standards 
are all adequately taught, additional enrichment or depth-providing activities are both expected 
and welcomed.

• As addressed in Exhibit OA2.1.6, the third grade artifact did not explicitly align with the 
standard, which was that resources have properties, can be used for energy, and are sometimes 
limited in nature.  The activity of the artifact was designed to show how the earth can be 
changed by the extraction of resources.  While not explicitly addressed in the curriculum, the 
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activity provided additional depth to the study of resources that was entirely appropriate to 
grade 3.

• In Earth Science, 75 percent of artifacts calibrated to the 9-12 grade level band, while 25 
percent calibrated to grade 7, two to five grade levels below, depending on when students take 
the course.  The notation on the provided artifact indicated that this was a 12th grade course, 
so in this instance, the artifact calibrated 5 grade levels below.  Earth Science artifacts were 
calibrated against the Ohio’s New Learning Standards for Environmental Science.

Context Analysis

Content refers to the “what” of the curriculum; context refers to the “how.” Context is the way in which 
a skill is assessed or measured.  For example, multiple choice tests have traditionally been a frequent 
context employed on many high stakes tests.  Short answers, extended responses, essays, portfolios, 
projects—all of these make up the context of how a particular objective may be measured to assess 
mastery.  It is important for the classroom to replicate the contexts students are likely to encounter in 
high-stakes test situations so that they have ample practice prior to the test.  Students who have never 
practiced filling in a bubble sheet or sorting through multiple choice distracters are less likely to do well 
than those who have.  It is equally important that students have opportunities to experience “real world” 
contexts, which they may encounter after graduation.

There is no right or wrong level for context, per se.  Classroom Activity contexts are important for 
building foundational skills and practicing concepts; Test-like contexts are important for preparing for 
high-stakes tests.  Real World and Simulated Real World contexts and Meaningful Writing are generally 
linked to greater cognitive engagement and help prepare students for the real world outside school.  
Analyzing student work artifacts for context can give the district insight as to how well it is providing 
practice for the kinds of contexts students will encounter on tests and in the real world, and can be a 
window into how frequently they are providing opportunities to engage in more cognitively engaging 
work.  Exhibit OA2.1.5 gives an overview of the nature of the context types.

Exhibit OA2.1.5

Context Types
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Context Real World/Simulated 
Real World Test-like Classroom Activity Meaningful 

Writing
Explanation This type of context 

replicates activities found 
in the real world.  

This context replicates 
activities and tasks 
from released test 
items or from other 
exit exams in use by 
the district, such as 
AP exams or Diploma 
Programme exams.  
It allows students to 
practice skills prior to 
the test.  It is important 
to note that quizzes 
and tests from a class-
room setting do not 
necessarily fall into this 
category.  

This context is 
comprised of 
activities which are 
unlikely to be found 
outside a classroom.  

This context 
requires students 
to use higher-
order thinking 
skills to complete 
the writing.  
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Exhibit OA2.1.5 (continued)
Context Types

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Context Real World/Simulated 
Real World Test-like Classroom Activity Meaningful 

Writing
Examples Writing a business 

letter; building a ramp 
to measure acceleration 
and velocity; researching 
a historical period and 
designing costumes for 
a play set in that period; 
planning a travel itinerary; 
creating a budget using 
salary and expense 
information; learning 
songs in a target language.

Marking a bubble 
sheet; selecting from 
multiple choice items; 
constructing a short 
answer; writing an 
extended response; 
writing an essay.

Vocabulary 
worksheets; 
answering questions 
at the end of a 
chapter; solving math 
problems; marking 
geographical features 
on a map; labeling 
parts of a cell; 
locating examples of 
figurative language in 
a poem.

Researching, 
formulating 
and defending 
a position; 
analyzing and 
critiquing a piece 
of literature; 
hypothesizing, 
testing and 
evaluating a 
theory or premise.

In order to determine the contexts of student work artifacts in the Brooklyn City School District, 
auditors categorized the collected artifacts and constructed a simple percentage chart to illustrate the 
degree to which each context was represented.  The information was then organized by content area and 
grade level.  It is important to remember that the collected artifacts represent only a few points in time 
and are not meant to represent all the activities which may be occurring in the district at any given time.

Exhibits OA2.1.6, OA2.1.7, and OA2.1.8 show the results of the context analysis for language arts.  

Exhibit OA2.1.6

Language Arts Context Analysis K-4
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Test-like
9%

Classroom
75%

Meaningful 
Writing

16%
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Exhibit OA2.1.7

Language Arts Context Analysis 5-8
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Classroom
92%

Meaningful Writing
8%

Exhibit OA2.1.8

Language Arts Context Analysis 9-12
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Test-like
10%

Classroom
20%

Meaningful 
Writing

70%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.6, OA2.1.7, and OA2.1.8:

• In grades K-4, 75 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activities.  That is, they would be 
unlikely to occur outside a classroom setting.  Meaningful Writing occurred in 16 percent of 
artifacts, and Test-like contexts occurred in nine percent of artifacts.  None of the artifacts was 
Real World/Simulated Real World in nature.

• In grades 5-8, 92 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activities.  Meaningful writing occurred 
in just eight percent of artifacts.  None of the artifacts were Test-Like or Real World in nature.
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• In grades 9-12, 20 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activities and 10 percent were Test-like.  
Meaningful Writing occurred in 70 percent of artifacts.

• Keeping in mind the developmental progression of skills from K-12 in language arts, 
particularly in the development of writing, auditors would expect to see levels of Meaningful 
Writing increase as children move up the grades.  While it is not possible for children to 
write pieces of an extended nature on a daily basis, language arts does lend itself well to 
incorporating writing at least regularly.  In this snapshot of contexts, the levels of Meaningful 
Writing seem somewhat low for grades 5-8.  However, it is entirely possible that students were 
in an information/concept acquisition phase and, therefore, not writing as much as they might 
at other points in the school year.

Exhibits OA2.1.9, OA2.1.10, and OA2.1.11 show the results of the context analysis for math.  

Exhibit OA2.1.9

Math Context Analysis K-4
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
7%

Test-like
10%

Classroom
83%
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Exhibit OA2.1.10

Math Context Analysis 5-8
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
14%

Classroom
86%

Exhibit OA2.1.11

Math Context Analysis 9-12
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Classroom
96%

Meaningful Writing
4%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.9, OA2.1.10, and OA2.1.11:

• In grades K-8, 83 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activity.  That is, they were unlikely to 
occur outside a classroom setting.  This falls short of the expectation expressed in Board Policy 
2120, which requires the improvement of instructional practices.  Test-like contexts occurred in 
10 percent of artifacts.  Real World/Simulated Real World contexts occurred in seven percent 
of artifacts.  Meaningful Writing was not present in any of the artifacts presented to auditors.

• In grades 5-8, 86 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activities.  The remaining 14 percent 
were Real World in nature.  Meaningful Writing and Test-Like contexts were not present in 
artifacts presented to auditors.
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• In grades 9-12, 96 percent of artifacts were Classroom Activities.  Meaningful Writing occurred 
in four percent of artifacts.  Real-World and Test-like contexts were not present in artifacts 
presented to auditors.

• Given the emphasis the Common Core State Standards place on the ability not just to solve 
math problems but to explain in writing how the answer was arrived at or how the student 
knows an answer is correct, the proportion of meaningful writing seems low overall, occurring 
in just one percent of artifacts across all grade levels.

Exhibits OA2.1.12, OA2.1.13, and OA2.1.14 show the results of the context analysis for science.  

Exhibit OA2.1.12

Science Context Analysis K-4
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
50%

Test-like
6%

Classroom
44%

Exhibit OA2.1.13

Science Context Analysis 5-8
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
38%

Test-like
8%

Classroom
54%
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Exhibit OA2.1.14

Science Context Analysis 9-12
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
29%

Test-like
6%Classroom

59%

Meaningful Writing
6%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.12, OA2.1.13, and OA2.1.14:

• In grades K-4, 50 percent of science artifacts were of a Real World nature.  Classroom Activities 
occurred in 44 percent of artifacts, and Test-like contexts occurred in six percent of artifacts.  
None of the artifacts presented to auditors contained Meaningful Writing.

• In grades 5-8, 38 percent of artifacts were Real World contexts.  Classroom Activities comprised 
54 percent of artifacts, and Test-like contexts comprised eight percent of artifacts.  None of the 
artifacts presented to auditors utilized Meaningful Writing as a context.

• In grades 9-12, 29 percent of artifacts were of a Real World nature.  Classroom Activities 
occurred in 59 percent of artifacts, and Test-like contexts occurred in six percent of artifacts.  
Meaningful Writing occurred in six percent of artifacts at this grade level.

• Science is a content area that lends itself well to Real World contexts, which has the benefit of 
increasing engagement for students of all ability levels.  Auditors would expect to see increased 
levels of Real,World contexts, and, in fact, they do appear here.

• Meaningful Writing occurred in only two percent of artifacts across grade levels, all of that 
occurring in grades 9-12.  While science is not comprehensively covered by the Common Core 
State Standards, the ability to read, comprehend, and write competently about science and 
history is delineated as one of the key expectations of the Core in language arts.  Consequently, 
it is highly likely that articles of a scientific nature will occur on exams like PARCC; indeed, 
one of PARCC’s released items deals extensively with DNA fingerprinting.  It will, therefore, 
become of critical importance that students have opportunities to practice this type of writing 
prior to encountering it on the test.
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Exhibits OA2.1.15, OA2.1.16, and OA2.1.17 show the results of the context analysis for social studies.

Exhibit OA2.1.15

Social Studies Context Analysis K-4
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
17%

Test-like
8%

Classroom
58%

Meaningful 
Writing

17%

Exhibit OA2.1.16

Social Studies Context Analysis 5-8
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Real World
17%

Test-like
25%

Classroom
50%

Meaningful 
Writing

8%



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 130

Exhibit OA2.1.17

Social Studies Context Analysis 9-12
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Classroom
86%

Meaningful 
Writing

14%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.15, OA2.1.16, and OA2.1.17:

• In grades K-4, 17 percent of artifacts were Real World or Simulated Real World.  Test-like 
contexts occurred in eight percent of artifacts, and Classroom Activities occurred in 58 percent 
of artifacts.  Meaningful Writing occurred in 17 percent of artifacts.

• Sample size from grades 5-8 was small; care should be taken when drawing conclusions about 
the nature of artifacts at this grade level.  In grades 5-8, 17 percent of artifacts employed Real 
World contexts.  Classroom Activities comprised 50 percent of contexts, and Test-like contexts 
comprised 25 percent.  Meaningful Writing contexts occurred in eight percent of artifacts.

• Sample size for grades 9-12 was small; care should be taken when drawing conclusion about 
the nature of artifacts at this grade level.  In grades 9-12, 86 percent of the contexts in artifacts 
were Classroom Activities.  The remaining 14 percent were Meaningful Writing.  None of the 
artifacts presented to auditors employed  Real World or Test-like contexts

• Meaningful Writing appeared in 14 percent of artifacts across all grade levels, with the majority 
of that occurring in grades K-4.  Given the Common Core’s emphasis on non-fiction, particularly 
non-fiction dealing with history and science, students will need to have ample opportunity to 
practice reading and writing from historical texts.  Auditors did note that the 9-12 artifacts 
utilized original source documents extensively and did require a certain level of analysis when 
reading those documents.  It may be that students do engage in writing of an extended nature 
using such documents and that artifact collection simply occurred on a day when only shorter 
writing tasks were being employed.

Overall, auditors noted that Classroom Activities made up the majority of the contexts present in student 
work artifacts.  Since Real World/Simulated Real World contexts and Meaningful Writing contexts 
tend to promote greater cognitive engagement for students, and since writing—particularly non-fiction 
writing—is heavily emphasized by the Common Core, the preponderance of Classroom Activities may 
not fulfill the district’s desire to maximize student academic improvement in coming exams.
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Grade 1 solving math riddles allows for differentiated instruction and higher order thinking

Context and PARCC

Context must be carefully considered with regard to how students are going to be assessed on state-
mandated tests.  The method by which mastery of the content must be demonstrated by the student 
becomes of paramount importance to districts wishing to improve test scores.  A multiple choice question 
differs greatly from an essay question; assessments taken online are different from those requiring 
bubble sheets and pencils.  A problem requiring a single operation to reach the answer is different from 
a problem requiring multiple steps.  And simply giving an answer is different than explaining how 
you arrived at that answer.  The doctrine of “No Surprises” dictates that students be prepared ahead of 
time for the contexts they will likely encounter on state and national assessments.  In order to know 
what those contexts will be, districts must access released items from the assessments given in their 
state.  In Ohio, the PARCC tests will be implemented in 2015.  In order to prepare students for these 
assessments, the district will need to access released items and analyze them for context so that students 
may practice these situations prior to the assessments.  Auditors have provided a sample analysis in this 
section to assist the district in this task.  PARCC does not always identify the standards being assessed 
by the released items; standards marked with an asterisk (*) are those determined by the auditors as 
the ones likely to be assessed by the item in question.  Auditors noted that a number of items required 
levels of proficiency with computers, particularly with word processing skills.  Auditors also noted that 
many items assessed several areas at once, and items frequently were strung together so that students 
were required to remember what they had done previously in a particular section in order to complete 
subsequent sections.  Additionally, the texts being analyzed were somewhat long.  It is unclear from 
PARCC’s informational materials whether they will use such long pieces (some novel-length) in the 
actual assessments.  Exhibit OA2.1.18 shows a sample task analysis for some of the released items from 
PARCC.
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Exhibit OA2.1.18

Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  
PARCC Assessment

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Common Core 
Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

*6.RL.1 Cite textual 
evidence to support 
analysis of what the 
text says explicitly 
as well as inferences 
drawn from the text.

*6.RL.2 Determine a 
theme or central idea 
of a text and how it 
is conveyed through 
particular details; 
provide a summary of 
the text distinct from 
personal opinions or 
judgments.

*6.W.3 Write 
narratives to develop 
real or imagined 
experiences or events 
using effective 
technique, relevant 
descriptive details, and 
well-structured event 
sequences.   
a.  Engage and 
orient the reader by 
establishing a context 
and introducing 
a narrator and/or 
characters; organize 
an event sequence 
that unfolds naturally 
and logically.  
b.  Use narrative 
techniques, such as 
dialogue, pacing, and 
description, to develop 
experiences, events, 
and/or characters.

Julie of the Wolves 
by Jean Craighead 
George

Part A:

Choose one word that 
describes Miyax based on 
evidence from the text.  
There is more than one 
correct choice listed below.

a. reckless
b. lively
c. imaginative*
d. observant*
e. impatient
f. confident

Part B:

Drag and drop two details 
from the passage that 
support your response to 
Part A into the box labeled 
“Supporting Details.”

Prototype Item:

In the passage, the author 
developed a strong character 
named Miyax.  Think about 
Miyax and the details the 
author used to create that 
character.  The passage ends 
with Miyax waiting for the 
black wolf to look at her.

Write an original story to 
continue where the passage 
ended.  In your story, be sure 
to use what you have learned 
about the character Miyax 
as you tell what happens to 
her next.

In order to demonstrate mastery 
of this item, students will need 
to:
• Read and comprehend 

a novel written at 
approximately a 5.8 reading 
level;

• Make inferences based on 
textual evidence as to the 
main character’s nature; be 
capable of identifying details 
from the text that support 
characterization analysis;

• Be sufficiently familiar with 
multiple choice questions to 
select competently from a 
series of possible answers;

• Be sufficiently competent in 
mouse and/or keyboarding 
skills to be able to correctly 
select the appropriate 
response, and drag/drop it 
into the appropriate boxes.
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Exhibit OA2.1.18 (continued)
Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  

PARCC Assessment
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Common Core 

Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

(continued)

c.  Use a variety of 
transition words, 
phrases, and clauses to 
convey sequence and 
signal shifts from one 
time frame or setting to 
another.   
d.  Use precise words 
and phrases, relevant 
descriptive details, 
and sensory language 
to convey experiences 
and events.   
e.  Provide a 
conclusion that follows 
from the narrated 
experiences or events.

*6.W.4 Produce 
clear and coherent 
writing in which 
the development, 
organization, and 
style are appropriate 
to task, purpose, and 
audience.  (Grade-
specific expectations 
for writing types are 
defined in standards 
1–3 above.)

*6.W.6 Use 
technology, including 
the Internet, to produce 
and publish writing 
as well as to interact 
and collaborate with 
others; demonstrate 
sufficient command 
of keyboarding skills 
to type a minimum of 
three pages in a single 
sitting.

(continued)

• Have sufficient command of 
the details of the story to be 
able to write an original story 
picking up where the original 
left off;

• Write with clarity and 
specificity in a way that 
demonstrates familiarity with 
the text but is also original;

• Use common conventions 
of grammar and usage, 
punctuation, etc.;

• Be competent enough at 
keyboarding to be able 
to type a short story to 
completion within the time 
allotted.
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Exhibit OA2.1.18 (continued)
Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  

PARCC Assessment
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Common Core 

Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

*9-10.RST.1 Cite 
specific textual 
evidence to support 
analysis of science 
and technical texts, 
attending to the precise 
details of explanations 
or descriptions.

*9-10.RST.2 
Determine the central 
ideas or conclusions 
of a text; trace the 
text’s explanation or 
depiction of a complex 
process, phenomenon, 
or concept; provide an 
accurate summary of 
the text.

*9-10.RST.3 Follow 
precisely a complex 
multistep procedure 
when carrying out 
experiments, taking 
measurements, or 
performing technical 
tasks, attending 
to special cases or 
exceptions defined in 
the text.

Article  DNA 
Fingerprinting

Note: the actual 
article is not provided 
as part of the released 
item, so it is not 
possible to assess the 
reading difficulty, 
technical language, 
or complexity of 
the text.  It is the 
expectation of 
PARCC that these 
sorts of texts will 
actually be used in 
science and social 
studies classrooms, 
as opposed to 
language arts.  The 
expectation is that 
students will do 
approximately 70% 
informational text 
versus 30% literary 
text total, but that the 
classroom split for 
language arts will 
be closer to 50/50.  
This will require 
careful horizontal 
coordination between 
courses to ensure that 
articles of sufficient 
complexity are 
being used and that 
students are taught 
the skills necessary 
to comprehend them 
and conduct analysis 
of the text as well as 
to write competently 
about them in a test 
setting.

1A: Which three terms does 
the author use to refer to 
“DNA fingerprint” that help 
clarify the meaning of the 
term?

a. “genetic photograph”*
b. “science of genetics”
c. “individual crop 

varieties”
d. “radioactive probes”
e. “pattern unique to the 

organism”*
f. “desirable new traits”
g. “genetic blueprint”*

2A:  According to the 
information in paragraph 1, 
how is solving crop crimes 
similar to solving high-
profile murder cases?

a. Solving crop crimes 
uses the science of 
human fingerprint 
analysis to examine 
evidence.

b. Solving crop crimes 
uses genetic material 
inside the cells of living 
things to examine 
evidence.*

c. Solving crop crimes 
uses specialized 
computers at crime 
scenes to examine 
evidence.

d. Solving crop crimes 
uses information about 
the general appearance 
of living things to 
examine evidence.

In order to demonstrate mastery, 
students will need to:
• Be capable of reading and 

comprehending an unfamiliar 
piece of informational 
text, in this case an article 
about DNA fingerprinting, 
which contains technical 
vocabulary specific to the 
field of science.

• Be able to select from among 
responses when more than 
one may be correct, without 
any prompting or prior 
understanding that there is 
no one right answer.

• Be sufficiently computer 
literate to be able to select 
portions of text and drag 
and drop them into the 
appropriate boxes.

• Be capable of selecting 
correctly from a list of steps 
and sequencing the selected 
steps in the appropriate 
order.
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Exhibit OA2.1.18 (continued)
Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  

PARCC Assessment
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Common Core 

Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

(continued)

2B:  Which detail from the 
article best supports the 
answer to Part A?

a. “Several organizations 
have started offering 
DNA testing to the 
North American plan 
breeding and seed 
industry.”

b. “…the test will be 
used by plant breeders 
and research scientists 
to identify important 
genes.”

c. “…DNA fingerprints 
will make it 
possible for police 
investigators or 
researchers to 
pinpoint specific plant 
traits and accurately 
identify seed 
varieties.”*

d. “Easy to use DNA 
test kits for certain 
crops should be on 
the market within the 
next few years.”

Complete the diagram below 
by choosing and correctly 
sequencing the steps of 
the process of developing 
a DNA fingerprint, as 
described in the text.  Drag 
and drop each selected step 
into the appropriate box.  
Not all steps will be used.  
[Unable to reproduce:  a 
table with seven steps.  
Students must both select the 
5 correct steps and sequence 
them properly.]
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Exhibit OA2.1.18 (continued)
Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  

PARCC Assessment
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Common Core 

Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

3.NF.1 Understand 
a fraction 1/b as the 
quantity formed by 1 
part when a whole is 
partitioned into equal 
parts; understand a 
fraction a/b as the 
quantity formed by a 
parts of size 1/b.

3.MP.2 Reason 
abstractly and 
quantitatively.

3.MP.7  Look for and 
make use of structure.

N/A Part A

A farmer plants 3/4 of the 
field with soybeans.

Drag the soybean to the field 
as many times as needed 
to show the fraction of the 
field that is planted with 
soybeans.

Farmer’s Field

 Part B

Type a fraction different 
than 3/4 in the boxes that 
also represents the fractional 
part of the farmer’s field that 
is planted with soybeans.

3
4 =

Explain why the two 
fractions above are equal.  

Of note here is that the item is a 
fairly standard fraction question, 
but the computer-based context 
is entirely different from 
that encountered on a paper 
and pencil test.  In order to 
demonstrate mastery of this 
item, students will need to:
• Understand whole and part.
• Know how to determine 

3/4ths of a given number.
• Represent a fraction 

pictorially.
• Be able to drag and drop an 

item to an intended location.
• Understand that the “reset” 

link will allow them to undo 
their answer if they have 
incorrectly represented 
the fraction called for (not 
shown in this table, but on 
PARCC sample item).

• Understand equivalent 
fractions.

• Be able to determine an 
equivalent fraction from the 
information given.  

• Be able to type a fraction 
into the given boxes 
correctly, with the 
numerator and denominator 
appropriately placed.

• Be able to explain why 
equivalent fractions are the 
same.

• Be sufficiently competent 
with keyboarding to be able 
to correctly type a response 
in the given box.

• Be capable of using a mouse 
to move the cursor to the 
appropriate place to type the 
response.
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Exhibit OA2.1.18 (continued)
Language Arts and Math Sample Assessment Items  

PARCC Assessment
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014
Common Core 

Standard Assessed Stimulus Text Assessment Prompt Analysis

6.EE.7: Solve 
real-world and 
mathematical problems 
by writing and solving 
equations of the form x 
+ p = q and px = q for 
cases in which p, q and 
x are all nonnegative 
rational numbers.  

N/A Kelvin ran a race at an 
average speed of v meters 
per second.  He finished the 
race in 12.5 seconds.  

Part A

Use the drop-down menus 
to complete an equation that 
can be used to find v.

Part B

What was Kelvin’s average 
running speed in meters per 
second?

To demonstrate mastery of this 
item, students must:
• Be able to read and 

comprehend a word problem, 
using the text to determine 
the various parts of the 
equation called for and the 
order in which they must be 
combined.

• Understand how to formulate 
an equation that will solve 
for the variable.

• Be capable of using a drop-
down menu to select the 
appropriate responses.

• Solve the generated equation 
to determine the value of the 
variable.

8.G.7: Apply the 
Pythagorean Theorem 
to determine unknown 
side lengths in right 
triangles in real-world 
and mathematical 
problems in two and 
three dimensions.

N/A A right circular cone is 
shown in the figure.  Point 
A is the vertex of the cone 
and Point B lies on the base 
of the circumference of the 
cone.

The cone has a height of 24 
units and a diameter of 20 
units.  What is the distance 
from Point A to Point B? 

____________ units

Most notable about this item 
is that it is a write-in response 
rather than a multiple-choice 
question.  This means students 
will not be able to guess.  
Instead, to demonstrate mastery 
of this item, students will have 
to:
• Recall, understand and apply 

the Pythagorean Theorem 
to find the unknown side 
lengths.

• Be able to express the answer 
in either a whole number or 
an irrational number to three 
decimal places as necessary.

While it is not possible to determine every context possible on the PARCC exams, released items give 
districts a glimpse of what their students will need to have experienced before encountering it on the 
test.  To that end, the auditors noted the following from Exhibit OA2.1.18:

• While there were a number of traditional multiple-choice questions among the released items, 
many items were far more interactive, requiring dragging and dropping, sequencing, scrolling, 
highlighting and other means of indicating comprehension.
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• Math items in particular included a number of instances where students had to write to explain 
how they arrived at an answer or how they knew an answer was correct.

• Word problems figured heavily in math items.

• In ELA items, students had to both select answers and support their answers using details from 
the text.

• Informational texts, particularly those in the upper grades, included highly technical vocabulary, 
which students would need exposure to prior to encountering it on a test.  There is an underlying 
assumption to these items that this familiarity will be acquired in subject specific courses such 
as history and science.

• Computer skills permeated the items.  Almost every item presumed a familiarity with web-
based features such as selecting text, locating links to redo something, dragging and dropping, 
and moving the cursor to the appropriate location.  Keyboarding skills become more and more 
critical as children move up the grades.  Without such skills, it is unlikely students will be able 
to complete tests in the time allotted.

In determining context alignment, it would be necessary to examine student work artifacts to ascertain 
whether the contexts likely to be on the PARCC tests are also appearing in student work artifacts so 
that students are able to practice them prior to the exams.  Auditors noted that some of the contexts 
from the PARCC released items appear in student work artifacts, in particular multiple choice items 
in both language arts and math and word problems in math.  However, other contexts such as space 
to explain how math answers were arrived at or to justify an answer, were not present in the collected 
artifacts.  Auditors did note several instances in ELA artifacts where students had to analyze literature 
for themes or characterization and provide supporting details.  It is not possible to determine from 
collected artifacts how well the district is preparing students for the computer-based nature of the tests 
since all the artifacts were paper and pencil in nature, but clearly the ability to practice these types of 
contexts prior to the PARCC exams would be of great benefit to students.

Cognitive Type Analysis

Cognitive Type is an indicator of the sort of thinking required to carry out a given task and is the 
third dimension of alignment.  Auditors expect the cognitive types of the written, taught, and tested 
curriculum to be congruent so that students are not surprised by any of the cognitive demands placed on 
them in high stakes testing situations.  The various assignments and activities collected in classrooms 
across the district should reveal a range of cognitive demands, so that students have ample opportunity 
to practice the cognitive skills they will need to be successful on national, state, and local assessments.  
A major attribute of the Common Core State Standards is to move children away from simple recall 
toward higher-order thinking skills, and this will naturally affect the cognitive demands of assessments 
like PARCC.  Additionally, there is a strong body of research showing that students who are the lowest 
performing improve dramatically when they are engaged in problem solving, critical thinking, and 
decision-making activities.  In the simplest terms, the more students are asked to do cognitively, the 
more they achieve.  Districts wishing to improve student performance seek to challenge their students 
with cognitively rigorous instruction.
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To perform an analysis of cognitive type, auditors used the framework based on the original Bloom’s 
taxonomy of cognitive domains, as presented in Exhibit OA2.1.19.

Exhibit OA2.1.19

Description of Cognitive Types in Bloom’s New Taxonomy

Cognitive 
Domain Definition of Type Additional Clarification 

Comments

Knowing

Includes those behaviors and test 
situations that emphasize remembering, 
either by recognition or recall of ideas, 
material, or phenomena.

Ranges from the specific and 
relatively concrete to the more 
complex and abstract, including 
interrelations and patterns in which 
information can be organized and 
structured.  Remembering is the 
dominant psychological process.

Understanding

When confronted with written or oral 
communications, the student is expected 
to know what is being communicated 
and how to make some use of the 
materials or ideas contained in it.

Three types: translation, 
interpretation, extrapolation.  
Emphasis is on grasping the meaning 
and intent of the material.

Applying

Student must be able to apply 
comprehension without prompting 
in a situation new to the student.  
Requires transfer of knowledge and 
comprehension to a real situation.

Emphasis is on remembering 
and bringing to bear upon a new 
situation.

Analyzing

Student must break down into 
component parts, make explicit 
relationships between elements, 
recognize organizational principles of 
the structure, which holds the elements 
together as a whole.

Emphasizes breaking wholes into 
pieces and the ability to detect 
structure, relationships, organization.  

Creating
Putting together elements and parts 
to form a whole; to create pattern or 
structure not clearly there before.

Emphasis is on the creative ability of 
students within a given framework.  
Must draw on elements from many 
sources.  Should yield a product.

Evaluating
Making judgments about values for 
some purpose; ideas, works, solutions, 
methods, materials, etc.

Involves the use of criteria as 
standards for appraising the degree 
to which something is effective, 
accurate, satisfying.  May be 
quantitative or qualitative.  Not 
merely opinions; must have salient 
criteria as its basis.

In order to analyze the cognitive types of the various artifacts collected, a procedure similar to that 
used for Objective Contexts was utilized to construct a simple percentage chart.  The auditors recorded 
the cognitive type of each artifact and used those totals, divided by the total number of artifacts, to 
determine the percentage of each.  Data were organized by content area and then analyzed by school 
grade levels K-4, 5-8, and 9-12.  Exhibits OA2.1.20, OA2.1.21, and OA2.1.22 show the cognitive 
distribution for language arts.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 140

Exhibit OA2.1.20

Language Arts Grades K-4  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
15%

Understanding
58%

Applying
11%

Analyzing
9%

Creating
7%

Exhibit OA2.1.21

Language Arts Grades 5-8  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
17%

Understanding
29%

Applying
17%

Analyzing
21%

Creating
16%
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Exhibit OA2.1.22

Language Arts Grades 9-12  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Understanding
20%

Analyzing
20%

Creating
40%

Evaluating
20%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.20, OA2.1.21, and OA2.1.22:

• In grades K-4, the majority of artifacts required Understanding (58 percent), Knowing (15 
percent), or Applying (11 percent).  These provide the lowest cognitive demand for students.  
Higher order thinking skills such as Analyzing and Creating comprised 16 percent of artifacts.  
None of the artifacts required Evaluating.  

• Auditors would expect to see more lower-level tasks at lower grades because of the vast amount 
of information students are assimilating, but since many of the Common Core exams require 
higher order thinking skills, auditors would also expect to see tasks that reflect the wording 
of the Common Core standards.  For example:  in grade 4, students are required to “Describe 
in depth a character…drawing on specific details in the text (4.RL.3).  Artifacts from grade 
4 explicitly referenced the standard by requiring students to locate details in the text before 
formulating a description of a character.  This is a standard that requires only comprehension 
(Understanding), so the artifact was cognitively aligned to the standard.

• In grades 5-8, the sample size was extremely small for some grade levels and did not include 
any artifacts from grade 8.  It is not possible to draw conclusions about the cognitive demands 
of artifacts from most of these grade levels; it is only possible to get a glimpse of what went on 
during one class on one day.  In this snapshot, 63 percent of the collected artifacts were either 
Knowing, Understanding, or Applying, the lowest levels of cognitive demand.  The highest 
levels of cognitive demand, Analyzing and Creating, comprised 37 percent of artifacts.  

• In grades 9-12, 20 percent of the artifacts were at the lower levels of cognitive demand 
(Understanding) while 80 percent of artifacts were at the highest levels of cognitive demand:  
Analyzing, Creating, Evaluating.  

• In general, the distribution of artifacts utilizing higher order thinking skills increased with grade 
levels.  The higher the grade level, the more cognitively demanding the artifacts presented to 
auditors.
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• Auditors noted that the best artifacts included several cognitive types in their task demands.  In 
one high school artifact, students needed to read a series of articles (Knowing/Understanding), 
formulate a position on an issue (Analyzing, Evaluating), and write a paper elucidating their 
position, providing evidence and refutation for opposing views (Analyzing, Evaluating, 
Creating).

Exhibits OA2.1.23, OA2.1.24, and OA2.1.25 show the level of cognitive demand for mathematics.

Exhibit OA2.1.23

Mathematics Grades K-4  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
56%

Understanding
38%

Applying
6%

Exhibit OA2.1.24

Mathematics Grades 5-8  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Understanding
81%

Applying
13%

Analyzing
6%
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Exhibit OA2.1.25

Mathematics Grades 9-12  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Understanding
30%

Applying
60%

Analyzing
10%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.23, OA2.1.24, and OA2.1.25:

• In grades K-4, 100 percent of artifacts were at the three lowest levels of cognitive demand.  
To some extent this is to be expected since the primary grades focus heavily on the math facts 
necessary to add, subtract, multiply, and divide fluently.  However, auditors would expect to 
see some real world contexts, which would bring both authenticity and higher order thinking 
skills to student math practice.  This does not mean that these types of thinking skills and 
contexts are not present in artifacts, only that the ones presented to auditors did not possess 
those characteristics.

• In grades 5-8, 94 percent of artifacts were at the Understanding level (comprehension) or 
Applying level, the lowest areas of cognitive rigor.  Of the remaining artifacts, six percent were 
Analyzing, one of the highest levels of cognitive demand.  It should be noted that the sample 
size for grades 5 and 7 was extremely small.  It is not possible to make valid inferences about 
the cognitive demands of artifacts at this level, merely to get a snapshot of what was occurring 
in one class on one day.  

• In grades 9-12, 30 percent of artifacts were at the Understanding level, and 60 percent were 
at the Applying level.  Only 10 percent of artifacts contained any higher order thinking skills.  

• Auditors noted that the best artifacts included multiple cognitive demands.  One from 
grade 6 required students to explain the steps for finding mean, median, mode, and range 
(Understanding); complete the operation using data collected from other students in class 
(Applying); and analyze the collected data, using a variety of lenses (Analyzing).
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Exhibits OA2.1.26, OA2.1.27, and OA2.1.28 show the level of cognitive demand for social studies.

Exhibit OA2.1.26

Social Studies Grades K-4  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
33%

Understanding
33%

Applying
20%

Analyzing
7%

Creating
7%

Exhibit OA2.1.27

Social Studies Grades 5-8  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
36%

Understanding
61%

Evaluating
3%
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Exhibit OA2.1.28

Social Studies Grades 9-12  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Understanding
60%

Applying
6%

Analyzing
11%

Creating
17%

Evaluating
6%

The following may be noted from Exhibits OA2.1.26, OA2.1.27 and OA2.1.28:

• The overwhelming majority of social studies Artifacts at all grade levels were at the three 
lowest levels of cognitive rigor:  Knowing, Understanding, and Application.

• In K-4, 86 percent of artifacts were of the lowest cognitive demand.  In grades 9-12, which 
comprised three high-school level courses (U.S. History, U.S. Government, and Modern World 
History) 66 percent of artifacts were at the lowest cognitive levels.  In grades 5-8, 97 percent 
of artifacts were at the lowest levels.  

• Auditors noted that many artifacts were fill-in-the-blank in nature, which required little or no 
engagement beyond demonstrating an ability to recall facts.  This was prevalent even at upper 
grade levels, where the Common Core assumes students will practice analyzing informational 
texts in courses other than language arts.  In fact, Analyzing and Evaluating, which are key 
features of the Common Core standards for Informational Texts, were only present in 17 
percent of artifacts from grades 9-12.

• Some artifacts in grades 5-8 were teacher-made assessments.  These were entirely composed 
of multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank, and short answer questions, which only required that 
students memorize facts and be capable of repeating them.

• Auditors noted that only one artifact from grade 6 was keyed to the Common Core Reading 
Informational Texts standard.  
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Exhibits OA2.1.29, OA2.1.30, and OA2.1.31 show the level of cognitive demand for science.

Exhibit OA2.1.29

Science Grades K-4  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Understanding
75%

Applying
19%

Creating
6%

Exhibit OA2.1.30

Science Grades 5-8  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
9%

Understanding
68%

Applying
12%

Analyzing
2%

Creating
7%

Evaluating
2%
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Exhibit OA2.1.31

Science Grades 9-12  
Cognitive Type Analysis
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Knowing
11%

Understanding
57%

Applying
21%

Analyzing
8%

Creating
3%

Exhibits OA2.1.29, OA2.1.30, and OA2.1.31 show the following:

• Sample sizes for most grade levels in science were very small; observations about cognitive 
demand are snapshot in nature and not necessarily indicative of persistent patterns.

• In grades K-4, the greatest proportion of artifacts (94 percent) were at the three lowest levels of 
cognitive demand—Knowing, Understanding, Applying.  Given the need to introduce so much 
information at the primary levels, this is to some extent expected.  However, only six percent 
of artifacts employed higher-order thinking skills (Creating).

• In grades 5-8, 89 percent of artifacts were at the lowest levels of cognition.  Eleven (11) percent 
were Creating, Analyzing, and Evaluating higher order thinking skills.

• In grades 9-12, 89 percent of artifacts were at the three lowest levels of cognitive demand.  
Eleven (11) percent were Analyzing or Creating, higher-order thinking skills.

• Given the procedural nature of science, artifacts often fall at the level of Understanding; it is 
in the interpretation of results that Analyzing and Evaluating come into play.  Auditors noted 
that, overall, Analyzing occurred in four percent of artifacts across all grade levels.  Evaluating 
occurred even less frequently (one half of one percent of the time across all grade levels).

• Some of the best artifacts utilized real world objects and scenarios to help students understand 
concepts.  One grade 3 artifact had students “mine” for chocolate chips in a cookie.  After 
their “mining” was complete, they drew conclusions about how mining might affect the earth.  
Other artifacts spanned multiple thinking skills.  One grade 8 artifact had students design and 
build an earthquake-safe house.  Students had to select the materials (Applying), construct 
the model (Creating), simulate the earthquake (Applying), then repair and improve the model 
(Analyzing, Creating) and retest the changes (Applying).  They then had to present the model 
to the class and tell how they built and changed it before testing it again and noting how well 
it did (Evaluation).  An artifact from Chemistry required students to solve a possible murder 
and identify victims from a plane crash using the chemicals found on or in them (Analyzing, 



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 148

Applying).  After completing their identifications, they must identify the likely murder victim 
using deductive reasoning (Analyzing), identify the person most likely to have committed the 
murder (Analyzing), and use the chemical evidence to identify a substance found at the crash 
(Applying, Analyzing)

Overall, auditors noted that the level of cognitive demand in the majority of student work artifacts tended 
to be in the three lowest areas—Knowing, Understanding, and Applying.  This tendency was most 
strongly marked in math, social studies, and science.  Higher order thinking skills such as Analyzing, 
Creating, and Evaluating were somewhat more in evidence in language arts artifacts.  

Optional Area 2 Finding 2:  Expectations for curriculum delivery do not provide clear and 
consistent direction for instructional practices.  Teacher reports of training and use of effective 
practices were not manifested during classroom observations.

The effective delivery of curriculum is a key determinant of a district’s capacity to impact student 
achievement.  Effective delivery of curriculum begins with well-written curriculum guides that identify 
district priorities and goals for student learning.  In an effective school system, leadership will establish 
explicit expectations regarding the nature and quality of instruction, communicate those expectations 
to teachers, monitor classroom activities to ensure teaching meets those expectations, analyze data 
generated during observations, and use those data to modify curriculum and instruction.

Diversifying teaching methods promotes student growth, combats student boredom, and addresses 
diverse student learning styles and needs.  In order to best meet the instructional needs of students 
with varying academic skills, language backgrounds, learning preferences, and levels of engagement, 
teachers must know and apply a wide variety of instructional techniques.

Overall, the auditors found unclear communication of expectations for curriculum delivery in district 
policy, district-produced written documents.  They found some evidence of district expectations in 
professional development initiatives.  They found expectations for instruction most clearly expressed 
in the protocol for informal classroom walkthrough observations (McREL Power Walkthrough) and the 
rubric for the new Ohio Teacher Evaluation System (OTES).  Data collected during brief classroom 
observations showed little match with district expectations for instruction, use of technology, and 
student levels of cognition.  Furthermore, the auditors found a gap between what teachers reported 
knowing and doing and what was observed during classroom walk-throughs by the on-site auditor (see 
Core Area 10).

Board policy addressed expectations for instruction and delivery of the curriculum in the following:

• Board Policy 2110: Statement of Philosophy (August 2007) alluded to the need for high quality 
instruction in order to produce graduates able to make “effective, rational, responsible or ethical 
choices…[in solving] personal, social and economic problems.”  It stated that these “thought 
and action process[es]” are teachable and the district was “committed to making adequate 
provision for such opportunities and to the application of these processes.” 

• Board Policy 2120: School Improvement (June 2011) gave the board’s endorsement to the Ohio 
Department of Education’s efforts to “improve instructional practice and make and sustain 
significant improvement in student performance.”

• Board Policy 2132: Educational Process Goals (August 2007) stated that board policies 
would be adopted that “authorize and encourage” instruction to prepare students for the future, 
“specialized and individualized kinds of educational experiences to meet the different needs of 
students,” productive individual and group work by students, and “efficient and effective use 
of educational resources.”
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• Board Policy 2210: Curriculum Development (August 2007) directed that the district’s 
curriculum would allow for differing learner needs.  It did not, however, set expectations for 
delivery of the curriculum.

• Administrative Guideline 2210D:  Premises about learning (2007) consisted of a list of beliefs 
to be used in guiding design or revision of programs and gave “recommended teaching…
strategies.” It referred to development of knowledge, skills, and attitudes and indirectly to 
use of different levels of cognition by students, as well as different ways of demonstrating 
acquisition of learning.

Job descriptions gave little insight into the district’s expectations for instructional practice or monitoring 
that practice.  References included the following:

• The Superintendent job description expects the Superintendent to “provide overall direction 
for the curriculum and staff development,” “develop programs, procedures and regulations to 
meet specific needs of the educational system,” and “coordinate [the] educational program and 
provide leadership in its development and improvement.”

• The Director of Professional Development and Instruction job description places the director 
in charge of curriculum design, professional development, and instruction.  This individual 
was to “establish and direct effective instructional services,” ensuring students “the richest 
educational experience” possible.  

• The Director of Pupil Services job description includes the requirement to assist teachers in 
modifying instructional strategies as needed.

• The Principals’ job descriptions made no reference whatsoever to responsibilities for monitoring 
teacher use of effective instructional practices or academic rigor.  

• The Instructional Software and Support Technician job description includes a responsibility to 
model effective instructional practices relative to technology.

• All Teachers’ job descriptions, including classroom teachers and specialists, stated they were to 
“use research-based practices.” However, none of those job descriptions gave specifics.

Other documents that provided insight into instructional expectations included the following:

• District Vision, Mission, and Belief Statements did not specifically state that students were 
to engage in learning that regularly involved use of varied levels of cognition and knowledge 
processes or that their learning experiences were to incorporate a variety of research-based 
effective instructional strategies.  The Vision statement referred to preparation of all students 
for success; by implication, this would require differentiation of instruction and instructional 
strategies to ensure the success of students in all subgroups, as well as development of higher 
order thinking skills and knowledge processes.  The Mission statement referred to “student 
success.”  One measure of success in Ohio public schools was proficiency as demonstrated 
through performance on state and national student assessment measures.  Finally, the Belief 
statements mentioned “quality educational opportunities.” By implication, this would refer to 
teachers and students using powerful, research-based teaching and learning strategies and best 
practices in use of technology, all with the foundation of a high quality curriculum.

• Brooklyn City Schools Strategic Planning Session (District Leadership Team, May 2014) 
described:

 ○ Goal #1:  Collaboration to apply “research-based instructional practices”;

 ▪ Strategy 1.a.i:  “model and observe research-based, best practices with other staff”;
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 ▪ Strategy 1.a.iv:  Identify and share “best practices” for a given grade level or content 
area;

 ○ Goal #2:  Integration of educational methods for “strengthening of critical thinking and 
problem solving”; 

 ▪ Strategy 2.b.: “Deepen and sustain existing programs and processes that incorporate 
critical thinking and problem solving”;

 ▫ Strategy 2.b.i:  Identify current number of trained staff;

 ▫ Strategy 2.b.ii:  Train more staff members;

 ▫ Strategy 2.b.iii:  “Communicate expectations to all staff.” 

• The Teacher Contract (Article 308.02) referred to walkthrough observations for “information 
on district technology use.” (Section B), but nothing for use of research-based instructional 
practices.

• The Teacher Performance Evaluation Rubric (ODE, undated) constituted one part of the 
teacher evaluation system used in Brooklyn City Schools.  Two sections in particular (Lesson 
Delivery and Differentiation) set the expectation that accomplished teachers would draw from 
a variety of appropriate instructional strategies and performance options in order to “develop 
high-level understanding.” 

• The Ohio Principal Performance Rating Rubric (ODE, undated) was used as one component 
of the principal evaluation system.  It set a standard of excellence in which principals would be 
guiding and expecting teacher implementation of effective instructional practices to meet the 
needs of a diverse student population.

• McREL Power Walkthrough protocol completed by administrators for the purposes of informal 
monitoring and feedback explicitly assessed use of a variety of research-based instructional 
strategies, types of cognition, arrangements of students during lessons and student behavior/
activities, teacher and student use of technology, use of AVID strategies, and student 
understanding of learning objectives.

• TBT 5-Step Process Protocol (2013) and the BLT to TBT Feedback Protocol (undated) referred 
to instructional rigor.

Recent professional development efforts also provided auditors with insight into district 
expectations for instruction.  For example, the Professional Development Day for the 2013-
14 academic year included sessions on: co-teaching, critical thinking, data analysis and use, 
differentiation of instruction, and formative assessment.  According to district administrators, 
other professional development had been in use of the 5-Step Process and AVID strategies.  

Brief classroom visits provided the auditors with a general impression of teaching practices used in the 
district across all grade levels.  The on-site auditor visited all three schools and nearly all classrooms 
in which instruction was occurring at the time of the visits.  All but three classrooms (all at the high 
school) were in the four core content areas (language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies).  
The validity of the auditor’s observations is dependent upon the assumption that what was observed 
during the sample time period was representative of a “typical” day.  During the visits, the auditor 
used a uniform observation protocol to record “snapshot” observations in 40 classrooms, collecting 
data on the following: predominant teacher and student activities, use of technology by students and/or 
teachers, levels of cognition and cognitive processes, and evidence of effective instructional strategies.
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Predominant Teacher and Student Behaviors

Exhibit OA2.2.1 lists and defines the teacher instructional and student learning behavior classifications 
noted during classroom visits.

Exhibit OA2.2.1

Instructional Activity Classifications

Teacher Instructional Behaviors
Direct 

Instruction
Refers to the teacher verbally leading the entire class through a learning activity, 
e.g., lecture, demonstration, overhead projector, or questions and answers.

Assisting
Refers to a teacher working with students in pairs, small lab groups, or individually 
about specific steps or actions the student(s) should use, not simply providing 
praise or feedback.

Small  
Group

Refers to a teacher working with a group of students that is less than approximately 
one-third of the number of students in the classroom.  Examples include reading 
groups, centers, or tutoring a small group.

Monitoring Refers to the teacher circulating about the classroom visually monitoring the 
students as they work.

At Desk Refers to the teacher seated at his/her desk without students, e.g., correcting papers, 
taking attendance, reading, or doing other paperwork or computer work.

Teacher 
Technology Refers to teacher use of technology.  May be active or passive use.

Giving  
Directions

Refers to teacher providing students with directions relative to the task at hand, one 
to which they are transitioning, or some other directions.

Student Learning Behaviors

Whole  
Group

Refers to students involved as a whole class in a common activity that could 
include receiving direct instruction, watching a movie, listening to a lecture, 
watching a demonstration, etc.

Small  
Group

Refers to students working with a group that is less than approximately one-third 
of the total number of students in the classroom.  Examples include reading groups, 
centers, students in groups trying to solve mathematical or science problems by 
deciphering information or analyzing data,  or the teacher tutoring a small group.

Lab/Hands-On
Refers to students actively involved in a laboratory experiment/investigation  or 
problem-solving activities, typically in pairs or small groups, with manipulatives or 
hands-on opportunities.

Seat Work
(Low rigor)

Refers to students working at their desks doing some type of paper and pencil 
exercise or prepared worksheet.

Individual 
Work/Products

Refers to students working individually on products demanding higher order 
thinking skills or individual products (e.g., creative writing)

Silent Reading Refers to at least two-thirds of the students in the class reading silently.
Watching  

Video
Refers to students passively watching some form of video; it may be as part of a 
lesson or in preparation for discussion or individual or group assignment.

Technology
Refers to class as a whole engaged in an activity using computers, graphing 
calculators, or other technical equipment or applications.  May be either passive or 
active use.

Off Task Refers to students off task.
Transition Refers to students moving from one activity to another or from one class to another.
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Teacher behaviors observed by the on-site auditor were categorized in accordance with the definitions in 
Exhibit OA2.2.1.  It is important to note that the auditor visited a relatively small number of classrooms 
due to the size of the district, and the segments of classroom instruction were brief in duration (two to 
five minutes).  In addition, the types of activities varied, depending on the time of day classrooms were 
visited.  The following exhibit shows the types and teacher activities observed district-wide.

Exhibit OA2.2.2

Dominant Teacher Behaviors Observed  
District-wide Percentages

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Direct 
instruction

47%

Assisting
15%

Small group
10%

Monitoring
15%

At desk
10%

Other
3%

During observations in all grades, kindergarten through grade 12, the following trends may be noted:

• The most typical teacher behavior was direct instruction (47 percent of classrooms).

• The next most common behaviors were monitoring students as they worked and assisting 
individuals or small groups of students (both at 15 percent).

• Teachers working with small groups or sitting at their desks while students worked was 
observed in 10 percent of classrooms each.

• Some other teacher behavior was seen in three percent of classrooms.

• The on-site auditor recorded no observation periods when teachers were predominantly giving 
directions.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 153

Auditors also determined the predominant student behaviors observed during classroom visits in 
kindergarten through grade 12.  These data are displayed in the following exhibit.

Exhibit OA2.2.3

Dominant Student Behaviors Observed  
District-wide Percentages

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Whole group
28%

Small group
10%Seat work 

(low rigor)
45%

Individual work 
or project

10%

Silent 
reading 

2%

Watching 
video
2%

Other 
3%

The following observations may be made about the data shown in Exhibit OA2.2.3:

• Low rigor seat work was seen in 45 percent of all classrooms.

• Whole groups participating in teacher-directed instruction were observed in 28 percent of 
classrooms.

• In 10 percent of classrooms each, the auditor observed students engaged in small group 
instruction or completing individual work or projects (e.g., writing).

• The auditor observed a small number of classrooms in which students were watching videos 
(two percent) or doing silent reading (two percent).

• They saw no evidence of students engaged in lab work or other forms of hands-on work.

In summary, at the point in time at which observational data were collected, the auditor saw teachers, 
for the most part, engaged in direct instruction, monitoring the class as a whole, or assisting individual 
students.  At those times, students were primarily engaged in doing low rigor seat work or participating 
in whole class instruction.
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Use of Technology 

During the same classroom visits, the auditor looked for evidence of teacher and student use of 
technology.  In both cases, they distinguished between passive use (e.g., students playing educational 
games, teachers using a smart board as a projector) and active use (e.g., students conducting research, 
teachers using a smart board to engage students in designing a graph based on data collected).  

Across all 40 classrooms visited, the on-site auditor saw five instances of students using technology; 
in three classrooms, computers were used passively as electronic readers or educational games, and in 
two classrooms, graphing calculators were used actively.  As to teacher use of technology, the auditor 
observed smart boards in use in 20 of the 40 classrooms.  In every instance, this technology was being 
used passively (e.g., projecting directions or a worksheet, showing a video).

Cognitive Processes and Levels of Knowledge

The auditors were asked to assess instructional rigor district-wide.  Consequently, during the classroom 
visits, the on-site auditor looked for evidence of students’ use of various cognitive processes and 
knowledge dimensions (Bloom’s Taxonomy).  The following classifications were used when looking 
for level of cognition and knowledge.  

Exhibit OA2.2.4

Cognitive Process and Knowledge Dimension Classifications

Cognitive Type Definition/Example

Remember
Locating or recalling knowledge in long-term memory that is consistent with 
presented material (e.g., Recognize or recall the dates of important events in 
U.S.  History).

Understand Construct meaning from instructional messages, including oral, written, and 
graphic communication.

Apply Carry out or use a procedure in a given situation independently (without 
teacher direction or assistance).

Analyze Break material into constituent parts, and determine how parts relate to one 
another and to an overall structure or purpose.

Evaluate Making judgments based on criteria and standards.
Create Develop a new product or point of view.

Knowledge 
Dimensions Definition/Example

Factual 
Knowledge

The basic elements students must know to be acquainted with a discipline or 
solve problems in it (e.g., technical vocabulary, musical symbols)

Conceptual 
Knowledge

The interrelationships among the basic elements within a larger structure that 
enable them to function together (e.g., periods of geologic time, Pythagorean 
theorem, law of supply and demand, etc.)

Procedural 
Knowledge

How to do something, methods of inquiry, and criteria for using skills, 
algorithms, techniques, and methods (e.g., painting with watercolors, whole-
number division, interviewing techniques, scientific method, etc.

Metacognitive 
Knowledge

Knowledge of cognition in general as well as awareness and knowledge of 
one’s own cognition (e.g., outlining as a means of capturing the structure of a 
unit of subject matter in a textbook, knowledge of the different types of tests, 
cognitive demands of different tasks, etc.)
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In the following exhibit, auditors display the frequency (in percentage of all classrooms) of the levels 
of cognition in use at the time of the auditor’s visit.

Exhibit OA2.2.5

Observed Types of Cognition District-wide  
By Percentage

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Create
3%

Remember
42%

Understand
21%

Apply
29%

Analyze
5%

The auditor was able to collect data on cognitive type in 38 of the 40 classrooms visited.  Based on the 
preceding, one may note:

• Remembering (42 percent) and understanding (21 percent) were observed in nearly two-thirds 
of the classrooms in which these data were collected.

• Application was observed in 29 percent of classrooms.

• Analyzing was seen in five percent of classrooms, evaluation in none, and creating in three 
percent of classrooms.

• Two of the three highest order levels of cognition were observed in three classrooms (eight 
percent of classrooms district-wide).  Evaluating was not observed in any classroom.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 156

The auditors analyzed these same data by school.  It should be noted, however, that the number of 
classrooms visited was small (N=15 at Brookridge and the High School; N=8 at the Middle School).  
Therefore, the data presented in Exhibit OA2.2.6 must be interpreted with caution.

Exhibit OA2.2.6

Observed Types of Cognition, by School and Percentage
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Remember Understand Apply Analyze Evaluate Create
Brookridge Elementary 60% 20% 20% 0 0 0
Middle School 50% 25% 25% 0 0 0
High School 20% 20% 40% 13% 0 7%
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From the preceding, one may cautiously note:

• At the elementary school, the auditor observed remembering and understanding in 80 percent 
of classrooms.  Applying was occurring in the remaining 20 percent.

• At the middle school, the auditor observed remembering and understanding in 75 percent of 
classrooms.  Applying was occurring in the remaining 25 percent.

• At the elementary and middle school levels, the auditor found no evidence of students using the 
higher order thinking skills—analyzing, evaluating, or creating.

• At the high school level, the auditor observed the least amount of remembering and understanding 
(40 percent of classrooms).  However, they also found the greatest percentages of applying (40 
percent), analyzing (13 percent), and creating (seven percent).

• At the time of classroom visits, the auditor found no evidence of evaluating at any of the three 
buildings.
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Similar analysis was done with data collected relative to the four knowledge processes—factual, 
conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive knowledge (see Exhibit OA2.2.4).  The following exhibit 
shows the frequency by percentage of each process, district-wide.

Exhibit OA2.2.7

Observed Knowledge Processes District-wide  
By Percentage

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Metacognitive 
Knowledge

2%

Factual 
Knowledge

50%

Conceptual 
Knowledge

24%

Procedural 
Knowledge 

24%

The auditor observed students tapping into various knowledge processes in 38 classrooms.  The preceding 
exhibit shows the percentage of each of the four knowledge processes observed in kindergarten through 
grade 12, as follows:

• In half of the classroom observations, the auditor saw use of factual knowledge by students.  

• In 24 percent of classrooms, auditors observed students making use of conceptual knowledge.

• In another 24 percent of classrooms, the auditor observed students using procedural knowledge.

• Metacognitive knowledge was being accessed in one classroom (two percent of all).
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The following exhibit breaks these data down by school.  Again, it is essential to understand that the 
auditor was able to collect data from only 14 elementary, eight middle school, and 16 high school 
classrooms.

Exhibit OA2.2.8

Observed Knowledge Processes by School and Percentage
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Factual Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive
Brookridge Elementary 71% 21% 7% 0%
Middle School 50% 25% 25% 0%
High School 31% 25% 38% 6%
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Based on the preceding, albeit small, sample of classrooms, one may note:

• In 71 percent of classrooms at kindergarten through grade 4 (Brookridge Elementary), students 
were making use of factual knowledge at the time of observation.

• Use of factual knowledge dropped to 50 percent in middle school classrooms and, further, to 
31 percent at the high school level.

• Use of conceptual knowledge was roughly the same at all three levels (21 percent at Brookridge, 
25 percent at the middle and high schools).

• Use of procedural knowledge increased from seven percent at Brookridge to 25 percent at the 
middle school, and then to 38 percent at the high school.

• The auditor observed student use of metacognition only at the high school, where this was 
seen in a single classroom—six percent of all high school classrooms from which knowledge 
process data were collected).

In summary, in nearly two-thirds of classrooms, students were using the low rigor cognitive levels, 
remembering and understanding.  In 100 percent of classrooms at the elementary and middle school, 
students were making use of the three lowest levels—remembering, understanding, and applying.  The 
auditor observed students in 20 percent of classrooms at the high school using the highest order thinking 
skills—analyzing (13 percent) and creating (seven percent).  Evaluating was not observed during any 
classroom visits.

Factual knowledge was the primary knowledge process in use in just over one-half of all classrooms 
visited.  Conceptual and procedural knowledge each were observed in 24 percent of classrooms.  
Metacognitive knowledge processes were observed in only one classroom (two percent of the total).  
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Factual knowledge was most common at the elementary level; procedural and metacognitive knowledge 
were most typically observed at the high school level.

Use of Research-based Effective Instructional Strategies

The on-site auditor collected observational data on effective instructional strategies using Marzano’s 
classifications as shown in Exhibit OA2.2.9.  Teacher use of effective instructional strategies is critical 
to improving student achievement and attaining district goals.  When a variety of effective strategies 
are used regularly, student learning needs are more likely to be met.

Exhibit OA2.2.9

Marzano’s Effective Instructional Strategies

Effective instruction incorporates:
Specific learning goals and objectives Physical models of concepts (manipulatives)
Corrective feedback Summarizing
Specific reinforcement of effort; recognition Note-taking
Well-constructed cooperative learning Time for practice, review, and application
Cues and prompts Homework with a clear purpose
Advance organizers Comparing, classifying, metaphors/analogies
Non-linguistic representations Generating and testing hypotheses (by students)
Kinesthetic activities to increase student 
understanding

Clearly explaining hypotheses and conclusions 
(by students)

Mental pictures (by students)
Taken from:  Marzano, R.J., Pickering, D.J., and Pollack, J.E.  (2001).  Classroom instruction that works: Research-based 
strategies for increasing student achievement.  Alexandria, VA: ACSD.

Exhibit OA2.2.10 displays the results of data collected during brief classroom observations.  The 
percentage of frequency was based on the 40 classrooms visited at all three schools.

Exhibit OA2.2.10

Observation of Effective Instructional Strategies in Use  
During the Auditor’s Classroom Visits  

By Percentage
Brooklyn City Schools

October 2014

Strategies

Percentage, by School Percentage 
for All 
Schools 
(N=40)

Brookridge 
Elementary

(N=15)

Middle 
School
(N=8)

High 
School
(N=17)

Specific learning goals and objectives 7 13 65 33
Corrective feedback 0 0 0 0
Specific reinforcement of effort; recognition 0 0 0 0
Well-constructed cooperative learning 0 0 0 0
Cues and prompts 7 0 6 5
Advance organizers 0 0 12 5
Non-linguistic representations 20 0 18 15
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Exhibit OA2.2.10 (continued)
Observation of Effective Instructional Strategies in Use  

During the Auditor’s Classroom Visits  
By Percentage

Brooklyn City Schools
October 2014

Strategies

Percentage, by School Percentage 
for All 
Schools 
(N=40)

Brookridge 
Elementary

(N=15)

Middle 
School
(N=8)

High 
School
(N=17)

Kinesthetic activities to increase student 
understanding 7 0 0 3

Mental pictures (by students) 0 0 0 0
Physical models of concepts (manipulatives) 0 0 0 0
Summarizing 0 0 0 0
Note-taking 0 0 35 15
Time for practice, review, and application 7 25 65 35
Homework with a clear purpose 0 13 6 5
Comparing, classifying, metaphors/analogies 0 0 12 5
Generating and testing hypotheses (by students) 0 0 0 0
Clearly explaining hypotheses and conclusions 
(by students) 0 0 0 0

Note: Percentages by school and for all schools will not add up to 100; more than one strategy may have been observed in a 
given classroom, and in many classrooms, none were observed.
Data Source:  Classroom observations

Once again, because of the small number of classrooms visited and the fact that these visits constituted 
just one point in time, generalizations must be made with caution.  However, based on data provided in 
the preceding exhibit, one may note:

• Nine of the 17 strategies were seen in practice in one or more classrooms, kindergarten through 
grade 12.  Eight of these research-based, effective instructional strategies were not observed by 
the auditor during the brief classroom visits.

• Overall, the most commonly observed strategy was providing time for practice, review, and 
application, which was seen in 35 percent of all classrooms visited.  Establishing clear specific 
learning goals and objectives was seen in 33 percent of all classrooms.

• Five different strategies were observed at the elementary school, three at the middle school, and 
eight at the high school.

• At Brookridge Elementary, the most commonly observed strategy was use of non-linguistic 
representations, which was seen in 20 percent of classrooms.

• At the Middle School, the most commonly observed strategy was providing time for practice, 
review, and application.  This was seen in 25 percent of classrooms at this level.

• At the High School, the two most commonly observed strategies were setting specific learning 
goals and objectives and providing time for practice, review, and application.  Each was noted 
in 65 percent of classrooms.
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Interviews with board members, administrators, and teachers, as well as comments from teachers 
gathered through an online survey, provided additional information about expectations for instructional 
practice in Brooklyn City Schools.  Some interviewees acknowledged that expectations were not always 
clear and consistent from all levels, as exemplified in the following statements:

• “I don’t think the message is clear, because we are not getting where we need to be.” 
(Administrator)

• “Communication of expectations was at the building level, each month.” (Administrator)

•  “I don’t know that there is anything formal.  We are small, so we tend to take things for granted 
that [we are communicating].” (Administrator)

• “I have…questions about what is communicated to the staff.  The work that we are doing is 
all connected, and teachers are going, ‘Oh….’ And this is a year after we first communicated.” 
(Administrator)

• We want teachers to see that the work we are doing is all connected and some of the things they 
are doing are just out of habit and can be eliminated.” (Administrator)

Administrators used the McREL Power Walkthrough protocol for informal observation and feedback.  
Despite this, only one administrator mentioned actual Marzano strategies or differentiation. Most of 
their comments focused on observation for activity and engagement. The following statements offer 
insight into expectations for classroom practice:

• “I expect…to see students engaged.  I expect…to see some traditional classrooms, students 
using technology, [and] more innovation than less.” (Administrator)

• “Depending on the classroom, you should see all adults working with all the kids.  We only 
have a couple adults who are specifically for one or two kids.” (Administrator)

• “The expectation for instruction from the special education perspective is that our teachers are 
true co-teachers.” (Administrator)

• “[We expect to see instruction] every day, every minute.” (Administrator)

More specifically, expectations were expressed for instructional rigor, as noted in the following:

• “Leadership has a clear instructional focus (AVID, Tech, etc.)” (Teacher, online survey)

• “It’s important that [teachers] are planning and carrying out lessons that are engaging and 
preparing [students] for the future.” (Administrator)

• “Critical thinking [professional development] went hand in hand with AVID.” (Administrator)

• “At the High School, you will see very collaborative lessons, academic discussion.  You will 
see instruction occurring [and] the majority of students engaged.” (Administrator)

• “We should hold higher standards for all students, challenge them, not lower the bar to make 
them feel ‘successful’.” (Teacher, online survey)

• “We are in our fourth year of AVID.  It has had a commonality across the [high school] building, 
which has brought them together.  We have a common language about strategies to strengthen 
instruction in the classroom.” (Administrator) 

• “Over the past six years, we have focused on Marzano’s strategies.” (Administrator)

However, expectations were not always clear in the eyes of teachers, as the following online survey 
comment exemplified:  “Expectations need to be communicated clearly so that each staff member 
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knows and understands what is expected of them, rather than each of us interpreting what we think it 
is we should be doing.”

Interviewees also told the on-site auditor what they thought would actually be occurring in classrooms.  
The following are selected comments:

• “Are our children learning or are they just showing up?” (Board member)

• “There is a disconnect about how instruction should look to improve student achievement.” 
(Administrator)

• “There is going to be a huge [variation] as to how teachers design instruction.” (Administrator)

Summary

In summary, auditors found a lack of clear and consistent direction for classroom instruction in district 
documents.  District-wide, instructional delivery generally consisted of teacher-directed whole group 
instruction, monitoring, or assisting.  Students tended to be engaged in low rigor, individual seatwork 
or whole group instruction.  Overall, classroom instruction made low cognitive demands on students, 
although the level of cognition was observed to be higher in some high school classrooms.  In addition, 
teachers tended to use few of the research-based effective instructional strategies available to them.  
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IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PDK-CMSI SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
AUDIT TEAM FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE BROOKLYN CITY 
SCHOOLS
The SSDA is a compacted version of the larger Curriculum Audit™ process.  While it retains the same 
framework and perspective as the Curriculum Audit™, the reduced scope of work was defined by the 
board.  For this reason, the audit may or may not have included all functions ultimately impacted by 
the recommendations of the SSDA team.  While the SSDA team made every effort to anticipate these 
implications, they are not responsible for them if they were not explicitly addressed within the scope 
of the work of the audit.

The recommendations are presented in the order of their criticality for initiating system-wide 
improvements.  The recommendations also recognize and differentiate between the policy and 
monitoring responsibilities of the board of education and the operational and administrative duties of 
the superintendent of schools.

Where the PDK-CMSi audit team views a problem as wholly or partly a policy and monitoring matter, 
the recommendations are formulated for the board of education.  Where the problem is distinctly 
an operational or administrative matter, the recommendations are directed to the superintendent of 
schools as the chief executive officer of the school system.  In many cases, the PDK-CMSi audit team 
directs recommendations to both the board and the superintendent, because it is clear that policy and 
operations are related, and both entities are involved in a proposed change.  In some cases, there are 
no recommendations to the superintendent when only policy is involved or none to the board when the 
recommendations deal only with administration.

Audit recommendations are presented as follows: The overarching goals for the board and/or the 
superintendent, followed by the specific objectives to carry out the overarching goals.  The latter are 
designated “Governance Functions” and “Administrative Functions.”

Recommendation 1:  Develop or revise, adopt, and implement board policies to provide direction 
and procedures for the educational program.  Revise and expand the planning process to provide 
clear direction for district initiatives, improve system connectivity, and enhance implementation 
of goals.

A comprehensive set of board policies is a prerequisite for sound curriculum management and local 
quality control.  Without definitive policies, a board of education cannot ensure program focus, 
effectiveness, or consistency of delivery.  Policies promote constancy of purpose in district operations 
by providing reference points for recurring decisions.  Clear administrative guidelines augment policies 
by providing additional specificity and direction to be used by staff in carrying out policy direction.  
Sound board policies and associated administrative guidelines accomplish the following:

• Establish clear direction for the system;

• Provide for consistency of actions over time and establish a historical base for the district as 
members of the board change office; 

• Guide professional staff in their efforts to improve direction in the school district;

• Establish a framework for monitoring progress in the attainment of district learning goals; and

• Provide a framework for evaluation of district employees.

Along with a clear set of board policies, effective planning is essential for focusing and organizing 
district resources to meet changing student needs.  Long-range planning provides a systemic means to 
sustain constancy of purpose as a district works toward achieving its goals.  Comprehensive planning 
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increases the probability that effective programs, practices, and facilities will be available to students 
regardless of growth, economic changes, and other effects of community evolution.

The policies adopted by the Brooklyn City Schools Board of Education were provided to them by 
NEOLA, a service that, among other things, ensures policy conformance to state and federal code.  
The district’s policies, while in compliance with state regulations, were rudimentary in nature and did 
not provide clear expectations or adequate direction for a sound system of curriculum management 
and control (see Core Area 1 Finding).  General references to curriculum and assessment were found 
in various policies, but direction in these critical areas needs to be specific and easily accessible.  
Establishing clear direction for all aspects of curriculum development and delivery will require the 
board to revise some existing policies and/or create new ones.  

Among the policies that were missing or inadequate were policies that:

• Provide direction for district long-range planning (see Core Area 2 Finding);

• Provide direction for planning in the areas of curriculum management, professional development, 
and student assessment and program evaluation (see Core Area 3, 7, and 10 Findings);

• Require design of clear, user-friendly written curriculum documents that are both horizontally 
coordinated and vertically articulated and that are aligned with state assessments (see Core 
Area 3, 4 and 5, and 8 Findings);

• Set expectations for design and consistent use of high quality, aligned student assessments 
providing data informing instruction (see Core Area 4 and 5, 6,  and 10 Findings); 

• Provide and require consistent and ongoing communication of, training in, and monitoring of 
effective delivery of the curriculum and district instructional expectations (see Core Area 6 and 
10 and Optional Area 2 Findings); and

• Require supplemental program alignment with the curriculum (see Core Area 4 and 5 Finding).

After the board revises or adopts these policies, they will need to be clearly communicated to all 
stakeholders, and strategies will need to be identified to ensure policy implementation.

The policies of the Brooklyn City Schools did not provide direction for a comprehensive, long-range, 
system-wide planning process (see Core Area 2 Finding).  The district improvement plan lacked the 
focus and specificity necessary to drive system change and to improve student achievement.  Connected, 
comprehensive, long-term planning is needed in the following areas:

• Curriculum management, including both design and delivery (see Core Area 3 Finding);

• Professional development linked closely to curriculum and instructional priorities (see Core 
Area 6 Finding); and

• Formative and summative student assessment and program evaluation (see Core Area 7 
Finding).

The following recommendations are designed to improve the quality of control through policy direction 
and through systemic planning for successful accomplishment of district goals.

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended for the consideration of the Brooklyn 
City Schools Board of Education:

G.1.1:  Direct the superintendent to prepare for board review, critique, and adoption a policy to 
provide direction for the full scope of long- and short-range planning.  The policy should address the 
linkages between district and school or department plan development, implementation, monitoring, and 
evaluation; the relationship to the budget planning process; and public reporting procedures.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 165

G.1.2:  Direct the superintendent to revise the district strategic plan to maintain a limited number of 
specific goals and devise a manageable number of corresponding actions to serve as the umbrella for 
all district initiatives.  The plan should address the criteria listed in Exhibits 2.2 and 2.3 of this report.  
Require linkages with other plans, including those for curriculum management, student assessment and 
program evaluation, professional development, technology, and budget.

G.1.3:  Direct the superintendent to prepare for board review, critique, and adoption a policy that 
provides direction for a comprehensive curriculum management plan that includes the elements listed 
in Exhibit 3.2 of this report.  In particular, the policy should:

• Address the district’s philosophical approach to a written, taught, and tested curriculum and 
research-based instructional practices and communicate expectations regarding linkages to 
long-range planning, implementation monitoring, professional development, and data-based 
means of curriculum and programmatic evaluation; 

• Require an aligned, user-friendly written, taught, and tested curriculum for, at a minimum, all 
core content areas at all grade levels;

• Expect the curriculum management plan to include the following:

 ○ Planned development of high quality, user-friendly, and easily accessible written curriculum 
documents sharing a common format, where feasible and appropriate;

 ○ A clear description of curriculum components that will be district level decisions (tightly-
held) as opposed to those that will be classroom or teacher decisions (loosely-held);

 ○ A prekindergarten through grade 12 scope and sequence (vertical articulation) for the core 
content areas;

 ○ Curriculum objectives aligned with state standards that include descriptions of how students 
will demonstrate mastery through formative and summative assessment measures;

 ○ Alignment with the curriculum textbooks and resources as well as new programs, prior to 
adoption;

 ○ Formative and summative review of the curriculum for all grades on a regular basis;

 ○ An expectation that staff will deliver the curriculum as approved by the board; 

 ○ The expectation that professional development will be tied to implementation of the 
curriculum and will address the varied developmental needs and stages of adult learners; 
and  

 ○ The expectation that professional development initiatives, programs and interventions, and 
student assessments will be linked closely to curriculum priorities, to advance efforts to 
meet district goals and objectives.  

G.1.4:  Direct the superintendent to prepare for board review, critique, and adoption a policy providing 
direction for a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan that includes the 
elements listed in Exhibit 7.1 of this report.  The policy will specify that evaluation procedures are 
linked to the curriculum management plan.

G.1.5:  Direct the superintendent to prepare for board review, critique, and adoption a policy that 
provides direction for a professional development plan that is linked closely with the curriculum 
management plan and the student assessment and program evaluation plan; the policy should address 
the elements shown in Exhibit 6.2 of this report.  



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 166

G.1.6:  Direct the superintendent to prepare a curriculum management plan that incorporates all 
elements required through policy (see G.1.3).  The plan will incorporate a means for regular review 
and updating.

G.1.7:  Direct the superintendent to prepare a student assessment and program evaluation plan that is 
tied to other district plans and that incorporates all elements found in policy (see G.1.4).  The plan will 
incorporate a means for regular review and updating.

G.1.8:  Direct the superintendent to prepare a professional development plan, tied directly to the 
curriculum management plan and the student assessment and program evaluation plan, that incorporates 
all elements found in policy (see G.1.5).  The plan will incorporate a means for regular review and 
updating.

G.1.9:  Direct the superintendent to revise and update job descriptions and appraisal instruments 
to include clear delineation of responsibilities for development of various plans, oversight and 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of progress toward plan goals.

G.1.10:  Direct the superintendent to prepare and deliver regular reports to the board on all district plans 
and their results as they pertain to achievement of district goals and objectives.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools 
Superintendent:

A.1.1:  Assist the board in the development of the recommended policies, and present drafts for their 
review, critique, and adoption.  

A.1.2:  Revise the district strategic plan to provide district-wide, long-range direction, drive district 
goals and initiatives, and meet the criteria shown in Exhibits 2.3 and 2.4 of this report.  Ensure the plan:

• Identifies needs based on systematic analysis of data.

• Retains its focus on a feasible number of objectives tied directly to district mission, goals, and 
priorities.  These objectives should be:

 ○ Written in clear, behavioral language, and

 ○ Include evaluation measures that are linked directly to the objective.

• Incorporates an action plan with a manageable number of strategies that, when completed, will 
increase the likelihood of achieving respective objectives.

• Identifies timelines, responsible persons, and formative assessment (monitoring) and summative 
evaluation procedures.

A.1.3:  Revise and present to the board for adoption district and campus administrator job descriptions 
and district administrator appraisal instruments to define responsibilities for planning, implementation 
of plans, and monitoring of progress toward goals.

A.1.4:  Design a comprehensive curriculum management plan that addresses the elements listed in 
Exhibit 3.2 of this report; ensure the plan is written to be manageable and reasonable from both financial 
and human resource perspectives.  The plan will link directly with other district plans, including the 
student assessment and program evaluation plan and procedures, a professional development plan, the 
technology plan, and budget planning.  The plan will include a means for periodic review and revision.  
The plan should address the following:

• A philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum:  What are the underlying 
beliefs of district leadership regarding how children learn, what constitutes effective teaching, 
what is the teacher’s role, what is the student’s role, and what is a district’s role in making 
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available or ensuring a student’s education?  Is education a process, a goal, or both?  Defining 
the beliefs and philosophy establishes the foundation for what curriculum should look like, 
what the district’s and schools’ respective roles are in providing each child with an education, 
and creates a picture of what an effective, engaging classroom might look like.  Defining the 
philosophical framework must take place before defining an instructional model.  

• Timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of curriculum and resource review/
development:  This ensures that every content area has a written curriculum guide that facilitates 
effective, rigorous instruction and that the written curriculum is kept up-to-date, particularly 
with changes in state standards or requirements, as well as with testing modifications or 
changes.  The cycle should also include procedures for when/how often to finalize revisions 
or modifications to the curriculum, so revision is both manageable and cost effective.  Such 
a cycle should also establish the timeline for reviewing the alignment, quality, and rigor of 
adopted resources and materials, and direct their revision or replacement, where and when 
they are inadequate.  All resources referenced by the curriculum should be screened for rigor, 
appropriateness, alignment to district expectations for instruction and student engagement, and 
content alignment.

• Stages of curriculum development:  This specifies the different stages involved in developing 
and revising the curriculum.  These might include:  backloading and released item analysis 
(for deep alignment); review for deep alignment with external/target assessments in all three 
dimensions (content, context, cognition); assessing the complexity, rigor, and measurability 
of objectives; placing objectives in an articulated, PreK-12 sequence that expects mastery 
of content six to nine months before it is encountered on PARCC or other high stakes tests; 
developing mastery-level projects and activities with accompanying rubrics (to ensure rigor); 
validating the existing objectives, materials, and resources against multiple external sources, 
such as International Baccalaureate standards, Advanced Placement standards, etc.  for rigor, 
cultural relevance, and student-centered, active and meaningful learning; and creating a bank 
of high quality assessment items and formative/diagnostic assessment instruments to support 
differentiated, individualized instruction1.  

• Staff roles and responsibilities for curriculum management:  This aspect of the plan 
delineates which tasks are primarily classroom-based, which are grade level or school-based, 
and which are district-based.  For example, the board of education is to determine the content 
of the educational program in congruence with state law and to adopt the written curriculum.  
Delivering the curriculum is the responsibility of teachers, while monitoring delivery of the 
curriculum is generally a responsibility of building administrators.  District administrators are 
responsible for directing curriculum evaluation, development, and revision efforts.

• A format and specified components for curriculum guides:  Specify the aspects or 
components of the written curriculum guides that are non-negotiable for consistency across 
every content area and those aspects that are “fluid.”  The curriculum should incorporate 
criteria presented in Exhibit 4.4, and preferably include suggested student projects or activities 
that integrate the expectations for rigorous student engagement and learning.  However, the 
format should be manageable, given the finite resources (both financial and human) of the 
district.  Regardless, the format should be clear and user-friendly.

• Direction for how state standards will be included in the curriculum:  This includes 
whether or not to use a backloaded approach in which the curriculum is derived from high 
stakes tested learnings (topological and/or deep alignment), and/or a frontloaded approach, 

1  For more information, see Downey, C.J., Steffy, B.E., Poston, W.K., Jr., English, F.W.  (2009).  50 Ways to Close 
the Achievement Gap (3rd ed.).  Newbury Park CA: Corwin Press.
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which derives the curriculum from the Ohio’s New Learning Standards for science and social 
studies curricula and the Common Core State Standards (but in a refined, more specific format).  

• For every content area a focused set of precise student objectives/student expectations 
and standards:  These should be derived from the Common Core State Standards and the 
Ohio’s New Learning Standards for science and social studies, be reasonable in number so the 
student has adequate time to master the content, be very specific so teachers clearly understand 
what mastery of these objectives look like and what the standard of performance is, and be 
measurable (written in measurable terms).  The Curriculum should not only specify the content 
of the student objectives/student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and provide 
rigorous cognitive engagement.  District-developed curriculum should be a refinement of state 
and national standards.  See Exhibits 4.9 and 4.10 for examples of the type of specificity lacking 
in current curricular documents provided by the state and the Common Core.

• Assessment beliefs and procedures to determine curriculum effectiveness and use of data:  
What instruments will be used to measure progress toward meeting goals, including the goal 
of students mastering curriculum objectives?  How will the data be used, who will use it, 
how will it be collected, analyzed, and disseminated to teachers, administrators, and concerned 
stakeholders?  

• In addition to common assessments, curriculum documents should include an expectation 
for formative assessments (diagnostic and authentic that can also serve as suggested projects 
or assignments) for teacher use whenever needed to evaluate student progress in mastering 
objectives (or to determine whether they already know content about to be taught).  This 
requires an adjustment to the philosophy surrounding assessment—viewing it as assessment 
for learning, an integral component of the teaching/learning process.  In this way, assessment 
becomes developmental, rather than solely judgmental.

• Design of curriculum to support differentiation and other expectations for delivery:  The 
revised curriculum documents should support teachers’ differentiation of instruction to match 
student preferences and learning styles (Instructional Differentiation) and to support teachers’ 
selection of student objectives at the right level of difficulty (Curricular Differentiation).  This 
ensures that those students who have not mastered prerequisite concepts, knowledge, and skills 
are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, so they don’t fall further and further behind; similarly, 
students who have already mastered the objectives are also moved ahead at a challenging pace.  
To do this, the pacing framework must support a degree of fluidity since all students learn at 
different and inconsistent (sometimes very fast, sometimes slower) rates.

A.1.5:  Design a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan/procedures; ensure 
the plan is achievable and manageable from both financial and human resource perspectives.  The 
student assessment and program evaluation plan should align to the district strategic plan, as well as 
other major curriculum-related planning documents (e.g., curriculum management plan, professional 
development plan).  Where reasonable and feasible, the plan should address the elements listed in 
Exhibit 7.1 of this report.  

A.1.6:  Design a long-range plan for professional development that is tied to curricular and instructional 
priorities and meets the criteria shown in Exhibit 6.2 of this report, while ensuring the plan is reasonable 
and manageable both from financial and human resource perspectives.  Align district staff development 
goals for curriculum delivery; instructional practice; formative and summative student assessment and 
use of data; and use of technology with the plan.  Provide training for key staff members in understanding 
and adhering to critical components of an effective planning process and setting realistic goals and 
related performance-based activities.
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A.1.7:  Develop budget planning procedures to ensure district planning priorities are reflected in 
budgeting and expenditures.

A.1.8:  Provide regular reports to the board, staff, and community regarding implementation and 
evaluation of district planning.

In conclusion, the auditors recommend that district personnel develop and/or revise board policies 
and, subsequently, administrative guidelines to provide needed structure for all aspects of curriculum 
management.  The auditors firmly recommend effort be put into district-level planning closely tied to 
curricular and instructional goals.  These policies, administrative guidelines, and planning documents/
processes will provide the critical framework to ensure program focus, consistency, and effectiveness 
that will enable the district to meet its goals.  

Recommendation 2:  Develop, adopt, and implement a comprehensive, deeply-aligned written 
curriculum that refines state and national standards, ensures appropriate vertical articulation and 
horizontal coordination, and supports individualized, differentiated, and effective instruction.  

Providing quality education for students is a goal that cannot be left to chance.  Such an education, 
if it is to deliver academic success, needs to be intentional.  Therefore it is critical that districts have 
written documents that delineate what the district expects teachers to teach in classrooms.  These 
documents must be deeply aligned with state and national benchmarks, standards, and assessments, but 
not slavishly repetitive:  district objectives should be refinements of state and national standards with 
a clear explanation of what forms the learning should take and how it will be demonstrated to show 
mastery.  

A quality curriculum is based on the principle that the written, taught, and tested curricula are aligned.  
To be truly effective, not only must they be aligned in content, but deeply aligned in context and 
cognitive type, as well.  Context refers to the way in which something is learned or practiced.  The 
cognitive type refers to the type of cognitive functioning children engage in when accomplishing a task 
or practicing a skill.  The first big step in assuring alignment begins with a quality written curriculum 
guide that specifies what content is to be taught and suggests the best ways to approach that content, 
as well as suggesting the contexts necessary for students to attain mastery and the desired cognitive 
type of student engagement.  A quality guide also suggests a variety of rigorous, aligned resources and 
materials that support instructional goals; provides a battery of formative, diagnostic assessments and 
sample test items so teachers are able to evaluate when students have mastered the intended objectives; 
and provides guidelines as to how much time is to be spent on each learning.  Additionally, effective 
guides provide strategies for differentiating the curriculum for either low or high achievers.  These 
guides must be unified in format and be as user-friendly as possible in order to ensure their usage.

The district will need to keep some portions of guides tightly held, while other portions may be loosely 
held.  Tightly held items are non-negotiable.  They are the clear purview of the district to determine and 
enforce.  Tightly held items include:

• The curriculum itself:  objectives, priority standards, student outcomes (mastery).  The district 
decides what will be taught, the cognitive rigor of the learning, and what mastery will look like.  

• Aligned, criterion-referenced assessment instruments.  The district decides what will be 
assessed and to what level or degree (rigor), and the contexts employed.

• Resources that are aligned to the curriculum; the district requires that resources are aligned to 
district goals and curriculum and vetted for rigor.  This aspect of resources is tightly held.

Loosely held items are those items that may be left to the discretion of the individual teacher, according 
to what their experience or classroom situation dictates.  While the “what” of teaching remains tightly 
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held, the “how” of teaching is fluid to allow teachers to change strategies as necessary to promote 
learning.  Loosely held items include:

• Processes, procedures, instructional strategies; 

• Groupings;

• Use of informal assessments, such as formative or diagnostic assessments;

• Differentiation—who needs it, when they need it, how it will be accomplished;

• Selection of aligned resources.  Note that while the district requires that resources be aligned 
to curricular objectives, this does not mean that only central office staff can propose resources.  
It is in the interest of the district to have a variety of aligned resources for each objective or set 
of objectives.  

In the Brooklyn City Schools, the auditors found that the scope of the curriculum was inadequate and 
the quality of the existing documents inadequate to direct instruction.  Curriculum documents did not 
represent a refinement of state or national objectives, but rather tended to be wholesale adoptions of 
those curricula, with all the gaps, overlaps, and vague language inherent in the originals.  Expectations 
regarding what instruction should look like and how students are expected to be engaged were lacking.  
No mention was made of aligned resources or formative assessment tools.  Survey data revealed 
that only 22 percent of teachers surveyed used the district curriculum to determine what to teach.  
Examination of student work artifacts revealed that while the majority of artifacts were aligned in 
content, the contexts and cognitive type of artifacts did not consistently reflect the expectations of new, 
Common Core-aligned exams such as PARCC (see Core Areas 4 and 5 and OA2).

The auditors recommend the following specific steps to address issues surrounding curriculum in the 
Brooklyn City Schools.  These steps will help district leaders prioritize the work that needs to be done 
and focus all involved personnel on common goals, thereby rendering the attainment of those goals 
more likely.  

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools Board 
of Education:

G.2.1:  Require that efforts to improve the curriculum and ensure its delivery begin immediately; 
require that decisions regarding which content areas receive priority be data-based (for example, the 
implementation of the Common Core State Standards and the upcoming PARCC exams, coupled with 
recent performance on the Ohio’s New Learning Standards math exams, may make it most prudent to 
first focus on mathematics; this has the added benefit of allowing the district to work on a curricular 
area that is more distinctly linear in progression and, therefore, easier to develop).  

G.2.2: Review and adopt the written curriculum prior to its implementation, based on a thorough 
consideration of documentation and staff advice.  

G.2.3: Direct the superintendent (or designee) to review the concepts of deep curriculum alignment, and 
require that those concepts form the basis for curriculum design and revision efforts across the district. 

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools 
Superintendent:

A.2.1:  Develop curriculum guides that contain the minimum components listed in Exhibit 4.4.  Ensure 
that the guides employ a format that is consistent among the content areas.  Guides must include 
district-developed objectives, which represent a refinement of the state and national curricula currently 
in use.  Although the district has the Common Core State Standards and the Ohio’s New Learning 
Standards science and social studies curricula, these documents should not be considered adequate as 
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they currently exist (see Core Area 4 and 5 Finding).  Ensure that guides are as user-friendly as possible 
in order to maximize usage.  At minimum, guides should include:

• Clearly worded objectives, sequenced within courses and grade levels, with identified essential 
objectives.  Rather than adopting the Common Core, the district identifies the key learnings 
and translates these into district objectives.  Chunking objectives into manageable pieces is 
also helpful.

• Specific delineation of how the learning will be measured—what mastery will look like.

• Appropriate timeframes for accomplishing the learning—how long to spend on each concept, 
unit, skill.

• Objectives linked to assessment instruments so teachers are not surprised by test content—
what skills/concepts can they expect to see on PARCC? On the Ohio’s New Learning Standards 
tests?

• Clearly delineated prior knowledge or skills so that each guide references what students should 
already know and what they need to know for coming units/grades.

• A basic list of aligned resources for each objective taught.

• Specific suggestions for approaches to key concepts and skills—what the best methods 
for teaching essential concepts are (grouping strategies, use of manipulatives, common 
misconceptions, etc.).  

A.2.2:  Define what the curriculum still needs to be considered a “model” curriculum guide.  Examine 
the weaknesses in the format and components identified in Core Area 4 and 5 Finding.  The components 
presented in the Core Area 4 and 5 Finding are minimal, only.  With that in mind, consider the following 
concerning certain components: 

Objectives (Tightly Held):  Objectives should be “refinements” of the state standards or Student 
Expectations: a specific restatement of the intended skill or knowledge to be learned, the contexts in 
which it is to be learned and practiced, and the standard of performance by which a teacher knows mastery 
of that skill or knowledge has been achieved.  These should also relate to the student expectations in 
the state standards, but these specific learner objectives give the teacher  more precise information of 
what mastery looks like and clearly define which objectives are assigned to which grade or instructional 
level (because the first grade objective is clearly different from the second, and so on).  The number of 
objectives included in the guide must also be manageable.  It is better to focus on fewer objectives and 
addressing them more “deeply” than including an entire of battery of objectives that teachers “might” 
touch on.  Review all objectives for evidence of rigor (see Bloom’s Taxonomy in Finding OA2).

Giving teachers a clear continuum of student learning from PreK-12 also allows them to move students 
ahead at a more appropriate pace; if the student is ready, they know exactly what is next, just as they 
know what students have mastered when they come into their classroom.

Assessment (Tightly Held):  More specific and rigorous tools for assessing each objective must be 
included in the curriculum.  District assessments should be cross-referenced throughout, specifying 
when, how, and with which instrument each objective will be evaluated, but the common assessments 
serve more as benchmarks and are insufficiently deep.  The sample items to be included should be 
items based on deconstructed, released test items that have been altered and “deepened” to provide 
students with a challenge level ensuring their success on a multitude of test items related to the same 
content (English and Steffy, 2001).  Additional diagnostic assessments and authentic instruments are 
needed to supplement the common assessments, so teachers have tools with which to continuously 
evaluate student progress and move them at the appropriate, individualized pace.  Teachers require 
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a battery of assessment instruments that can serve as an integral part of instruction and that they can 
select at will for use with students.  While the state of Ohio is in the process of developing a battery of 
formative assessments, it behooves the district to have district-developed instruments aligned to district 
objectives available to assess learning whenever needed.

Suggested Strategies and Approaches (Loosely Held):  This item is a critical part of ensuring high 
expectations for students and achieving deep alignment.  This component is intended to provide teachers, 
particularly inexperienced teachers, with support in deciding ways to teach the assigned objectives.  
Flexibility is always allowed in how teachers approach a given objective, but this component provides 
teachers with invaluable, research-proven suggestions if they want or need them.  The suggested 
strategies should be revised to ensure they incorporate those contexts and cognitive types known to be 
part of the tests in use, and these strategies and suggested student activities and projects allow students 
to become familiar with the context and cognitive type before encountering them on the high stakes 
tests.  This is the main tenet of the “doctrine of no surprises.”  

However, such strategies should not ONLY align with test contexts.  A wide variety of authentic, 
student-centered, and culturally responsive contexts is recommended to ensure a more broad-based, 
real-life application of the concepts, skills, and knowledge so that students can connect personally with 
the learning, be more actively and cognitively engaged, and see the overall value of their learning.

Current suggested strategies are of varying quality and rigor, and most did not reflect any evidence of 
differentiating to meet individual student needs.

Suggested Resources and Materials (Loosely Held):  Every book, recommended professional resource, 
audiovisual aid, technological enhancement or program, and other resource should be listed or linked 
(after ensuring teachers have all that are necessary) in the guide and be referenced by objective/strategy 
within a lesson or unit, AFTER it has been screened for rigor, quality, developmental appropriateness, 
and alignment with the content, contexts, and cognitive types of the objectives.  Suggested materials and 
resources have been analyzed for deep alignment to the curriculum and the tests in use; modifications 
are also included in the guide to improve alignment.  However, teachers may be free to select materials 
and resources from a body of vetted materials.  Teachers are teaching objectives and concepts, not 
specific pieces of literature or videos.  One social studies teacher might choose to have students watch a 
portion of The Patriot to help them understand the revolutionary time period, another might have them 
read Johnny Tremain, still another might have them read a biography of Abigail Adams.  The choice of 
the resource is up to the teacher so long as the resource is aligned to the curriculum and is used to teach 
the same concepts.  In the presence of clearly defined objectives, the choice of aligned resources should 
not affect the ability of students to master the concepts.

A.2.3:  Reflect in the design of the curriculum the expectation that instruction will be differentiated to 
accommodate individual student needs (Curricular Differentiation) and learning styles (Instructional 
Differentiation) (see Core Area 6 Finding).  This requires supporting fluid groupings of students (pairs, 
small groups, etc.), RTI, in addition to the basic suggestions for remediation as well as enrichment 
within the guides themselves.  Whole group, one-size-fits-all approaches cannot meet the majority of 
students’ academic needs.  District curriculum leaders must define what true academic differentiation 
looks like and how teachers can manage so many different skill levels and varying content knowledge 
in the classroom without holding certain students back or leaving other students behind.  This is critical 
to meeting the needs of academically at-risk populations and must be addressed by the design of the 
curriculum in addition to all district documents that describe expectations for delivery.  The more 
suggestions and strategies for differentiation district curriculum guides provide, the more likely it 
is that differentiation will occur.  While many survey respondents indicated that they differentiated 
instruction, observed district instructional practices do not currently support differentiation; the most 
prevalent mode of delivery observed was whole-group or seat work (see Core Area 6 Finding).  
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A.2.4:  Take steps to assure that all courses have a corresponding curriculum.  Ascertain that every 
board-approved course in the district is included in the official course list.  Prioritize core academic 
areas that will be assessed on high-stakes tests.

A.2.5:  Engage in a deep alignment analysis to ensure the objectives, resources, and strategies included 
in curriculum guides are deeply aligned to the tests in use.  Research the methods and ideas presented 
in the book Deep Curriculum Alignment by English and Steffy (2001), or consider contracting for a 
deep curriculum alignment training (contact CMSi for more information) to gain the skills necessary to 
analyze and deconstruct released test items, for information on how to successfully prepare for current 
and future tests in use, and to more successfully anticipate the direction in which the test is moving.  
This will assist the district in predicting where the state assessments and other external assessments are 
going and increase student success on current and future forms of the tests in use, by ensuring that the 
content, context, and cognitive types encountered on any tests are an integral part of daily instruction 
without compromising rigor, active student engagement, and hands-on problem solving.

A.2.6:  Establish a process to ensure that all texts, instructional materials, and ancillary resources 
for all courses that are suggested through the guides and provided to teachers by district personnel, 
including interventions and adopted programs, are screened for quality, rigor, and alignment to the 
curriculum and district expectations for delivery in all three dimensions (content, context, cognition), 
and presented to the board for adoption.

A.2.7:  Prepare for curriculum implementation.  The normal time frame for pre-implementation 
activities is six months to one year prior to rolling out any new curriculum, but the district should adopt 
a schedule that best suits its needs and abilities.  Prior to implementation, consider doing the following:

• Field-test the curriculum.  Pilot the resource materials, assessments, and any other supporting 
materials.

• Collect preliminary data concerning the pilot curriculum’s effectiveness in terms of student 
achievement and from teacher feedback.

• Revise field-tested curriculum guides based on feedback.

• Submit the curriculum for adoption by the board.

Provide written curriculum guides for all teachers, and extensively train them in the guides’ content and 
in the suggested strategies and approaches, within the context of the recommended instructional model.

It is strongly recommended that the district prioritize the creation and implementation of quality 
curriculum guides in order to refine and appropriately sequence objectives while adequately supporting 
the delivery and differentiation of the curriculum in district classrooms.  Using the modifications 
presented in this recommendation will allow the district to maintain its focus on meaningful student 
learning.  

Recommendation 3:  Develop a comprehensive, consistent system for administering, collecting, 
analyzing, and disaggregating student and program assessment data district-wide.  Establish a 
battery of deeply aligned, authentic, formative, diagnostic assessments.

Assessment planning and implementation are critical in determining the success of the organization 
in meeting its primary goal:  improved student learning.  Without assessment, districts have no means 
of knowing how successful they have been in meeting their goals.  Without formative and diagnostic 
assessments, districts must wait on results from state and national exams to determine the effectiveness 
of their instructional program.  Additionally, a vital part of effective differentiation lies in having a 
battery of skill-specific diagnostic assessments that give teachers key information on whether a student 
has mastered a targeted concept or skill.  Obviously, such information is of little use if it cannot be 
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determined at will.  Knowing when differentiation is necessary is key to ensuring that differentiation 
occurs.  It is critical, in this age of high-stakes testing, that districts have the tools necessary to measure 
their own progress toward those goals established by external agencies.  This ability gives districts 
multiple opportunities to make necessary changes to their program of instruction so that student 
achievement is maximized.  This is a win-win, with obvious benefits for the individual student and for 
the district.

A comprehensive assessment program includes assessments of students at all grade levels in all content 
areas and includes both formative and summative measures.  In the Brooklyn City Schools, auditors 
found that the scope of the current assessment is inadequate, and stakeholders have insufficient data 
to use in making decisions about instruction, programs, and goals.  While the State of Ohio is in the 
process of developing formative tests, Brooklyn City Schools does not currently have a battery of 
formative and diagnostic assessments in place to measure student achievement prior to high stakes 
tests like PARCC.  Student achievement is inconsistent and can lag behind or exceed state performance 
levels depending on the grade levels at which the exams are administered.  

In order to strengthen student and program assessment in the Brooklyn City Schools, the following 
steps are recommended to the Board of Education and district administrators.

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools Board 
of Education:

G.3.1:  Develop and adopt a policy requiring assessment in every course at every level and at all levels 
of the system (district, school, program, student).  Require the use of formative, diagnostic assessments 
as well as summative, and require that assessment instruments be aligned with district curriculum as 
well as state and national standards.

G.3.2:  Establish a timeline for assessment reports to the board, reports that include data on subgroup 
performance (LEPs, Boys/Girls, SPED, Gifted/Talented, ethnic designations).

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended for consideration to the Brooklyn 
City Schools Superintendent:

A.3.1:  Develop formative assessments, common across the system, to more deeply align with 
PARCC, the Ohio’s New Learning Standards tests, existing state standards, and the Common Core 
State Standards, and to more closely reflect the levels of cognition and type of student performance 
desired by district leaders.  Link them to the curriculum, and identify those for which the data will be 
entered electronically and monitored at the system and building level.  Provide additional diagnostic 
tools and assessments for all content areas that are not secure; these should be more authentic and 
aligned to the philosophy of assessment for learning (developmental assessment).  Consider beginning 
assessment efforts in the elementary grades where student performance on state tests has lagged behind 
state performance levels.  

These assessment tools will provide teachers with diagnostic data on what skills, concepts, and 
knowledge students have mastered or are still lacking, so that instructional decisions may be made that 
target those deficiencies and so teaching is never redundant.  Include diagnostic assessments that target 
specific skills to round out the battery of assessments teachers can use to constantly monitor student 
progress toward mastery of a discrete concept, skill, or objective.  All assessments used in the district, 
whether classroom-based or district-level, district-developed or purchased, should:

• Integrate a variety of student modes of response (contexts) and performance-based items;

• Incorporate multiple types of cognition;

• Employ common rubrics where feasible.
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The assessments should be concise and yield the needed information in a very brief span of time–a 
few days, at the most.  Ideally, the assessments could be quickly scored at each campus, so teachers 
receive the data immediately and can adjust instruction accordingly.  In addition, continue to return 
benchmark assessment data to teachers in a timely manner.  These formative assessments also allow 
teachers to monitor every individual student’s progress toward mastering the intended curriculum, and 
each student’s performance on the state tests will no longer be a surprise or guessing game.

Analyze Common Assessment data to determine the degree to which performance on these assessments 
correlates with and predicts performance on the PARCC or the Ohio’s New Learning Standards tests.  
These analyses will clarify the reliability of the Common Assessments and their best application as a 
periodic summative review of student learning.  

In conclusion, implementation of a comprehensive assessment program will assure that Brooklyn City 
Schools will be able to measure their own progress toward curricular goals, alter instruction where 
necessary to ensure success on state and national tests, and realize their goal of improved student 
achievement.

Recommendation 4:  Ensure consistent, high quality delivery of the written and tested curriculum 
to promote consistency and quality control across all schools, content areas, and grade levels.

A comprehensive curriculum management plan that is implemented consistently across the district 
increases the likelihood of effective delivery of a well-aligned curriculum.  The auditors found that 
board policies were inadequate to provide for district-wide curriculum management and quality 
control, delivery of curriculum and instruction, student assessment and program evaluation, and aligned 
professional development (see Core Area 1 Finding).  They found the district’s written curriculum 
documents were of inadequate scope and quality to effectively guide instruction; thus, teachers often 
did not use the written curriculum as their primary source when planning instruction (see Core Area 4 
and 5 and 6 Findings).  

No systemic plan was in place to formally direct data use in programmatic or instructional decision 
making or to improve the delivery of the district curriculum (see Core Area 10 Finding).  District 
student assessment planning was limited to an annual testing calendar, and other student assessment 
planning, and use was largely left to teacher discretion (see Core Area 10 Finding).  Assessment data 
showed that students were not consistently performing at expected levels (see Core Area 9 Finding).  

Monitoring of classroom activities is generally the responsibility of campus administrators to identify 
and promote productive practices that support learning, correct or eliminate practices that do not, and 
identify professional development needs.  Some monitoring of delivery of the curriculum, including 
use of effective instructional practices, was occurring; however, monitoring practices were inconsistent, 
and quality feedback was not always being provided (see Core Area 6 Finding).  Artifact analysis 
showed low levels of rigor and expectations for student performance (see Optional Area 2.1 Finding).  
Expectations for research-based instructional practice existed in the state’s teacher evaluation rubric, 
but effective instructional strategies, instructional rigor, and active use of technology were largely 
absent during classroom observations conducted by the on-site auditor (see Optional Area 2.2 Finding).  

Professional development activities were tied, in some way, to district priorities.  However, auditors 
found no comprehensive professional development plan addressing the developmental needs of adult 
learners (see Core Area 6 Finding).  Follow-up, implementation monitoring and support, and evaluation 
were not planned strategically to promote institutionalization of innovations (see Core Area 6 Finding).  

It is essential that educational leaders of the Brooklyn City Schools ensure delivery and monitoring of 
use of: 
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• A horizontally coordinated and vertically articulated written curriculum (see also 
Recommendation 2);

• Highly effective instructional practices, varied types of cognition and knowledge processes, 
and active use of technology ;

• Formative and summative student assessment data to assist in focusing and differentiating 
instruction (see also Recommendation 3);

• Professional development initiatives tied directly to district curricular goals and priorities, with 
focused implementation over time; and 

• Formative and summative data to aid in programmatic decision making.  

Strong linkages between the written, taught, and tested curriculum across grade levels and schools 
promotes student access to comparable curricular experiences and improved student achievement 
district-wide.  It is essential that leaders of Brooklyn City Schools set expectations for curriculum and 
instruction and monitor and evaluate the quality of use.

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools Board 
of Education:

G.4.1:  Direct the superintendent to provide for board adoption a policy or policies incorporating the 
characteristics shown in Exhibit 3.2 setting expectations that teachers:

• Teach the district curriculum;

• Use research-based, effective instructional strategies;

• Ensure students access various cognitive levels and knowledge processes;

• Make active use of technology;

• Use formative and summative student assessment data to inform instruction; and

• Differentiate instruction to meet the needs of all learners and to allow all students to experience 
equal success.

G.4.2:  Direct the superintendent to provide for board adoption a policy or policies setting expectations 
that administrators, department heads, and/or lead teachers monitor classroom instruction and provide 
teachers with feedback to support and encourage improvement of instruction. 

G.4.3:  Direct the superintendent to provide for board adoption a policy or policies that set the 
expectation for consistent use of high quality, formative and summative student assessment data to:

• Ensure student mastery of content;

• Differentiate instruction to meet the needs of all learners;

• Establish flexible groupings for targeted instruction; and

• Provide timely, intense, targeted instruction for remediation.

G.4.4:  Direct the superintendent to provide for board adoption a policy directing that professional 
development be closely linked to district curricular and instructional priorities and follow research-
based precepts for adult learning and development.  The policy should provide for centralized control 
and direction of professional development in the district and should incorporate the characteristics 
shown in Exhibit 6.2.  
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G.4.5:  Revise district and building administrators’ job descriptions, as well as those of any instructional 
coaches or teacher leaders, to include more specific expectations for monitoring of classroom instruction.  
These should include responsibilities, data collection and for what purpose, including both individual 
teacher and building- and district-level, to provide information about the effectiveness and alignment 
of the taught curriculum.

G.4.6:  Use student assessment and program evaluation data in making budget decisions and in 
approving curriculum revisions.

G.4.7:  Provide sufficient funding, including human resources, to support high quality implementation 
of district initiatives in regard to delivery of the written curriculum, student and program assessment, 
and professional development.

G.4.8:  Require the superintendent to provide regular, timely reports to the board on progress toward 
meeting expectations regarding all aspects of delivery of curriculum and instruction.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Brooklyn City Schools 
Superintendent of Schools:

A.4.1:  Assist the board in developing policies referenced in G.4.1-G.4.4.  

A.4.2:  Assist the board in developing policies that define the roles of the board, district and building 
administrators, and teachers regarding curriculum.  For example, the board is primarily responsible for 
adopting curriculum; administrators are responsible for overseeing its development, evaluation, and 
revision, as well as for monitoring its implementation; and teachers are responsible for delivering the 
adopted curriculum and sometimes assisting in writing or reviewing curriculum with assistance from 
outside consultants or district administrators.

A.4.3:  Assist the board in rewriting job descriptions to reflect responsibilities for delivery of the 
written curriculum, use of research-based instructional practice, formative and summative use of 
student assessment and program evaluation data, delivery of professional development system-wide, 
and administrator monitoring of delivery of the curriculum.  

A.4.4:  Establish and communicate clear expectations with regard to delivery of the written curriculum 
(consider selection of a clinical model such as the Curriculum Management Improvement Model2.  
Define the instructional practices to be used in classrooms across the district in order to provide a 
clear picture of what district leaders want and expect effective and rigorous instruction to look like.  
This includes the types of teaching practices district leaders expect to see and that are research-based, 
developmentally appropriate and content-specific, and culturally and personally relevant to students.  
Use the Ohio Teacher Performance Evaluation Rubric and the McREL Power Walkthrough as a starting 
point.  The model should describe the ways in which district-adopted curriculum is expected to be 
delivered.  Expectations might include:

• Implementing higher-order questioning that helps students see the “big picture” of concepts, 
knowledge, and skills being taught and that facilitates a deeper understanding on the part of 
students;

• Differentiating instruction to meet the needs of all students;

• Using small group, student-pair, and cooperative learning strategies to complete well-
constructed activities that promote student engagement in developing knowledge and skills; 

• Comparing and contrasting new concepts, knowledge, and skills with those already familiar to 
students;

2  Downey, C.J., Steffy, B.E., Poston, W.K., Jr., English, F.W.  (2009).  50 Ways to Close the Achievement Gap (3rd 
ed.).  Newbury Park CA: Corwin Press.
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• Engaging students in experimental and experiential inquiry, problem-solving, and investigation;

• Having students set their own learning goals, develop strategies for attaining them, and monitor 
their own progress toward meeting those goals;

• Engaging students in metacognitive activities, where they analyze their own thought processes 
in approaching assignments, new information, test questions, etc.; and 

• Using non-linguistic means to support comprehension of, identification with, and retention of 
new concepts or knowledge, such as pictures, graphic organizers, outlines, etc.3

A.4.5:  Describe and communicate expectations for how teachers are to use student performance/
achievement data to plan instruction based on students’ specific academic needs.  This should include 
close monitoring of student learning that is data-based and relies on flexible, small groups to deliver 
the precise teaching that those students need, rather than relying on whole group (one-size-fits-all) 
approaches.  

Incorporate the expectation for differentiating instruction in the classroom to meet individual student 
needs; monitor to ensure this occurs.  Differentiation can and should come in two different forms based 
on individual students’ needs, as follows:

• Differentiating the content or objective for an individual student based on where he or she is in 
the overall sequence of learning; and 

• Differentiating the type of activity or performance product the student is expected to accomplish 
or create.

A.4.6:  Develop, refine, and implement administrative guidelines that set clear expectations for providing 
ongoing support to teachers through regular monitoring of curriculum implementation and teacher 
use of research-based, effective instructional strategies across all schools, content areas, and grade 
levels.  Refine, expand, and institutionalize existing monitoring efforts such as use of the McREL Power 
Walkthrough, ensuring the administrator-teacher feedback loop is closed consistently.  Monitoring and 
support should include determination of and feedback relative to:

• The curriculum objective or objectives being taught and student awareness and understanding 
of instructional goals/objectives;

• The cognitive level and knowledge processes being engaged by students;

• Which research-based, effective instructional practices are in use, and their frequency;

• How formative and summative data are being used to inform instruction;

• How instruction is being differentiated to meet the varied needs of learners;

• In the case of co-teaching situations, how planning and sharing of responsibilities are occurring; 

• Noting other evidence of objectives and effective instructional practices; and 

• Planning when and how feedback will be given to the teacher.  

A.4.7:  Develop a plan to ensure delivery of adequate and developmentally appropriate professional 
development linked to curricular and instructional priorities.  The plan should accomplish the following:

3 For more information, see Downey, C.J., Steffy, B.E., Poston, W.K., Jr., English, F.W.  (2009).  50 Ways to Close 
the Achievement Gap (3rd ed.).  Newbury Park CA: Corwin Press.

See also Dean, C., Pitler, H., Stone, B.  (2012).  Classroom instruction that works: Research-based strategies for 
increasing student achievement (2nd ed.).  Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
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• Limit professional development initiatives to three to five major topics over a three- to five-year 
time period.  Consider as priorities topics that focus on curriculum implementation, expected 
instructional strategies, student engagement, active use of technology to support curriculum 
delivery, and use of formative and summative assessment data to inform lesson planning to 
raise student achievement.  Communicate connectedness of various professional development 
activities to the core goal of increasing student learning; 

• Provide for adequate follow-up to trainings to reinforce staff mastery of strategies learned in 
staff development activities;

• Provide appropriate training for administrators to ensure they have the capacity to support 
teachers in implementing knowledge and skills gained through various professional development 
activities;

• Follow the precepts of adult learning and development and meet the varied developmental 
needs of targeted personnel; and

• Require evaluation of professional development activities to determine if they are cost effective 
in increasing teacher capacity in improving student achievement.

A.4.8:  Include in budget planning adequate financial and human resources for implementation of these 
recommendations.

A.4.9:  Provide periodic reports to the board on the design and implementation of:

• Use of the written curriculum and teacher incorporation of effective instructional strategies;

• Implementation of formative and summative student assessment and program evaluation, and 
the results of expanded data collection;

• Monitoring of classroom instruction; and 

• Professional development efforts.  

In conclusion, it is strongly recommended that the district maintain a relentless focus on meaningful 
student learning with the modifications suggested here for stronger delivery of the written curriculum 
and high quality instructional practice, use of formative and summative data to inform instruction and 
program efforts, and professional development closely linked to curricular and instructional priorities.  
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V.  SUMMARY
A Small School District Audit is an “exception” report.  The SSDA does not provide a normative 
view of the school system, comparing it to others like it.  Instead, it holds the system up to scrutiny 
against predetermined standards of quality as defined in the scope of work, makes note of relevant 
findings derived from those comparisons, and develops recommendations in order to improve system 
performance over time.  Expectations for improved system performance ultimately depend on the 
resolve and competency of responsible district officials throughout the implementation process and 
their fidelity to the content of the recommendations.  It should be noted that the recommendations 
represent the auditors’ “best judgment” about how to meet the discrepancies disclosed in the report.  
While it is reasonable to expect that the superintendent and her staff and the members or the board may 
express doubt about some aspects of the recommendations, they should form, at the least, a starting 
point for discussions of how to deal with the documented findings.

The auditors found that the Brooklyn City Schools’ teachers, support staff, administrators, and board 
members possess the motivation to serve the district effectively.  They enjoy working in the district, 
know their students well, and desire to help them succeed.  With the completion of the new K-7 building 
project, all three schools will be on the same campus providing an atmosphere that will support teaching 
and learning even better than the facilities do at present.  The request for an external review provided 
by the Curriculum Management Audit reflects the commitment of the board and district leadership to 
take significant steps to improve student learning and achievement and to make substantial changes for 
systemic improvement.

Given limited financial and human resources, efforts have been made to better meet students’ educational 
needs.  However, a theme that cuts across the audit findings and recommendations is the need for 
clear and comprehensive written policies, procedures, and plans to provide a framework in order that 
initiatives may have lasting impact on the educational program.  In short, education has become too 
complex to operate without a written foundation on which to build.

Board policies met state requirements, but this was not enough to provide for adequate control of the 
curriculum.  Specifically, policies requiring alignment of the written, taught and tested curriculum were 
not evident.  Policies requiring written curriculum for every course at every grade level and assessment 
in every content area at every grade levels were missing.  No policy was found that required teachers 
to teach the adopted curriculum or principals and administrators to monitor delivery of the adopted 
curriculum.  Policies did not require program-driven budgeting or performance-based budgeting 
practices.  Review dates on existing policies indicated that policies are not systematically reviewed and 
revised to reflect the needs of the system.

At present, district improvement plans do not drive system change.  A three-year strategic plan was 
designed by the District Leadership Team.  However, the goals, strategies, and means of evaluation 
(both formative and summative) were not well aligned, and the district improvement plan lacked most 
of the components required in order for it to serve as a foundation for all other district planning.  

The Brooklyn City Schools lacked a comprehensive plan or sufficient evidence of planning to provide 
direction and procedures for design, delivery, and evaluation of written curriculum for all subjects and 
at all levels.  Decisions about curriculum, instruction, and assessment have been largely relegated to 
individual campuses and, frequently, to individual teachers or small groups of teachers.  

Although the Brooklyn City Schools have a plethora of curriculum documents extant in the district, 
many were outdated and no longer in use.  The scope of the curricular documents in use was not 
adequate to permit control of the curriculum.  The quality of the guides in use was inadequate to drive 
instructional decision making.  Guides, where available, tended to repeat state or national curricula with 
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its attendant gaps and overlaps.  One result of the lack of quality curriculum documents is that a high 
proportion of teachers seek out sources other than district curriculum when making decisions about 
what to teach.

The district offers a variety of professional development opportunities all geared to improvement of 
teaching and learning.  However, they have been driven by grant funding and have lacked coordination 
or sufficient follow-through for full implementation and institutionalization.  Monitoring of curriculum 
and instruction was emergent through use of a nationally recognized formative approach and a state-
mandated summative protocol.  However, their use (especially for formative purposes) was in its 
beginning stages and was inconsistent and incomplete.  Monitoring and evaluation of implementation 
of a realistic and manageable number of professional development initiatives needs to take place 
systematically and fully.

A comprehensive, coherent system for assessment provides teachers, building administrators, and 
district leaders a framework for determining the effectiveness of programs and practices.  Auditors 
found almost no evidence of the necessary components of a comprehensive student assessment and 
program evaluation plan.  Consequently, district personnel lacked a basis for making decisions about 
the effectiveness of curriculum design and delivery.  Without such a process or plan, district personnel 
lacked a common system of evaluating instructional programs for the purposes of making decisions 
related to selection, continuation, modification, and/or termination.

Assessment scope is inadequate for making informed programmatic and instructional decisions.  The 
Brooklyn City Schools rely heavily on the testing provided by the state of Ohio.  While extensive, this 
program of testing does not provide 100 percent coverage of the core academic areas.  Additionally, 
the district does not have a battery of formative and diagnostic assessments in place, which would 
allow district personnel to assess student progress toward mastery of the curriculum prior to taking 
high stakes tests.  Achievement results over the past five years were sometimes above and sometimes 
below state averages, depending on the grade levels being assessed.  Elementary achievement levels 
were more consistently below state averages, while secondary achievement tended to be above state 
levels.  Cohort analysis revealed a similar pattern of achievement below 80 percent proficiency in the 
elementary years and above 80 percent proficiency in the secondary years.

Overall, data use in the Brooklyn City Schools was inadequate to inform district-wide curricular, 
instructional, or programmatic decision making.  Use of formative assessment data varied from 
building to building and from classroom to classroom.  Approaches were emerging to encourage and 
support teacher use of student assessment data to direct instruction.  However, there was no planned 
or comprehensive approach to use of formative student assessment data or for ensuring the quality 
of locally developed formative assessments.  Summative student assessment data, including state 
assessment data, were being used largely for state-mandated reporting, grading, and course placement.  

Analysis of student work artifacts revealed that most were on grade level.  However, analysis of cognitive 
type indicated that most artifacts tended to be at the lowest levels of cognition.  Contexts tended to be 
those that were least likely to promote student engagement and did not align with contexts present 
in released items from upcoming state and national tests such as PARCC.  This lack of alignment in 
context and cognitive type is likely to result in students being surprised on those exams rather than 
experiencing success.

In an effective school system, leadership sets clear expectations regarding the nature and quality of 
instruction and communicates those expectations to teachers.  Despite efforts to improve teaching and 
learning through training, auditors found a lack of clear and consistent direction for classroom instruction 
in district documents.  District-wide, instructional delivery was generally teacher-directed, and students 
tended to be engaged in low rigor, individual seat work or whole group instruction.  Overall, classroom 
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instruction made low cognitive demands on students.  In addition, teachers tended to use few of the 
research-based effective instructional strategies available to them.  

While it is a time of challenge for the Brooklyn City Schools, it is also a time of opportunity.  Board 
members and district and building administrators have indicated their desire to move the district to the 
next level and set the standard for high quality educational experiences for all students.  Undertaking 
the curriculum management audit is evidence of this commitment.  Future progress will depend, in part, 
on the district leadership’s efforts to address the issues presented in this audit.

It is hoped that this curriculum audit report will provide the stimulus for the board, administrators, 
teachers, parents, and community members to develop a consensus for systemic change and improvement.  
The changes recommended will take five to eight years to implement and fully institutionalize.  If this 
process yields the kind of quality and consistency envisioned in the recommendations of the audit, there 
is every reason to be optimistic about the future of the Brooklyn City Schools.
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Appendix A

Auditors’ Biographical Data

Lynn Zinn, Ed.D.

Dr. Lynn F. Zinn lives in Steamboat Springs, Colorado.  She earned her B.A.  in 
American Literature from Middlebury College, her M.Ed. in Special Education 
at the University of Maine, and her Ed.D. in Educational Leadership and Policy 
Studies from the University of Northern Colorado.  She has lived in Vermont, Maine, 
Pennsylvania, and Colorado.  In nearly 45 years as an educator, she has worked 
as a classroom teacher, special education resource teacher and consultant, reading 

consultant, central office administrator, graduate instructor in educational leadership, and educational 
consultant.  Much of her recent consulting work has involved program evaluation and planning.  Dr. 
Zinn completed her curriculum audit training in Tucson, Arizona, in December 2000 and has worked 
on nearly two dozen audits in 15 states.  

Heather Boeschen, B.A.

Ms. Boeschen is an educational consultant and curriculum design analyst for 
Curriculum Management Systems, Inc.  Her professional background includes 
service in education for 20 years, including 15 years as a language arts and foreign 
language teacher in Minnesota and Iowa.  She is a graduate of Macalester College 
in St. Paul, Minnesota, with majors in English and German, and she has completed 
specialized post-graduate work in curriculum development and instructional 

practices.  She completed licensure as a curriculum auditor in St. Paul, Minnesota, in 1996, and she has 
served on audit teams all over the country, most recently in Colorado, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, 
and Texas.



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 188



Brooklyn City Schools Audit Report Page 189

Appendix B

List of Documents Reviewed
by the

Brooklyn City Schools Audit Team

Note:  Brooklyn City Schools gathered and submitted over 1,800 files/documents for the auditors to 
examine and analyze.  Many specific documents are listed here; others have been listed by category 
(e.g., Board Policies).

Document Title Date
(if available)

Introductory/General Materials
BCS Buildings/History
Names, Addresses, Positions 2014
Poverty Data 2012
History of Schools
Enrollment 2013
Audit Statement 2014
Administrative Team Meeting Notes 2013-14
District PD Day 2014
Team Leaders 2013
Current Board of Education Members 2014
List of Superintendents 2014
High School Staff Handbook 2014
Middle School Teacher Handbook 2014
Brooklyn City LEA (Parts 1 and 2) 2011
Brooklyn High School LEA (Parts 1 and 2) 2011
Brooklyn Middle School LEA (Parts 1 and 2) 2011
Brookridge Elementary School LEA (Parts 1 and 2) 2011
Teacher Contract 2014
Classified Contract 2013
Teacher Salary Schedule
AP Enrollments 2014
AVID Enrollments 2014
Gifted Enrollments 2014
LEP Enrollments 2014
PSEO Enrollments 2014
Special Educations Enrollments 2014
Instructional Time Allocations 2014
Library Book Count 2014
Computers
Approved District Budget 2014
Core Areas 1 through 3
Board Policies various
Administrative Guidelines and Forms various
Job Descriptions (various) various
Table of Organization
New PK-7 Facility
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Stadium Renovation 2014
Strategic Plan 2013
Strategic Plan 2014
Building Committees
Middle School Committees
Middle School Master Schedule
Brookridge K-4 Master Schedule 2014
High School Master Schedule 2014
Race to the Top LEA Year 4 Plan 2013
Discipline Referral Statistics 2014
Discipline Referral—ELL 2014
Discipline Referral—Race 2014
Discipline Referral—Economically Disadvantaged 2014
Discipline Referral—Gender 2014
Discipline Referral—Gifted 2014
Discipline Referral—Special Education 2014
Core Areas 4 and 5
Instructional Material Adoption
Course Description/Registration Guide 2014
Brookridge Homework Policy 2014
High School Homework Policy 2014
Middle School Homework Policy 2014
Considerations for Retention
K-12 LA Common Core State Standards 2010
K-12 Mathematics Common Core State Standards
K-12 LA Comparative Analysis (ODE)
K-12 Reading Comparative Analysis (ODE)
K-12 Speaking and Listening Comparative Analysis (ODE)
K-12 Writing Comparative Analysis (v.1) (ODE)
K-8 Math Standards Comparative Analysis (ODE)
K-8 Science Standards Comparative Analysis (ODE) 2012
K-8 Science Standards and Model Curriculum 2011
High School Science Model Curriculum 2011
PK-12 Social Studies Model Curriculum 2011
K-8 Social Studies Standards (ODE) 2012
K-8 Social Studies Comparative Analysis (ODE) 2012
Vertical Alignment of 2010 Academic Content Standards: PK-8 Social Studies 2010
Essential Standards Chart/template
Websites and Apps for Math and the Common Core
BCS Assessment Calendar 2014
MS-HS Progression Chart Template
FOCUS on Ohio Standards, grades 3-5 (~60 documents) 2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Kindergarten
ELA:

Kindergarten Curriculum Map Common Core State Standards
ELA Essential Standards
Kindergarten ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Curriculum resources (Dr. Wilfong) (14 documents)
Grouping of Writing/Reading Standards—Kindergarten
Quarterly Reading Assessments (14 documents)

Mathematics:
Kindergarten Math Curriculum Map
Kindergarten Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Kindergarten Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Quarterly Math Assessments (4 documents)

Science:
Kindergarten Science New Standards
Kindergarten Science Gap Analysis

Social Studies:
Kindergarten Social Studies Assessment Map
Kindergarten Social Studies Gap Analysis

2012

2012

2012

2012
Grade 1
ELA:

Quarterly reading assessments (20 documents)
Quarterly writing assessments (5 documents) 
Grade 1 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
1st Grade ELA Common Core Map
Essential Standards Chart ELA, Gr.  1

Mathematics:
Quarterly assessments 2013-14
Math Pacing Guide 2013-14
Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
1st Grade Math CC map
Grade 1 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Math CC Standards

Science:
Grade 1 Science Gap Analysis 
Grade 1 Science New Standards

Social Studies:
1st Grade Social Studies assessment map
Grade 1 Social Studies Gap Analysis 

Brookridge Progression Chart

2013
2013

2013
2013

2012

2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Grade 2
ELA: 

4th quarter unit
2nd Grade CC assessment map
2nd Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
2nd Grade ELA
Grade 2 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Reading Pacing Guide
Trophies LA Pacing Guide
Writing Pacing Guide

Mathematics:
2nd Grade Math Assessment Map
2nd Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Grade 2 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Pacing Guide

Science:
Grade 2 Science Assessment Map
Grade 2 Science Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Science Pacing Guide

Social Studies:
2nd Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
Grade 2 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Social Studies Pacing Guide

2013

2012
2013
2013
2013

2012
2013

2012
2013

2012
2013

Grade 3
ELA: 

3rd Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Grade 3 LA Assessment Map
Grade 3 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Guided Reading Pacing Guide
Language Arts Power Standards
Mathematics:

Grade 3 Math Assessment Map
3rd Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Math Pacing Calendar

Grade 3 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Math Power Standards

Science:
Grade 3 Science Gap Analysis 

Grade 3 Science New Standards Assessment Map
Grade 3 Science New Standards
Science Power Standards
Science Pacing Guide

Social Studies:
3rd Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
Grade 3 Social Studies Gap Analysis 
Social Studies Power Standards
Social Studies Pacing Guide

2012
2014

2014
2012

2012

2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Grade 4
ELA: 

ELA Assessment Map
4th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
4th Grade Greek and Latin Roots

Grade 4 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Mathematics:

Math Assessment Map
Math Pacing Guides
4th Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Grade 4 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Science:
Grade 4 Science Assessment Map
Grade 4 Science Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Grade 4 Science New Standards 

Social Studies:
4th Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
4th Grade Social Studies Pacing Guide
Grade 4 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)

2011
2012

2013
2013 and 2014

2012

2012

2011
2012

Grade 5
ELA: 

5th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
5th Grade LA Common Core Assessment Map
Essential Standards ELA
Grade 5 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Mathematics:
5th Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
5th Grade Math Essential Standards
5th Grade Math
1st Quarter Summative Assessment
Grade 5 Math Gap Analysis 

Science:
ELA Standards for 5th Grade Science
Essential Standards
Formative Assessments
Grade 5 Assessment Map
Grade 5 Science Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Grade 5 Science New Standards 

Social Studies:
5th Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
ELA Standards for 5th Grade Social Studies
Grade 5 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)

2012

2012

2012

2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Grade 6
ELA: 

Quarterly Assessments (4 documents)
Essential Standards 
Grade 6 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Mathematics:
6th Grade Math Assessment Map
Grade 6 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
6th Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Essential Standards, Grade 6 Math

Science:
Grade 6 Science Assessment Map
Essential Questions, Grade 6 Science
ELA Standards for 6th Grade Science
Grade 6 Science Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Grade 6 Science New Standards 

Social Studies:
ELA Standards for 6th Grade Social Studies
Grade 6 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)
6th Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
Essential Standards Chart, Grade 6 Social Studies

2012

2012

2014
2013
2013
2012

Grade 7
ELA: 

7th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
7th Grade LA Common Core State Standards
Essential Standards Chart
Grade 7 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Mathematics:
7th Grade Math Quarterly Assessment (Q1)
7th Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Essential Standards Chart
Grade 7 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Science:
Essential Standards Chart, 7th Grade Science
6-8 ELA Standards for 7th Grade Science
Grade 7 I Can Statements
Grade 7 Science Assessment map
Grade 7 Science Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Grade 7 Science New Standards

Social Studies:
7th Grade Social Studies Assessment Map
6-8 ELA Standards for 7th Grade Social Studies
Grade 7 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)

2012

2012

2012

2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

Grade 8
ELA: 

8th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
8th Grade Common Core Standards
Grade 8 Assessment Map
Grade 8 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Mathematics:
8th Grade Assessment Map
8th Grade Math Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Grade 8 Math Gap Analysis (ODE template)
Grade 8 Math Gap Analysis—Traditional Grade 8 Algebra 1 (ODE)

Science:
6-8 ELA Standards for 8th Grade Science
Grade 8 Science Assessment Map
Grade 8 Science Gap Analysis 
Grade 8 Science New Standards

Social Studies:
Grade 8 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE)
6-8 ELA Standards for 8th Grade Social Studies
8th Grade Assessment Social Studies Assessment Map
Grade 8 Social Studies Gap Analysis (ODE template)

2014
2012

2014

2012
2012

2014

2012

2014
2012

High School ELA
Curriculum maps for English Courses (~40 documents) 
Course Outlines
Modified notes, assignments, and assessments for Special Education students (~152 
documents)
Course Percentage Breakdown for Grading
English Department Standards
9th-10th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
11th-12th Grade ELA Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
HS Grades 9-12 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
HS Grades 11-12 ELA Gap Analysis (ODE template)
English I:

Various documents related to assignments and assessments (~125 documents)
Course outline

English II:
Lesson Plans

English III (American Literature):
Various documents related to assignments and assessments (~125 documents)
Course outline

English III (Rhetoric and Persuasion):
Various documents related to assignments and assessments (~125 documents)

English IV (Media Lit):
Various documents related to assignments and assessments (~21 documents)
Daily Activities

English IV (British Lit):
Weekly schedule of Assignments 
Various documents related to assignments and assessments (~27 documents)

2007-2013

2011
2011
2012
2012

2014
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

High School ELA (continued)
Honors (3 documents)
Independent Reading Novels: Assessments (3 documents)
Media (~10 files)
Reading (10 documents)
High School Mathematics
HS Conceptual Category Standards—Algebra
HS Conceptual Category Standards—Functions
HS Conceptual Category Standards—Geometry
HS Conceptual Category Standards—Number and Quantity
HS Conceptual Category Standards—Statistics
HS Crosswalk—Mathematics (ODE)
Pre-Algebra:

Assessment Map (PARCC)
Algebra 1:

Assessment Map
Assessment Map (PARCC)
Algebra 1 Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Curriculum Map
HS Algebra 1 Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Algebra 2:
Assessment Map
Assessment Map (PARCC)
Algebra 2 Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Curriculum Map
HS Algebra 2 Gap Analysis (ODE template)

Geometry:
Assessment Map
Assessment Map (PARCC)
Geometry Standards Deconstructed (KY Dept.  of Education)
Course Outline with Standards
HS Geometry Gap Analysis (ODE template)

2012

2014
2012

2014
2012

2013
2014

High School Science
Biology:

9-10 ELA Standards for Biology
Essential Standards Chart—Biology
HS Science Gap Analysis—Biology
HS Science new curriculum assessment map—Biology

Physical Science:
9-10 ELA Standards for Physical Science
Essential Standards Chart—Physical Science
HS Science Gap Analysis—Physical Science
HS Science new curriculum assessment map—Biology

Chemistry:
11-12 ELA Standards for Chemistry
Essential Standards Chart—Chemistry
HS Science Gap Analysis—Chemistry
HS Science new curriculum assessment map—Biology

2012

2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

High School Science (continued)
Physics:

11-12 ELA Standards for Physics
Essential Standards Chart—Physics 
HS Science Gap Analysis—Physics
HS Science new curriculum assessment map—Biology
Physics Common Core Power Standards

Environmental Science:
HS Science Gap Analysis—Environmental Science  (ODE template)

Physical Geology:
HS Science Gap Analysis—Physical Geology (ODE template)

 

2012

2012
High School Social Studies
High School Crosswalk—Social Studies (ODE)
High School Social Studies Standards
Social Studies Power Standards
U.S.  History:

9-10 ELA Standards for U.S.  History
Social Studies Gap Analysis—American History (ODE template)
Assessment Map

World History:
9-10 ELA Standards for World History 
Assessment Map

Economics:
11-12 ELA Standards for Economics
Social Studies Gap Analysis—Economics and Financial Literacy (ODE template)
Assessment Map

Government:
11-12 ELA Standards for Government
Social Studies Gap Analysis—American Government (ODE template)
Assessment Map

Modern World History:
Model Curriculum (ODE)
Social Studies Gap Analysis—Modern World History (ODE template)

World Geography:
Social Studies Gap Analysis—World Geography (ODE template)

America at War:
Curriculum Map

Contemporary World Issues: 
Social Studies Gap Analysis—Contemporary World Issues (ODE template)
Curriculum Map

Psychology:
Curriculum Map

Sociology:
Curriculum Map

2012
2010

2012

2011

2012

2014

2012
2014

2014

2014
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Document Title Date
(if available)

World Languages
6-8 Foreign Language Standards
9-12 Foreign Language Standards
Ohio’s New Learning Standards: World Languages Grades 9-12
World Languages Comparison Chart, 6-8
World Languages Comparison Chart, 9-12

Spanish 1:
Assessment Map

Spanish 2:
Assessment Map

Spanish 3:
Assessment Map

Spanish 4:  
Assessment Map

2012
2012
2012

2014

2014

2014

2014
Core Area 6 and Optional Area 2
Teacher Evaluation: formal evaluation rubrics and sample evaluations (35 documents)
McREL Walkthrough Communication
Student Artifacts (174 samples)
McREL Walkthrough Summary Data—Brookridge Elementary School 2014
McREL Walkthrough Summary Data—Middle School 2014
McREL Walkthrough Summary Data—High School 2014
Core Areas 7 through 10
Assessment Information to Teachers 2013
District Assessment Calendar 2014
Board Assessment Scores Presentation 2014
Equity Presentation to DLT 2014
AVID External Audit 2014
AVID GPAs—HS All grades 2014
AVID Attendance HS 2014
AVID GPAs and Instructors 2014
AVID HS Grant Application
FAMS LEA Application 2012
Middle School Formative Assessment Pilot 2012
STAR Block Description
Technology Plan
Title 1 CCIP 2014
5-Step Process forms, resources, protocols submitted (~40 documents)
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