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Executive Summary

In the fall of 2007, Educaton Resour ce Strategies (ERS) wag
Reform Commission to conductSdrategicProfessional Development Review for the School
District of Philadelphia (SDP). ERS is a nonprofit organization that is nationally recognized for
its extensive work in partnering with urban school districts to make the most of their resources
(people, time, and money).

The Strategi®rofessional DevelopmeReview helps school districts create a coherent and
comprehensive professional developmeratsgy tied to systerwide and schoespecific
performance goals, plans, and needs. It also gives school districts a tool to understand their
current professional development landscape and a framework for reshaping this landscape to

A

alignwitheachdistat 6s hi ghest priorities and best g

Key MessageTo improve teacher and leaderstdgpacitythe School District of Philadelphia
must

o Creatk an adequately fundegrofessional development (Pplan that isbased on
evidencebased metrics of teaaty quality andlinks to a broader human capital strategy.

e Ralesignthe current investment schootbasedexpertsuppot, including clearly
defining roles and accountability and providing collaborative planning time to work with
teaches.

¢ Build on current efforts to support new teachers and principals.

Within each of these priorities, there are both immediate and longer term opportunities for SDP
to improve teaching and leadership capacity. In the short term, SDP can meaningfully impac
capacity by redefining and improving existing practideshe lon@r term, SDP will need to
increase investment in PD and create a comprehensive human capital management strategy th
rethinkshow it invests in teachers, includiagjernative career ldders and compensation
structures.

This report is organized to provide SDP with clear and actionable informdgicst, the report
establishes the contexdl challenges the district faces in improving teaching quality and
leadership capacity. It théays out three priority areas for professional development
restructuring, and 10 leveraged opportunitieailable to SDRvithin these priority areas. For
each leveraged opportunity, we identify key areas for additional analysis and some implicationg
for practice and implementation in the full report.

CHALLENGES TO CREATING A PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

1. Low and Unstable Funding:

r

at
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e Funding forPD Initiatives is relativelylow compared to other districts ERS has
studied, totaling 2.8% of the operagibudget or 6K perteachef.

e SDP relies heavily on nepermanent revenue sources, which comprise 23% of all
spending orPD Initiatives.

¢ While SDP devoted significant contractual teacher time for professional development
in 200708 (five full days and 1 half days), this commitment will not be sustained in
2008009.

2. Limited Understanding and Tracking of Key Teacher and Leadership Needs:

e SDP does not systematically measure, collect, and/or use evoased data on

teaching, leadershipnd school cap@y to determine PD needs tarallocate PD
resources.

e Even by traditional measures of teaching and leadership capacity, SDP has significant
need for a strategic PD plan: 17% of teachers baee or fewegears experience;
28% of teachers are unquadifi by SDB s d e f i%of drincipats havéirge or
fewer years oéxperiences a SDP principal

3. Constraints on Flexibility of Resource Use:
e Only 15% of M resources are fully flexible.
e Teacher union contract provisions arowetiool schedules and &2 ¢ hsalars téme,
andresponsibilities impact the effectiveness of current resource use.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVING TEACHING AND LEADERSHIP QUALITY:

Create an adequately funded PD plan that is based on evidencebased metrics of teacher
quality and links to a broader human capital management strategy.

1. Create and implement a muitear professional development plan that aligns with
district priorities and supports a distristide strategic plan.
e The current PD plan is used for state compliance s@gponly; it is too broad to be
actionable and is not connected to funding sources.
e During the 200708 school year, PD planning was consolidated undesftloe of the
Chief AcademicOfficer (CAQ), but still required greater clarity of reporting and
accauntability structures.

'ow{ RSTAYSA& at Bograms AnihktivitiesitigaSaiméto irhpéoveeathier ahd principatapacity

F NRBdzy R (KS R Mma priNdied dsvall aieAdy(RMHIZARMZ £ Qa4 INRB G K 2NJ OF NB
% This amount does not include the cost of contracted PD time for teachers or salary increments.

See Appendix Il for a description of all PD Initiatives
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2. Implement structures and practices to measure, collect, and disseminate evidence
based metrics on teaching quality to inform professional development priorities and
related career and staffing decisions.

e Currently, SDPRonly collectsproxies for teachinguality and @es not use them to
track teachingjuality by school oto makestaffing decisions

e Teacher evaluations,onducted by principals, do n
capacity andre not used to inform professional deveh@nt decisions.

3. Create a comprehensive human capital management strategy that supports teacher and

leadership professional development by focusing on staffing equity, career lattice,
evaluation, and compensation structures.
¢ Human capital management sturetsd staffing, career lattices, compensation and
measuring and monitoring teacher quadityare not integrated with professional
development.
e SDP spends 39% of total PD spending teacher salary incremehfsr coursework
more than any other PD itefbis an investment that SDP cannot leverage (because

courses are typically notamatbeireglloeated. t o di

4. Increase investment in effective strategies, including sdbes®d expertise and new
teacher and principal sygort, focusing on morpermanent and stable fundisgurces.
e Only 15% of PD resourcesn be easily reallocated

o 23% of PDresourcesarefrommrore cur ri ng sources; SDPO6cEs

anticipated to decrease further over the next couple of yearsjimg the
discontinuation of h e d iReatlimgiFicspragsam.

Revamp the current investment in school-basedexpert support, including clearly defining roles
and accountability , and providing collaborative planning time to work with teachers.

5. Improve effectiveness of schdmsed expertise investment by redefining coach and
lead teacher job responsibilities and tightening selection and accountability.
e SDP spends 53% of &lD Initiatives ($2.8Kper teacher) on schebhsed expertise
predominatelyn the form of School Growth Teachers (SGT), Reading First coaches,
and Schoobased Teacher Leaders (SBTL).

* Total PD spending includes Riliatives, Contract PD Days, and Salary Increments (Figure 1).
® Salary Increments are the salary raises teachers receive for obtaining additional course credits, as is established
on the teacher salary schedule. Teachers receive the salary incrememtthe tenure of their career (not only in
the year they took the course), so Salary Increments represents a huge cost to districts.

ot

P

® Also includes Reading First coaches, early childhood coaches, and coaches for Pennsylvania HS Coaching Initiative.
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e Schootbased expertise model does not conform with best practices of instructional
coaching.

6. Focus scarce resources on highgrity areas such aliteracy and math.

e 24% of PD Initiative resources targeted to scHewél or districtwide instructional
programs are spent on literacy; 58% of literacy spending is from Reading First funds
andare likely to be discontinuérd28% of literacy resourcesay forSchootbased
Teacher Leaders (SBTLs) who are ttrimarydeliverersof content.

e Teachers across the district experience different levels of support in literacy, as
Reading First only focusem K-3 classroomsand SBTLs have varying levels of
releasetime from classroom teaching to support other teachers.

e Only 11% of PD hitiative resources are focused on math.

7. Align the type and amount of professional development support with school need and
capacity, while holding schools accountable for effectise.

e $34.6 million, or 60%, of all PD Initiatives can be tied directly to schools, but there is
no accountability structure in place to assess the effectiveness of their use.

e PD resources vary significantly across schools, ranging from $125 per temacher
$15.8K perteacher; 20 schools (2¢tof all SDP schoolmaking AYP have less than
$500 per teacheo spend on PD

e The main drivers of inequity in the distribution of PD resources are school size,
school levelelementary, middle, higlgndprogram, andchool performance.

8. Create regular time during the school day and year for teachers to work
collaboratively, and with schodlased experts, to improve practice.
e SDP6s investment in coll aborative ti me f
which are sheduled to be reduced for the 2diBschool year.
¢ Information on school implementation of collaborative planning (@fT)for
teachers is not collected centrally and is believed to vary widely across schools.

Build on current efforts to support neweachers and principals

9. Improve implementation of new teacher support by more closely aligning resources and
need.
e SDP spends 15% of total PBhitiative spending, or,100per new teacher, on
induction and support, which is on the high end of otineain districts ERS has
studied. This figure includes some assumptions around the support received from
SGTs that needs to be examined.

TKEAYS !ted2yd 4G9t AYAYL (A 2yéEIKatiohWaekRAe Z7A2008A NE ( Q Cdzy R y 3
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e Allocation of new teacher suppdrtone SGT per schodl is not based on new
teacher distribution and school need.

10. Ensurestability of principal pipeline program and expand support for new principals.

e SDPfaces significant principal hiring needs with 29% of current principals having 30
or more years of experience in the district. SDP only invests $h&Gpport for
new pincipals compared to other urban districts that speachf$4.3K to 86.&K
per new principal

e Almost half of new principals in SDP have been trained through the Academy of
Leadership in Philadelphia Schools (ALPS) program; 60% of the program is funded
through aprivategrant set to expirin 200708.

CONCLUSION:

ERSrecommendthat SDP:

e Develop a process through which district leadership considers and prioritizes the above
opportunities by considering related challenges, interrelation of the oppiesuaitd
their relative impact.

e Incorporate these priorities into a strategic professional development plan that focuses ¢
and holds the district accountable to shartd longterm goals, and serves as a living
document for district leadership and staff

e Develop a system for periodically revisiting the PD strategy to celebrate successes,
evaluate if the above opportunities have been taken advantage of, and determine where
SDP professional development still has room to grow.

Education Resource Strategies
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l. Introduction

Inthefalld 2007, Education Resource Strategies| (EF
Reform @mmission to conduct @trategidProfessional Development Review for the School
District of PhiladelphigSDP)® ERSis a nonprofit organization that is nationallgognizel for

its extensive work in partnieig with urban school district® make the most of their resources
(people, time, and moneyllhe ERS Strategic Professional Development Review is designed to
help school districts create a coherent and compreteepofessional development strategy tied
to systemwide and school specific performance goals and ne@usr the past decadeRS has
collaborated witmumerous urban school distrigtsconducting itsStrategicProfessional
Development ReviewRD Review). The Strategic Professional Development Review for SDP is
funded by théVilliam Penn Foundation.

This report is organized to provide SDP with clear and actionable information. The report first
establishes the contexd challenges the district facesimproving teaching quality and

leadership capacity in terms of funding, need, and other external constraintslditheut

three priority areas for improving professional development, and within each of thegg prior
areas focuses on leverageprtunities. For each leveraged Opportunity, we identify key areas
for additional analysis and some implications for practice and implementation. The
Opportunities highlighted in this report are intended to represent strategies that ERS believes will
havethe highest impact on improving teaching quality and leadership capacity. The
Opportunitiesare not meant to be an exhaustive list of action s&pPE; should dadditional
work as part of a distrietvide strategic plan to realize these opportunitiesdtiiten, the report
includes detailed appendices with our supporting analysis and methodology.

During the course of conducting the PD Review and writing this report, SDP experienced a
leadership transition. The new Superintendent of SchDol#\rlene Ackerman hasrecently
implemented a number of changespending and organizatidimat significantly impaicsome

of the recommendations in this report. These changes and their impact are noted when
appropriate.

. Key Message
To improve teacher and leatshipcapacitythe School District of Philadelphia must

e Creakan adequately fundedD plan that is based on evidersased metrics of
teachng quality and links to a broader human capital strategy;

® Subsequently, ERS was also hired by the School Reform Commission to work with SDP to implement weighted
student funding. The first phase of this work includ@sanalysis of the SDP 2608 budget, the preliminary
findings of which are presented in a separate report to the district.
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e Ralesigncurrent investment iachootbasedexpertsypport, including clearly defining
roles and accountability, and providing collaborative planning time to work with
teachers;and

e Build on current efforts to support new teachers and principals.

Within each of these priorities, there are both immediatel@amger term opportunities for SDP

to improve teaching and leadership capacity. In the stesrh, SDP can meaningfully impact
capacity by redefining and improving existing practideshe longr term, SDP will need to
increase investment in PD and createomprehensive human capital management strategy that
rethinks how it invests in teachers, includialjernative career ladders and compensation
structures.

[ll.  Methodology: The Strategic Professional Development Review

There are three parts to the ER&ftgic Professional Development Review:

(1) Measuring and Mappingdetailing and measuring the current investtme professional
development;

(2) Consensus Buildingleveloping a shared understanding among all relevant stakeholders of
t he di sféssiana dedopmeptmerds and priorities;

(3) Strategic Planning and Resource Allocati®eallocating investments to create a mystar
professional development strategy that aligns with best practices of staff development and
systemwide priorities.

During the Measuring and Mapping phase, BRf8ks with district staff tovalidatedata and
assumptions. During the Consensus Building and Strategic Planning phases, ERS works with the
district to facilitate discussion around the results of the Measurishd/lapping phase to build
understanding and develop prioritized stratedusre extensive details of this methodology are
included in Appendix lll.

During the course of conducting tR® Review and writing this report, SDP experienced a
leadership transdn, which impacted the progress and the shape of the work. All parts of the
Review depend on a successfull@bbrative processetween ERS and the school district. As a
result of the transition, the validation process in the Measuring and Mapping Esaetw
complete and our findgs and recommendations have not been fully vetted or collaboratively
developed with district staff.In this report, we identify areas in whieve have made

°In February 2008, ERS presented a first round of findingeetoChief Academic Officé@r. Cassandra Jonasd
her cabinet. Following the first presentation, the neBuperintendent of Schootsf the School District of
Philadelphia, Dr. Arlene Ackermamas announcedDr. Ackerman and her transition team were given the
February 2008 cabinet presentation.
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assumptions around data and proviue basis for these assumptioas well as areas we think
need further analysis.

During the Mapping and Measuring Phase, ERS: (1) compiles a comprehensive inventory of all

professional development, (2) categorizes each piece of spending, and (3) maps spending aga
district priorities and researdbased strategies.

InventoryProfessional DevelopmerERS Strategic Professional Development Review defines a

di strictbds i1 nvestment i nmoReluallocabed to supporutice al |
development of the skills and knowtgglof its teachers and school leaders. This includes all

professional development activi thiteacher progr
professional development time establ itsancke d

theportion®é6 sal ari es awarded based on eduwhie i on
this definition is meant to be all inclusive, certain types of professional development are not
included because they are not tracked and collected centrally or are ndiajlansuch as

some individual school professional development spending or the time teachers spend with
schootbased experts that is integrated into the school day. (A more detailed definition of
professional development is included in Appendix IlI).

Thecomprehensive inventory f 0-08atoptedsidget@ipl® r t
budget data is only a snapshot of PD activity in SDP, and may not perfectly match spending th
actually occurred, it is an accurate portrayal of district strategydaha collected to inform the
inventory included district and individual PD Initiative budget data, payroll and benefits data,
human resource data (teacher and principal demographics and characteristics), staffing,
descriptions of PD Initiatives, and jolescriptions. We also conducted extensive interviews with
central office staff and regional personnel. (A detailed list of data and interviews is included in

Appendix Il1). Very often different data sets and pieces of information conflicted with each other
and in most instances we worked with SDP to reconcile the data or make assumptions. In some

instances, these assumptions may impact findings and recommendations and we have noted t
assumptions and the potential implications.

Categorize Spendingn order to chart investment against district priorities and best practices of
staff development, ERS maps each spending initiative using our ERS Coding Tool. The Coding
Tool is based on the following five inquires:

YERS defines PD laiiives as all grams andactivities that aim to improveeacher and principatapacity
FNRPdzyR §KS RAAGNRAOGQA & §F1admEAQH A 2 lyigivitluall GRiBvGE O Baksbr Beidy | &
" Contract PD time is the cost of teacher éspent in PD (as opposed to instruction or administrative duties), and
is calculated as a percentage of their total compensation (i.e., salary and benefits).

23alary Increments are the salary raises teachers receive for obtaining additional court® aseisi established

on the teacher salary schedule. Teachers receive the salary increments over the tenure of their career (not only i
the year they took the course), so Salary Increments represents a huge cost to districts.
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How much is the district spending on prcfiemal development?
What does the current spending buy?

Who controls and manages how the dollars are spent?

How is professional development funded?

How is investment allocated across schools?

abrwnpeE

The detail of the coding categories under these inquiree@metach PD Initiative was coded is
detailed in Appendix |.

Map against District Priorities and Best Practicdsnally, weevaluate the disr i ct 6 s PD
against district priorities andset of researchased principle® highlight missing compoms

and how a district should develop or revasgysterrwide professional development strategy
District priorities are determined based on a review of the overall district strategic plan, school
and student performance data, and teaching, leadershigclamol needs. The PD principles

bel ow are drawn from over a decade of ERSDO
literature on the subjebt.

1. Set cleastandardshat define expectatiorsdstages of growth for student learning,
professional pro@iiency, and schodevel instructional conditions.

2. Invest primarily inschootbased expert suppddr school leaders to implement a
coherent instructional design and respond to identified student and teacher learning
needs.

3. Ensure effectivéime and strutures for teachers to engage in collaborative learning and
planning.

4. Hire professionals who meet defined stand#éndsugh partnerships with effective
educator preparation programs, rigorous hiring protocols, and attractive incentives.

5. Structurecareer opprtunities and compensatiom encourage individual professional
development and to retain the most effective teachers and leaders.

6. Focus district investment in PD for individual growth on leveraggéer transition
points entry, leadership developmeahd support for struggling educators.

7. Differentiate PDand level of support based on school and educator needs and
performance levels.

8. Createaccountabilityfor PD effectiveness by assigning responsibility and measuring the
impact on classroom practicedastudent achievement.

Education Resource Strategi€s

st



IV. Challenges to Creating a Coherent Professional Development Strategy

Il n reviewing SDPO0 sndeavatorostlme criticah @ints of cogfextshat w e
must be considered when evaluating and prioritizing the oppodsimititined in the main body
of this report. In doing this, we do not intend to emphasize difficulties for their own sake, but to
provide a clear summary of challenges faci
development strategy. The three challengatlined below are not exhaustive, and are also not
particular to SDR most urban districts face similar sets of challenges.

a) Low and unstable funding
b) Limited understanding of key teacher, leadership, and school needs
c) Constraints on the flexibility of resource use

a.) Low and Unstable Funding

Over the past several years, SDP faasdsevere fiscal crisis with low funding and significant
budget shortfallsThe adequacy analysis and costing out study conducted by Augenblick,
Palaich, and Associates, Instates that SDP is under funded by almost $4.2K per pupiiis

low funding has compounded the budget shortfalls the district has faced since tzl 2@b080l
year . The Education Advisory Task Foaceds
$192 million negative fund balance at the end of fiscal year 2008 if no corrective steps were
taken" Funding has recently increased dramatically due to an influx of new state funds.
However, some administrators and observers worry the district witegain a fiscal steady

state due to frequent migkar corrections and inconsistent spending patterns that do not match
budgets’ The recently released fiscal year 2009 budget forecasts a shortfall of $18.6"Iillion
suggesting SDP will need to look faer for methods to balance the budget.

In such a financial climat@rograms and services deemed nonessdat@hssroom instruction
and keeping school doors opsuch as professional developmemgthe first to be cutThis

often results in profesional development that is driven primarily by unstable funding sources,
with many initiatives funded by targeted grants and other restricted resources.

With this context, ERS has found:

e SDP investmd in PD Initiatives is relatively low compared witlher districts ERS has
studied.

e SDP has come to rely heavily on nonpermanent sources for professional development
that are not stable or predictable, leaving some m&jorinitiatives vulnerable.

¢ While SDPhistorically has investeslignificantly in teachePD Contract Timé more
than most districts studied by E&R&is commitment will not be sustained in the 2008
2009 school year.
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As shown in Figurd, in 200708 SDP spentH®62 millionon allPD including$57.9 million, or
36%, on PD Initiatives and magament of these initiative$40.6 million, or 25%, otthe cost
of Contract Tme for teachersand$63.4 million, or 39%, on Salary Incremeifitsm
coursework.Not including Salary Increments, thispresents an investment of $10 2&
teacher in professnal development.

FIGURE 1 : Total Professional Development Spending by Category of Investment (07 -08)

Estimated
PD Contracted Salary

Initiatives PD Days Increments for
Coursework

$57.9 M $40.6 M $63.4 M

! 36% L 250 ! 39% :

When just considering dollars spent®B Initiatives, SDP spends 2480f its operating budgtt
on professional developmentr $6K per teachér.As Figure2 shows, this is on the low end of
PD spendingvhencompared to other districts ERS has studied.

FIGURE 2: Comparative PD Investment as a Percent of Total Operating Budget

8 5.5%

5.0%
5% 4.6%

4% -

3% - 2.7% 2.8%
2.1%

2% -
- l
0% - T ‘ ‘ ‘

Baltimore Wash., DC  Philadelphia Cincinnati ~ Atlanta 2007  Rochester
2004 2007 2008 2006 2005

K-12 Operating*  $928 M $769 M $2,041 M $428 M $574 M $551 M

Percentages exclude PD Days, Common Planning Time, and Salary Increments
Pre-K dollars and Principal Meeting time removed for purpose of comparison
*Total Operating budget as defined by ERS may be different from SDP definition, $ adjusted for CWI and inflation

%o of Operating Budget

3 A detailed description ofach PD Initiative can be found in Appendix Il, including the total amount budgeted for
that initiative.

Yow{ RSTFAYSE I RAAGNROGQA 2LISNI GAy3 o6dzRISE & GKS $ELIS)
Kindergarten through grade 12. Gendly, operation costs exclude expenses such as interest, other debt costs,
reserves, and costs that are not associated witt2kstudents (e.g., pr&, adult education, ouplaced students
with disabilities, etc.) A more detailed definition can be fouhevaw.educationresourcestrategies.org

®*PreK dollars and cost of principal meeting time were removed for comparison purposes.
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In addition to relatively low spending levels, SDP has come to rely lye@vihonpermanent
sources for professional development, leaving some major PD Initiatives vulnerable.
Approximately86%of all PD Initiatives are funded from sources other than local or general
funds (Figure 3) and 23% of all PD Initiatives are fundechfrmnrecurring sources.

FIGURE 3: SDP Professional Development Spending by Source

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0%

OUnknown

mPrivate

O Local/General

O State

B Federal

PD Initiative Spending

Baltimore Cincinnati Rochester Philadelphia

Note: This does not include ‘in kind’ funds. (See Appendix III)
**Contract Days excluded from Total, as are Pre-K funds for comparability

Compared to other urban school districts ERS has studied, a larger portion sp&iolihg on
PD Initiatives is supported bigderal sourcesThis is the case even tingh SDP allocates all
Title 1A dollars (Improving Teacher Qualit§y) often used by many districts to support
professional developmehtto class size reduction.

One of the largest initiatives supported by federal funds is the literacy professional dem¢lopme
component of th®eading Firsgrant. This critical early literacy initiative, which comprises

9.8% of all PD Initiatives, is particularly vulnerable as the federal Reading First praggram
slated to be discontinuéi Another major PD Initiative fundeilom federal funds is School
Growth Teachers. This major investment in scHmded expertige $13.8 million or 24% of all

PD Initiative® is funded from federal Title I, Education for the Disadvantaged, funds directed
by the state to support leperformingSDP schools. Interviews revealed that this spending on
School Growth Teachers is currently under review by the Pennsylvania State Department of
Education.
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Districts also invest in professional development through contracted PD days. Figure 4 shows
thatin 20072008, SDP mada signifiant investment in contractual teacher timere than
mostother urban disicts ERS has studie®uring the 20072008 school year, PD days were the
primary delivery mechanism for district PD priorities. These days we@osied by a

significant investment of management time in preparation and delivery as well as a significant
investment of time of School Growth Teachers and Sebaséd Teacher Leaders in training,
delivery, and implementatio®ased on interview informi@in, this investment is likely to

declinein school year 20089. The loss of these days has significant implications for both
teacher collaborative time and the reallocation of other dedicated resources.

FIGURE 4: Teacher Contract Time Across Comparative Districts
District Philly Atlanta Baltimore Rochester DC Cincinnati Boston Providence
Year 2007 - 2005 - 2004 - 2004 - 2004 - 2005 - 2005 - 2003 -
Studied 2008 2006 2005 2005 2005 2006 2006 2004
Total
Teacher 188 191 190 186 192 183 187 187
Work Days
Student 183 180 180 182 180 174 180 182
Days
Non -
student
Teacher 1 0 0 0 5 4 5 1.5
Days NOT
PD
Teacher PD 11 11 10 9.7 7 5 45 35
Days*
Est. # of 9,600 3,500 6,100 2,800 3,800 2,700 4,600 2,300
Teachers

Note: This chart reflects contract time only; does not include co mmon planning time. Based on interviews with
SDP, half days only amount to two hours of PD (as opposed to a half day of 4 hours)

* Teacher PD Days combine full and half PD days to be shown as day equivalents.

Because of relatively low and unstable funggdfor professional development in SDP, one of the
|l everaged opportunities detailed in the AO
increase overall investment in professional development and to focus these scarce additional
resource®n the most leveraged and effective strategies. This includes building on strategies a
structures already in place, such as providing sehaséd expertise and new teacher and

principal support. They also include the need to replace the lost invésimé&mracher PD time
with more effective ways for teachers to work collaboratively together to improve their practice,
particularly through collaborative planning time regularly embedded during the teacher day.
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b.) Limited Understanding of Key Teacher, Principal, and SchoolNeeds

A good systerwide professional development stratetijects scarce e sour ces t o a di
highest priorities.Determining priorities and then aligning investments requires a careful
analysis of student performance, schoe¢ds, and principal and teacher capacity measured
usingmultiple indicators. This information must be detailed enough to proudianceon the
specific areas in which students, teachansl principals need to improve.

With thiscontext ERS has fouod:

¢ SDP does not systematically measure, cqll@ctise evidenebased metricen teaching
quality, leadership capacityr school need® inform professional development
planning. The allocation of professnal development resources relgsmarily on
student and school performance data.

e Using metrics currentlgollected bythe district SDP facesarying levels of need in
teaching qualy, leadership capacityand school performancegquiring differentiated
support to teachers, principals, and scloo

Like many urban district§DP does not systematically measwalect, or use evidendsased
metrics on teaching quality, leadership capacity, or comprehensive school needs to inform
professional development planning. SDP currently allocates quarfessional development
resources based on student and school performandée tlatae f @ ws$ velids some
traditional proxies for teacher quality. For example, School Growth Teachers, the largest PD

Initiative (24%), are allocated by schoolperfaalmc e, t argeted t o those sc
Need of | mprovement 0 dradiional proxieiar teacking experienceA c|t i o
such as O6years of experienced are al so useld t

effort and resorces focused on supporting new teachers and the principal pipeline.

Although teacher evaluations appear to be based on teacher observation data, teacher evaluation
data is not collected in a systemic way and therefore is unavailable to influenceéuabon
systemwide professional development, as will be discussed further in Opportunity 2.
Additionally, school leadership performance standards used by SDP (§lddnot appear to
be used systematically to guide distuwatle or differentiated profegmal development for
principals.

Examining the traditional proxies of teaching quality, leadership capacity, and school need
currently collected by SDP reveals a significant need for a strategic professional development
strategy.

PLyGSNEGIGS {OK22f [ SFRSNE [ A GSoyIchadlBeaded.y a 2 NI A dzYyQa a3l y ¥
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Teacher Capacity and Md: Aside from student performance datee proxies for teaching
guality available in SDP for diagnosing need dfi§:teacher characteristics, such as years of
teaching experience, certification type and subject, education credential®) aachbined
measures of teacher characteristics mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) that
repor t quadifiaatidm statusThese traditional measures give us a few important
indicators of teacher need.

e 17%percentf teachersre inexperiencéd (ranging from 669% of teachers across schools)
with 55% of teachers having 11 or more years of experiétiigure 5)
e 33% of SDP teachers only have a bachel or ¢
e 28% of SDP teachers arategorized as unqualifiedrigure 7}° This is bsed on SDP data
on teacherso qualification status, as mat

FIGURE 5: Experience Level of SDP Teachers SY2007 -08

STEP 01
ESTEP 02
ESTEP 03

STEP 04

STEP 05
'STEP 06
uSTEP 07
m STEP 08
EmSTEP 09
mSTEP 10
mSTEP 11

Within step 11, there are 938 teachers with over 30 years of experience. Fifteen
are playing a formal leadership role at their schools**.

*Pay step is our closest proxy for teaching experience, although it way understate some teacher’s experience who
transferred into SDP, and overstate others who started higher on the pay scale due to recruitment strategies.
**This does not include SBTL, as data was incomplete

l7Inexperienced teachers are defined as having betwe&ny8ars of experience.
® Teacher experience is calculated using STEP data from the teacher salary schedule. This may slightly overstatg
a2YS GSIFOKSN&Q SE LéftNTaBgedBat Rzl thén2higheBad bhiiziayi séale.

This data represents the qualification data provided by SDP. Our understanding is that this data is slightly
different from NCLB qualification measures, in that it may be more generous than tt2 iN@rpretation. Also it
should be noted that it is possible that the switch from middle schook® day lead teachers to temporarily
teach out of their certification area. (e.g., Elementaghoolteachersinstructingmiddle schoobrades)

1dat
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FIGURE 6: Education Level of SDP Teachers SY 2007 -08

m Bachelors or
Equivalent

= Masters or Equivalent

®m Masters + 30

m Doctorate

1 Senior Career Teacher

Senior Career Teachers are teachers at the highest level of SDP’s salary schedule. Teachers
automatically qualify for this designation with 10 years of satisfactory teaching in SDP, Masters +60
credits or PHD, and Dual Certification as stipulated by the contract.

FIGURE 7: Qualification Status of SDP Teachers SY 2007 -08

CODE DESCRIPTION

Not qualified in any way (could be teaching out of 28%

Non Teaching: Could be someone rostering or 2%
doing curriculum

cert area)

IThere is at least one core subject they are
teaching in which they are highly qualified, but 2%
another subject in which they aren't qualified at all

At least one appropriate qualification, and one 1 %
subject not qualified at all

Highly Qualified in core subject, and appropriately 1 %
qualified in another subject

X|O|wm| m|O

Unknown (principal hasn't reported) 1%

Principal Capacity and NeedJnderstanding principal capacity needs is difficult in SDP, given
the limited data available for analysis. Experience data shows that 29% of principalszhave 0
years of indistrict experience (Figure 8), with new principals moreljike be placed at low

performing schools (Figure 31), as is discussed in Opportunity 10. It has also been recently
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reported tha87 schools will have newrincipal$® for the 200809 school yedl', suggesting a
potentially high need for heavily differentga principal support, as will be discussed further in
Opportunity 10.

FIGURE 8: Years of Experience as SDP Principal SY 2007 -08

0-3 years
3-6 years
m 6-8 years
>8 years

School NeedsSchool needs can be examined by combining metrics on teaching quality and
principal capacity with school agdamic performance. In doing so, we can see that schools in
SDP have a wide range of professional development needs, both in terms of magnitude and type.
This variance suggests that some schools have a far greater challenge in creating stable
professionalearning communities.

e Thedistribution of inexperienced teachers can vary dramatically ranging from 6984of
teachers at a schodin SDP, he most inexperienced teachers are disproportionately placed
at Corrective Action schoqglpredominately thosschoolsthat have been in Corrective
Action for four or more yeargFigure 9

e Corrective Action schools have al most doubl e
schools making AYP Approximately 50% of unqualified teachers at the Corrective Action
schools have four or more years of experie(feigure 10)

e Close to 50% of teachers Aet25% most unstable schabls he A Un s & &iguree 2 5 %0
11)are new to the school within the past two years, including those teachers who are new tp
the district andSDP teachers who have transferred to the sc¢fiool

“1t is rot clear from data what percentage of these principals are new to the role of principal.

“n Figure 11we have analyzed teacher mobility by combining new hire data and district transfer datthever
past two years. The chart calculates percent mgbbBig adding theotal new hires over past two years, plte

total transfers over the past two years, divided by current teacher staff, giving us a percent of teacher mobility.
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FIGURE 9: Inexperienced* SDP Teachers by School and AYP Status

(o) . Z
80% { ) bars are schools that have been corrective
action for 4+ years. About 75% of Corrective
70% - Action Schools above the district average have
been corrective action for 4+ years
60% - "
0 |
g 50% - \‘
£ |
g |
2 40% - [|
o i
°, |
L 30% - |
Avg 21%
20% - Avg 16% g ° A e
Avg 13 % il
0% l ||| ..||||II||||||| I ||||| AN
Made AYP Warning PMaking In need of Corrective Action
rogress | Improvement
# of Schools 85 51 99 28 78
*Inexperienced Teachers defined as years 0-3 (STEP 1-3)

FIGURE 10: Percent of SDP Teachers Unqualified by AYP Status and Years

Experience
40% -
0,

w 35% 35%
t
Q
ﬁ 010-11

30% - 0 -11 years
g 2 28% experience

o)

B 2506 - 249, 25%
- 07-9 years
"—_“ o experience
S 20% | 20%
o
g 4-6 yrs

15% - experience
S d
()
3 10% - m1-3 years
o experience
>
< 504 -

0% T
Made AYP Warning Making Progress In Need of  Corrective Action
Improvement
# of Schools 85 51 20 28 78 |
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FIGURE 11: Percent of Teacher Mobility Over SY 200 6-2008

100% -

90% -

- Average of % new hires, SY2006-07 and SY2007-08
0

70% - m Average of % in district transfers, SY2006-07 and SY2007-08
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“STABLE 25%" less “MIDDLE 50%" schools “UNSTABLE 25%"
than 24.5% of 2008 staff whose 2008 staff consists of more than 49% of 2008
were transfers or new hires between 25% and 49% new hires staff were transfers or new
over past two years and transfers from past two years hires over past two years

60% -

50%

40% -

30% -

Using these traditional and available measures of teaching quality we can see the need for
targeted and strategic professional development for teagh@sshoolleaderss high.
Additionally, we see the need for differentiating these resoln@ssd on school and individual
need. Fully understanding teacher, principal, and school needs and capacity is a challenge, bt
has enormous implications for both professional development planning as well as a
comprehensive human capital strategy. Adslresthis challenge will present SDP with
leveraged opportunities for building human capacity, as detailed in the Opportunities section of
this report.

c. Constraints on Flexibility of Resource $e

The Strategic Professional Development Revpeavides shool districts with a tool to
understand their current progésnal development landscape as wek &amework for

reshaping this landscapeacluding reallocating resourceso al i gn wi t h t he di

priorities and begtractices in staff dev@pment.A PD Reviewoften highlights the need to
reallocatedollars within all professional development activitiesjuiringdifficult decisions
aroundworthwhile but less effective professional development activities and structures. And for
many distri¢s where professional dewegiment investment is inadequaterevenue sources have
restrictions on use, it may also require the redirection of substantial duallairs the district.A

PD Review may also point out external barriers to effective resosecand need to be revised,
including specific teacher union contract provisions as well as administrative policies and
practices.

It
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With this context, ERS has found:

e Only 15% ofthefunding sources supporting PD Initiativaee fully flexible, due to
restrictionstied to categorical otargeedrevenue sources that make it hard to
reallocate resources to align with priorities.

e Teacher union contract provisions arouscc h o ol s c h e d udalargtime,nd t
and responsibilitiegmpact the effectivenes$ current resource use.

I n addition to SDPO6s relatively | ow spendi
the use of existing resources further reduce flexibility. During the-B80sthool year, 49% of

PD Initiatives in SDP were funded Ibevenue sources that had significant inflexibility in how
they could be used, while another 36% were only partly flexible. (Figure 12) This means 85% o
PD Initiative dollarscannot easily be reallocated, limitihgh e di stri ct 6s tand
differentiate and target resources strategically.

FIGURE 12: Percent of Total PD Initiatives by Flexibility

Flexible Flexible funds are those that could be ;
easily reallocated, usually general W Flexible-
fund dollars. $8.6M

Partly Partly flexible funds can  be 36% »

Flexible reallocated, but with some Inflexible-
restrictions. For example, Title | $28.2M
funds can be used for other
purposes, but must target low - 49%
performing schools. Partly

Inf lexible In flexible funds are dollars from Flexible-
private sources, grants, or dollars $21.1M
stipulated by contract.

The arrent union contraalso increases the challenge of reallocating resources and using them
flexibly.

e Teachers move to higher salary levels for taking approved courses. saleye
increments, one of t he aleiandgotigdparttosthel ar ge
teachemsalary scheduleithint he t eacher s 0 unotieasily reallocatedr a o
However, at an annual cost of $68ilion?, this represents a significant loterm
opportunity for the district when reviewing professional degelentandhuman
capacityneeds

2 glary raises for additional course credits or advanced dedrepseserii S R a GKS w[lySaQ 2
schedulere notaongi A YS O02a&0G F2NJ 6KS RAAGNAROGXE odzi | 06dzYLJ Ay
ofhercaree® ! yydzl £ O02aid 27F aflySaé NBLINBaSy Gdistrid, yifich must LI

be measured over time.
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e Teachers are required to participate in at least 28 hours of professional development,
which is designed to be a floor but in practice acts as a céiling.

e The teacher contract does not allow principals to direct the usadfer preparation
time. As a result, principals need to be very creative about scheduling, in order to creats
opportunities for collaboration.

e Contractual estrictions on teacher observation and evaluations make it difficult for
schootbased expertsnd coaches to work with all teachersto target those most in need
of support

These contractual restrictions increase the challenge of capitalizing on opportunities such as
creating regular collaborative time during the school day, collectingawadiand other
evidencebased metrics on teacher quality, and increasing the effectiveness oflsated|
expertise. In the long term, restructuring the contract to enable more effective professional
development is a significant opportunity for SDP.
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V.  Opportunities for Improving Teaching and Leadership Quality

As mentioned above, this report is organized to provide SDP with clear and actionable
information.In this section we lay out three priority areas for improving professional
development and ten focuk®pportunities that fall within the three priority areas. For each
Opportunity, we identify key areas for additional analysis and some implications for practice an
implementation. Figure 13 shows the 19pOrtunities we believe are most leveraged foP 3D
improving teacher and leadership quality, organized by the three overarching priority areas.

Each of these @portunities has different challenges to implementation. Some benefit from
immediate action, requiring a redefinition and adjustment to dupractices. Others will require
increased funding, a level of flexibility in resources that is not currently available, or a time
investment from a variety of stakeholders to create ownership. With timdé) we have
categorized each@portunity as a ¥ar One (within the 20089 school year) strategy or a Year
Two and beyond strategy. Eacpg@rtunity contains implications for practice that are both
short term and long term, but we have generalized in order to provide a framework for
considering implemntation actions and strategies. We explore this categorization in more depth
in the text as well as in the conclusion by adding considerations we think the district should be
aware of during its own prioritization process.
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OPPORTUNITIES YEAR Y EAR
1 2+

Create an adequately funded PD plan that is based on evidased metrics of teach quality andlinks to a broader human capital strategy.

Revamp current investment in schdmsed expesupport, including clearly defining roles and accountabjlégd providing collaborative planning
time to work with teachers.

Build on current efforts to support new teachers and prinsipal




Create an adequately funded PD plan that is based on evidencebased metrics of teacher
quality and links to a broader human capital management strategy.

For SDP to effectively move forward in this priority aregy should focus on the four
Opportunities described below which, if considered together, will provide SDP with a strong
professional devepment stategy in both the short ahohg term.

Opportunity #1:Create and implement a muligear professional development plan that aligns
with district priorities and supports a distrisvide strategic plan.

A strategically designed professional degelme nt pl an t argets scarc
most important priorities in ways most likely to improve student achievement. This strategy is
guided by clear performance standards that define expectations and stages of professional
proficiency and i®valuated based on its impact on classroom practices and student achieveme
It is not developed in a silo but is tight
supporting and facilitating major reform efforts such as curriculum and assessment
implementation.

SDP does not currently have a distigtle professional developmestrategythat maps against
district priorities and is tightly linked with an overall strategy around human capital. Bbite

is required to submit professional developemtplanto the Pansylvania Department of

Education every five years, this written plan does not represent a comprehensive strategy. It

| acks d lrdundintd et@ nhakedt possible and lacks the alignment with a strategic
plan to make it impactfuAnd importantly, itis not a lving document used by district staff and
schools to guide professional development planning, practices, and the allocation of r@sources
people, time, and monéy. The Philadelphia EducatioAdvisory Task Force describes thian

as fitoo District oriented and does not mee
s ¢ h 0”Aé ane district employee described it,

Our district is required by the state to submit a professional education plan as part

of our overall strategiclpan. é1 61 | be honest, | 6ve re
at the way itodés designed, itdéds just pag
when. A |l ot of it is redundant and ov

shelf. Everyone does their own predeonal development, and everyone has
grants; there are components in each grant around professional develdpment.

Without a guiding strategy during the 2008 school year, professional development activities
were driven by individual department and sdhm@orities and by funding sources, with a
significant portion of PD Initiatives (85%) funded by sources that fully or partially dictate use.

2 During the spring, SDP was in the process of developing a neyefivgrofessional development plan for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as part of the required strategic planning process.
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Figure 14 details the different departments responsible for determining and managing
professional development agties. One of the challenges SDP faced in creating a cohesive
structure around professional development has been the number of leadership transitions over
past few years and the resulting change in organizational structures. During interviewsnwe oft
encountered lengthy explanations of changing structures and responsibilities as background ar
context prior to discussions of current initiatives.

However, during the 200@8 school year, there seemed to be some progress in bringing
cohesion to the ganizational structure overseeing district professional development, with much
of the responsibilities falling under the Chief Academic Officer. Two departments had primary
responsibility overseeing $80 million, or 72%, of PD Initiatives and Contract Time:

o Office of Leadership and Professional Developmedt Primarily responsible for
professional development for individual growth or career transition points (e.g.,
orientation, recertification, leadership development, etc.) of teachers and principals, as
well as the delivery and tracking of PD.

e Curriculum & Instruction & Primarily responsible for training teachers, coaches, and
principals in content areas.

FIGURE 14: Departments Responsible for PD Initiatives and PD Days Spending

Total $ (Initiatives

Department and PD Days) Detail

e PD Days $53M

o Staff $2.7M
Office of Curriculum and $60.2M e Magnet School Assistance Grant $1.4M
Instruction ' e Principal Meetings $1.4M

e Workshops $1.2M

e Other $0.5M

School Growth Tea chers $13.2M
) . Penn High School Coaching Initiative $2.2M

Office of Leadership and $19.9M Acad. for Leadershipin Phil. Schools $2.1M

Professional Development
P New Teacher Coaches $1.2M

Other $1.2M

e Reading First $5.7M
Office of Early Childhood $10.3M e Early Childhood $4.3M
e Kindergarten PD $0.3M

e School Based Teacher Leaders $5.5M
Schools $10.4M e School -level Title | $4.3M
e Other $0.6M

Office of Specialized

Services $2.5M e SPED Training and Support $2.5M

¢ Philadelphia Teaching Fellows $0.4M
Office of Human Resources $0.8 M ¢ Praxis training $0.2M
e Other $0.2M
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e Sabbaticals $1.7M

Indivi | 2.1M
ndividuals ¢ o CASA Professional Growth Fund $0.4M
Offi f School

ce 0 . choo $1.2M ¢ School Assistance Teams (SAT) $1.2M
Intervention and Support
Regional Offices $1.0M o Staff Salaries $1.0M
Other $2.8M

Despite the progress made in creating cohesitimetprofessional development agenda, SDP

still lacks clear definitions of roles and responsibilities as well as reporting and accountability

structures.

For example, while School Growth Specialists in the Office of Curriculum and Instruction and
School Gowth Specialists in the Office of Leadership and Professional Development are jointly

responsible for supporting and training schibated School Growth Teaché8GT), there is
limited coordination of these efforts between the two offices. Further cmatipy the reporting

and accountability structure, SGTs are not evaluated by either office but instead are evaluated

and accountable to their building principal.

Greater clarity around the role of the regional offices in supporting stiased profssional
development is also needed. In 248/ interviews suggest that regional offices played an

important, but somewhat limited, role in supporting schxasled professional development. The

regional offices believed they were responsible for suppmpdchools to define and deliver
professional development. However, in practice their mées predominatelyeactive by

supporting the implementation of central office initiatives and responding to school requests,

including brokering resources and sapphrough the central office. This may be due in part
limited resources to support a more proactive role. Regional offices had no separate bud
technical support; the $1 million cost in Figure 14 represents the compensation of the reg

to
get fo
ional

staf members who spend a portion of their time supporting schools in professional developmer
activities. The ability of regions to play a more active role in helping schools develop teaching

quality is also restrained by a large span of responsibility (ngrfgpm30 to 48 schools}*

Finally, because there is no overall PD plan, there is no overall evaluation structure in place tha

would allow the district or schools to measure the success of both digttestrategies and

individual initiatives. The A vi sory Task Force Report indic

folow-up to ensure that t eacH withsutanevalladomprocess
SDP cannot make informed judgments as to how tetfine and even continue specific

,Wh

profesional development initiatives and strategies. Such a high percentage of PD resources a
located at the district level so that the majority of resources are spent on the delivery of PD, wit

15t Qa whstendeptddlSchools, Arlene Ackerman, plans to increase the number of regions within SDP to

decrease the span of review for each. This plan also reduces the number of staff in each region. TBeurce:
Philadelphia Daily NeEsAcademiccoach positionsixed in schoodR A & G NA OG  a Kl { S dzLJ)k =
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very little at the regional and school level to ensure suadasgblementation or consistent
follow-up.

ERS recommends that SDP:

Create and implement a mujtear professional development plan that aligns with district
priorities and supports a distriavide strategic plan.

In doingso, SDP should consider:

Implications forPractice:

o Clearly define roles and responsibilities with respect to professional development of all
central office departments, regional offices, and schools and provide those entities with
adequate resoura@gpeople, time, and monéyto effectvely carry out those
responsibilities.

e Establish a distrietvide process ensuring that all PD Initiatives, and the overall district
PD plan, are regularly evaluated against a defined set of standards.

¢ Ensure alignment of implementation and accountalygisponsibilities.

Opportunity #2: Implement structures and practicéde measure, collect, and disseminate
evidencebased metrics on teaching quality to inform professional development priorities and
related career and staffing decisions.

Professionatlevelopment and related activities, such as staffing and career decisions, can only
be impactful if they are grounded in identified teacher, leadership, school, and student needs.
This is particularly important in urban districts, such as Philadelphiaataaxperiencing tight
budgets requiring all resources to be used judiciously. As discussed in the Challenges section of
this reporf SDP does not systematicaityeasurecollect, or disseminatevidencebased data on
teaching quality. Instead, it reliesainly on student and school academic performance data and
teachersdé years of experience to inform prijofe

MeasurementBefore SDP can measure teaching quality, there must be a common understanding
of what good teaching is dra framework to measure it against. While the district collects some
teacher characteristics such as years of experience, obtainment of advanced degrees, and

certification status, these measures have been shown to only be proxies of teachél quality

SDPdoes not appear to have a set of teaching performance standards that are used across the
district®® Teacher evaluation forms are based on a set of teaching standards. However, we have
not seen evidence in SDP that teacher evaluations are used to peggitbgldnetrics on a

A

teacherdos performance needs, beyond the sulmma

% Our interview protocol includes questions concerning the existence and use of teaching performance standards.
No individual indicated the existence of performance standards that are usee idistrict and no one referred us
to the set of standards in the teacher evaluation forms.
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Additionally, we have not seen that artifalcts
examples of student work, are used systemétigal acr oss t he district [to
evaluation.

Collection: We did not see evidence in SDP that there was a systematic strategy for collecting &l
data that informs teaching quality. To be most useful, teaching quality measures should be
collecied in one place, so district and school leaders can draw a more comprehensive
understanding of needs from an integrated database of metrics. In SDP, the limited
characteristics collected are held in the Office of Human Resources, and in our experience the
information in the HR systems was not always accurate-to-dpte. This integrated database
should include for each teacher not only teacher characteristics and measures of teaching qualty,
such as data from teacher evaluations, but also recordenfentions, support, and professional
development taken. There is no indication that the Office of Human Resources currently collect
this information.

(7]

Disseminationit is unclear whether administrators or principals have access to even the limited
teading quality data collected. Teaching quality data is only as useful as it is accessible. We
found it difficult to obtain data on teacher characteristics, so we assume that this information is
not readily available to district staff either. We did rex svidence that SDP was disseminating
any data on teaching quality to those individuals who would most benefit.

ERS recommends that SDP:

Implement structures and practicesmeasure, collecand disseminate eviderbased metrics
on teaching qualitya informboth professional development priorities and related career and
staffing decisions.

In doing so, SDP should consider:

Implications forPractice
« Adopt districtwide teaching performance standards that are used to measure teaching
quality.
« Devdop a central dataystem that integrates all measures of teaching quality.
« Ensure dissemination of teaching quality informatio relevant stakeholders, paired
with training on strategic use of information in professional development and staffing.
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Opportunity #3: Create a comprehensive human capital management strategysthgtorts
teacher and leadership professional developmentdousing on saffing equity, career lattice,
evaluation, andcompensation structures.

Mi ssi ng compl e teralloyganizatiomahstrécidiie ansl prafessional development
agenda is an explicit | ink t oAnS$fledivesumbhnu ma n
capital management system requires investment of school district regoypeeple, time and
moneyd in threeinterdependent and mutually reinforcing areas: (1) sourcing (recruitment and
hiring), (2) organizational improvement, and (3) individual growth opportuniséstfing,

career lattices, compensation structures, and measuring and monitoring teachipgucgali
components of a human capital management system and have important professional
development implications.

The connection between human capital management and professional development is not mad
in SDP, due in patb the limited role the Oftie of Human Resources played in 2@&7

concerning the development of teacher and leadership capacity. With respect to teachers and
school leaders, the responsibilities of the Office of Human Resources appear limited to
recruiting, hiring, staffing, andw process. However, even these responsibilities were wholly
disconnected from professional development implications.

School $affing: Current staffingpractices do not support stable professional learning
communities of teachers and are particularlyupp®rtive of inexperienced teachers. Staffing
patterns duringthe 20608 s chool year show concentratio
teachers in Corrective Action schools (Figures 9 and 10), a high mobility of staff at 25% of SDP,
schools (Figure 11)and principals with the least experience receiving the most challenging
appointmentsKigure31). A high rate of new teachers and new principals at agerforming

school suggests there will not be the experience and expertise available to develog a str
professional learning community. SDP should do more to actively mateffjagto ensure that
each school has a healthy mix of experience and expertise to create a vibrant and engaged
professional learning community. One promising s$ejpat onlyl6% of schoolsising site

selection had vacancies agtloé beginning of Janua®008 where as 33% of regular schools

had remaining vacancies by the same date.

Career LatticesAlthough there appear to be opportunities for teachersaiolpadership roke
throughSchoolBased Teacher Leader (SBTISchool Growth Teacher (SGTand New
TeacherCoach(NTC) roles, there is no defined career lattice for teachers. SDP has a fairly
experienced and educated teaching force @i of all teachersn step 10 ohigher on the
salary scale, 24 ofteacherhavingmoret han a ma sand5Podos 51Hteaghers) e
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defined as fisefliHoweoerSDR doeseot havessysterhsdnrpice to measure
teaching quality and take advantage of the expertisénwithown teaching force to support the
development of teaching quality.

Measuring and/onitoring Teaching QualityHuman capital systems should define what
constitutes good teaching, measure it, systematically collect and analyze this information, and
disseminate this information to relevant stakeholders, including schools, regions, and the central
office. In turn, stakeholders responsible for professional development should use this information
as the foundation for developing professional developntatkeholders responsible for
practices related to professional development, including staffing and career decisions, should
also use this information to inform those decisions. As discussed in Challenges and further
elaborated in Opportunity 2, SDP doed systematically measure teaching quality beyond
traditional measures and does not use what information it does collect to advance teaching
quality.

Compensation StructureSDP, like most school districts, rewards teachers according to their
years of &perience and educational attainment. While SDP does award bonuses to teachers wiho
teach critical need areas and at designated incentive sthislsompensation structure is not
connected to teaching quality and teacher leadership responsibilitigse#tra that School

Based Teacher Leaders receive no additional stipend for their leaderstfipmdi&chool

Growth Teachers are paid according to the teacher compensation structure (and evaluated as
such, as will be detailed in Opportunity 5). MeanwH8BP pays $63 million annually in teacher
salares for educational attainme®28 million of that $63 million goes to teachéwhose
education attainment i s above a master és dlegr
spending, an investmertitat cannot be leveraged because courses taken for credits are not
always aligned to district priorities and because spending is tied to a negotiated salary scale.

Moving forward, SDP should think criticalllly a
upcaming report on resource use in Philadelphia, this question of compensation is explored in
more depth. From a professional development perspective, SDP should evaluate whether or npt
it is realizing the commensurate returns on its-Btlon-a-year invegnent. Meanwhile, in the
short term, SDP should do more to ensure it is leveraging expert teachers in the district, to get the
most return on its investment in salary lanes. Using additional responsibility and prestige as
incentives for highlyeducated @chers to serve as mentors for their colleagues would catalyze
stronger schodbased professional learning communities.

KA3
ONXB

L SYA2NI / F NBSNI ¢SFOKSNE FNB (S OKSNA i GKS
for this designation with 10 years of satisfagtdeaching in SDP,ma- & 4 SN a LJ dza cn
certification as stipulated by the contract.

%' Critical needs subject bonus is a $1,500 annual bonus for teachers in critical shortage areas. Incentive school
bonuses go to teachers in 2dcentive schools designated in the 2004 contract, who receive tuition
reimbursement, additional leave days, no loss of building seniority for transfers, and additional PD.

%8 Individual schools may stipend SBTLs, but there does not appear to be a dididgt
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ERS recommends that SDP:

Create a comprehensive human capital management strategy that supports teacher and
leadership professional gelopment by focusing on staffing equity, career lattice, evaluation,
and compensation structures.

In doing so, SDP should consider:

Implications for Further Aalysis:
e Determine the impact of sigelection on teacher retention, mobility, and professiona
learning communities.

Implications for Pactice:

¢ Review and create a new vision for the role of Human Resources.
o Create clearly defined teacher leadership roles and build a compensation structure that
rewards teachers for these additional responsdsilit

Opportunity #: Increase investment in effective strategies, including schbased expertise
and new teacher and principal support, focusing on more permanent and stable funding
resources.

As a result of conducting a Strategic Professional Dewadop Review, ERS often recommends
that school districts reallocate and consolidate resources within their professional development
investments to a few of their most leveraged strategies. In Philadelphia, there is little opportunity
to pursue this coursd action. First, as discussed in the Challenges section of this report, SDP
invests at the low end of the spectrum, compared to other districts ERS has studied. Second, also

di scussed in the Challenges sectiossignalonl y [15%
development is supported by funds that are fully flexible and are potentially available to be
reallocated to more leveraged activities.

As such, ERS believes increasing funding for PD is critical to improving teaching and leadershi
capacityinli | adel phi a; as part of the districtols o
it should look to reallocate resources from outside the current professional development
investment to support this essential function. In doing so, SDP should dtdo g@ee these
strategies more longgrm stability. SDP has come to rely heavily on nonpermanent sources of
funding for professional developmén86%of all PD Initiatives are funded from sources other
than local or general funds and 23% of all PD Inited are funded from nonpermanent sources.
Nonpermanent sources for professional development, such as private grants, provide SDP with
valuable supplemental funds, and even insulate critical initiatives during budget cuts. However,
professional developmetitatreliesmainly on grants or nonrecurring funding is vulnerable to

O
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discontinuation at the end of a funding cycle. SDP needs adéomgfunding strategy to ensure
stability. Yet,it is virtually impossible to develop and maintain a consistentiemg plan to
build human capital if funding sources fluctuate dramatically from year to year.

Ultimately, it is not just about increasing investment in professional development. It is about
increasing investment in leveraged prioritiesisTieport highlidpts leveraged @portunities for
improving teaching and ldarship quality. Some of thesg@@brtunities are budget neutral, while
some may require additional funding, such as improving sdbes#d expertise and new
principal support. Understanditige full budget impact of the @portunities recommended here
will require SDP to engage in a more detailed planning process, including conducting the furthe
analysis identified in this report and developing implementation models and frameworks.

ERS recommend$at SDP:

Increase investment in effective strategies, including sdtes#d expertise and new teacher and
principal support, focusing on more permanent and stable funding resources.

In doing so, SDP should consider:

Implications forAnalysis

« Conduct @il district-wide resource analysis to identify available funds that can be
redirected to professional development.

Implications for Pactice
« Develop implementation models for strategic opportunities to understand full budget
impact.
« Develop evaluatioplan to ensure accountability for increased investment and to
ensure only effective programs are continued.
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Revamp current investment in school-basedexpert support, including clearly defining roles
and accountability and providing collaborative planning time to work with teachers.

SDP has some of the structures of a successful sblasell expertise strategy already in place,
and with the adjstmentsoutlined in the followingfour@ por t uni ti es, SDPG&s
based expertise could become a very figpact professional development strategy. Itrigscal

to consider these fourgportunities both individually and as a whole; some ofQpportunities
below depend on others to be fully effective.

Opportunity #5: Improve effectiveness of schdmsed expertise investment by redefining job
responsibilities and tightening selection and accountability.

Evidence suggests thatiliful, well -supported, schoddased instructional coaching, in
combination with other professional developms&nategies, can increase schizlel

instructional capacity)¥ This is especially true when the coaching work is part of a larger, well
conceived plan foschool and district improvemefit.

In line with this evidenceSDP currently invests3®.8million, or 53%, of allPD Initiativeson

some form of coaching or lead teacher support. The majority of this duheed expertiss in

two of the top three intives in Philadelphig$133 million on School Growth TeachefSGT)

and %.5 millionon Schoolbased Teacher LeaddiSBTL). SGTs are responsible for a wide
range of responsibilities (Figure 16), while SBTLs are the primary vehicle for deliveringiconte
based professional development and support at schools. According to a recent analysis of schc
improvement plans, SGTs and SBTdrerelied on most frequently to deliver schdmzsed
professional developmeiit. The responsibilities of each position damfound in more detail in
Appendix . This investmenin coaches and lead teacHétsanslates into %8 K per teachéf,
which isin the midrange of investments on providing schbalsed expertise @mpared with
other districts(Figure 15)

*Total investment of $27 million when Rkecoaching is excluded for comparative purposes.

% professional Development analysis uses 9,595 as the number of total teachers, which represents all teachers th
HR dept lists as reported atspecifischool.9 w{ Q NB &2 dzNOS dzaS |yl fteaira dzaSa
because it includes teachers who are not reported at the school level, but are instead budgeted centrally.
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FIGURE 1 5: Coaching and Lead Teacher Support Spending Per Teacher
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It is important to note thatue to a lack of information at the central level of exautiywthese
initiatives play out at schogls we made some assumptions in
investmat that were not necessary to make in other districts. First, SBTL investment was
calcul ated based on release time as report
determined on an individual school level and ERS received different estiohaédsase time

across schools from different central office departments. Second, SGTs also have the
responsibility of mentoring new teachers at their school site. Because the central office does nd
track how SGTs allocate their time across respons#sl)ithe numbers included here for
comparison across districts include the full amount of SGT investment. However, when we o0k
at how much the district is investing in new teachers, we account for a portion of SGTs total
time. These assumptions shouldkept in mind as context for this report, and Philadelphia

should work to clarify the areas wherata was uncleat:

Although SDP does invest strategically in schibased expertise, this investment is not
structured or implemented in ways that make thet miohis critical investmentin the 200607
School Reform Commission Goals Distfibtide Surveys, 34% of respondents called SBTLs
iNot at all hel pf ul® Conparingthe curreitSGT agchSBTLY h e |
programs against successful coachimggels reveals some shéerm budget neutral

adjustments thatan increase the impaat this investmenon teacher practice antident
achievement, as well as longerm adjustments that will likely have budget implicatiofis.

%L For assumptions made in coaching calculations, please see Appendix IlI.
¥ Since the time of this report, SDP has cut most of the SGTs. (Sehileetelphia Daily NewsAcademic coach
LRaAdAz2ya ESR Ay aOKz22f RA &Nk QidcipisahdresonbitatichSdety = 4
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Evidence and our own egpence working with other districts show that a successful coaching
modelfollows nine principles. These principles are listed below, along with our ratings of
SDP6s practices against tHRem based on our

Principle: Has a rigorous sel&ion process that results in hiring coaches who are credible to
teachers and principals.
Implementation:Medium

e Schools initially chose SGTs from a pool of candidates selected by the central office.
However, due to the inability to develop a sufficipobl of candidates, many vacancies were
filled by principals from teachers on staff.

e SBTLs are selected by the individual schools. There does not appear to be anddrict
selection process or job description.

ifSel ecti on <bdseddeacharleatloér i s a pri ncd pahadenotdngtmdosi on
with that. So if you choose wisely, and choose someone who was a good teacher to begin

with, of course this works better. I f, however, vy
staff, or your friend,it doesno6t wor kd Certral @ffice Staffdember "

Principle: Clearly defines the coach@®les and responsibilities.
Implementation:Low

e Figurel6lists the responsibilities of SGTIt is not surprising that SDP staff describe
dramatically differehuses of SG3across schoolgiven their numerous responsibilities
The SGT job description is broad enough to make a shared definition of specific roles and
responsibilities nearly impossible

e SGTs report to School Growth Specialists in both the Offideeadership and Professional
Development and the Office of Curriculum and Instruction, fragmenting accountability for
SGT responsibilities.

e While it is our understanding that SBJ&are responsible for delivering professional
development around conténeach elementary and middle school is required to have one
SBTL inmath and in English Language Arts, dngh schools are required to hawee
SBTL in science and social studdesve could find no job description for this position.

forth in this report can be ugkas a framework for redesigning any new or restructureagstment in schoel

based expertise.

¥t is our understanding that the Pennsylvania Department of Education is conducting an extensive formal review
of SGT investment and will be releasing a réfroSeptember.
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FIGURE 16: SGT EssentialFunctions from SDP Job Description

Bel ow are the fiessential functi ons o0 odscrigtionS

e ldentifies and provides instructional re
improve instruction.

e Ensures that student achievement data drives decisions at the classroom level; serves as
coach.

e Ensures the impleméation of the adopted curriculum by working with novice and experiencs
teachers to ensure that they have developed an understanding of the structure of the currig

¢ Aligns instruction with the curriculum to meet the needs of all students, includfegedifiated
instruction for English Language Learners (ELL), special needs, gifted aratliaving
students.

¢ Increases the quality and effectiveness of classroom instruction through modeling, demong
coteaching and providing feedback to teaclmrenstructional management.

¢ Designs collaborative, jgbmbedded, standartigased professional learning activities and serv
as a learning facilitator.

¢ Mentors novice teachers to increase their instructional skills and support-séteahduction
activities.

e Works coll aboratively with the school 6s
improvement initiatives to ensure alignment and focus on intended results.

Principle: Has a systematic evaluation process linked to the development of teachers-and job
specific roles and responsibilities.
Implementation:Low

All SGTsand SBTIs are evaluateds teahersby their principal

Principle: Is structured around teaching and student performance standards that guide work.
Implementation:Low

Teaching standards are not usgstematicly across thalistrict. SGTs and SBTLdo not
have teaching standts through which to focuweir work, and withouthis shared definition
of high-quality teaching, may have very different conceptions of wbastitutes good
teaching and whairofessional development is most appropriate.

Principle: Provides compreheive induction and egoing training to coaches, in both content
and adult learning, that is differentiated based on school instructional design and coach need.
Implementation:Medium
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e ERS did not closely examine the training that SBahd SGB receive.Schootbased
experts receive trainingn a monthly basis, primarily tied to delivery of a distdefined
professional development agenda on PD days. While some personnel did indicate that this
training included coaching training designed to bthikelexp e r t 6 s capaci ty t
of adult neds in a differentiated fashion, this does not appear to be a sufficient enough focus
of SDP6és PD to develop highly effective d

Principle: Provides time in the school ddor coaches to work or@-one with teachers as well
as collaboratively with groups of teachers organized around teacher and student needs.
Implementation:Low

e The district does not mandate common planning time and does not collect information about
whether schools he incorporated time in teacl$éschedules. Even if common planning
time did exist, SBTLs do not have mandated release time; the actual amount of release time
for SBTLs is determined at the school level and varies dramatically from gohsxibiool.

174

ASGT are the hardest working school b a s guebstigniisp f

are they doing their job. And my answer woul
we know what theydre doing, theydre covering
test prep, some people are doing foresight tr

i Central Office Leadership

Principle: Provides schools with flexibility over the use of resources based on performance
needs and capacity.
Implementation:Medium

¢ Qualifying schools are allocated one SGT and no flexible resources. Although SGTs are only

allocatedto low-performing schools, there is no attempt to differentiate this allocation based
on school leadership capacity or other resources.

Principle: Provides adequate and differentiated levels of coaching support for schools based on
need.
Implementation Medium

e SDP allocates SGTs based on performance level, but the level of coaching support varies
dramatically by school, and not necessarily in ways associated with different levels of need.
As discussed i@pportunity 7 below, 45% of schools have lesamhone fultime employee
reported as coaching support, which is
a school with 20 new teachers receives one SGT, as does a school with one ne& teacher
this support is not differentiated by need.
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Principle: Is funded through a stable funding source.
Implementation:High

e SGT and SBTlprogramsare both funded primarily through Title I, which is a relatively
stable funding source. However, since SBTL release time is dependent on the ability of the
principal to find and prioritize availabkends, we would say that the SBTL program is
unstably funded.

ERS recommends that SDP:

Improve effectiveness of schdialsed expertise investment by redefining job responsibilities and
tightening selection and aceotability.

In doingso, SDP should consider:

Implications for Further Analysis:
e Determine the amount of release time for SB@hd identify best practice organizational
structures that can be shared.

Implications for Practice:

¢ Restructure the scheblhsd expertisenodelto align with principles of an effective
coaching programAny redesign should consider the impact on new teacher support.
e Adequately fund model, considering equity of resources across schools.

Opportunity #6 Focus schoolbased exprtise resources on the high priority areas of literacy
and math.

Urban districtdypically do nothave adequate resourdesn terms of teacher time, expertise
andfinance8 and i ndividuals dondét have the cafpac|it
new skills and knowledge without adequate time to learn and praktstecessful professional
development strategy focuses resources on the priority area(s) most leveraged to increase student
achievement.

While test results in Philadelphia have b@aproving, more than half of all students are still
performing below grade level in math and readihgn the context of low overall SDP

professional development funding levels, SDP should narrow its professional development focus
to target literacy anthath. In order to adequately focus on these areas of high need, SDP needs
to ensure that (1) the resources devoted to literacy and math are adequate to meet this challenge
and (2) resources are structured in ways that reflect best practices.

As more fully described in the Challenges section of this report, SDP spends less on PD
Initiativesas a percentage of its operating budgan other districts studied by ERS. Itis
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therefore more criticgbr SDP to be focused with itesources.Twenty-nine percat, or $16.9
million, is targeted to PD Initiatives focused on individual growth opportunities for teachers and
principals, such as induction, continuing edugatremediation, and leadershipevEnty-one
percentor $41 million, is targeted to initiat focused on developing teachers in the context of
school and distriewvide priorities® It is this second category of spending that should be targeted
more narrowly on literacy and matkigure 17 looks at all resources in the category of school
and digrict-wide PD. Only 24% of this amount, or $9.9 million, is specifically focused on
literacy and 11%, or $4.3 million, is focused on math. Almost half of the investment in literacy
and math (46%) is funded through grants that are vulnerable to nonreespetiallythe

Reading Firsprogram In addition, this grant funding is focused on specific schools and specific
grade levels, most specifically on grade8 khrough the Reading First grant, and high schools
through the Pennsylvania High School CoaghHmitiative. As a result, teachers across the

district experience different levels of support in these critical areas. Equity of professional
development resources across schools will be discussed in greater depth in Opportunity #7.

FIGURE 17: Instruction al Improvement Topics

Literacy $9.9 M
Reading First S$5.7M

School-based Teacher Leaders $2.8 M
Pennsylvania High School

Coaching Initiative S0.9M

Cross Content Curriculum and Instruction PD
$14.2 M Topics $0.4M
$7.2 M is SGT Interventions S0.1M

School-based Teacher Leaders $2.8M

Literacy
$9.9 M Pennsylvania High School

Coaching Initiative ShEn
Cross Content Literacy %r?ccsulum 4DG INSHretorLPD $0.3M
= Math Early Childhood P
m [nstructional Strategy m Social Studies
m Arts Technology

Most teachers experience district professional development support around literacy and math
delivered by SBTLs and to some extent SGTs, during the school day, after school, and on PD
days. Schoebased Teacher Leadenethe distr ¢ prinarytrainers in the content areas, as all
schools are expected to have a literacy and math SBTL. SGTs also have some responsibilities
over literacy and math professional development. As discussed more fully in Opportunity #5,
there are a numbef implementation issues with the SBTL and SGT model, including the
multiple responsibilities required of SGTs and the lack of release time for SBTLs from their full

S8 TLIWSYRAE L F2NJF RSGFAf SR oNBI | R28y 2F K24 9w{
spending.
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time classroom duties to be able to provide effective support during the school ddgaguss.

In addition, from interviews it was not clear whether SBTLs or SGTs received training as
coaches of literacy and mabh whether the district had adopted a cohesive and comprehensive
districtwide literacy or math approach.

In addition to PD Irtiatives, SDP also invests in literacy and math on the distiae PD days.
ERS has grouped agenda topics for distaritrolled PD into five categories, described in
Figure 18. Only 19% of PD days are focused explicitly on literacy and none aredocus
explicitly on math. Twenty-three percent (23%f the days are focused on other Curriculum &
Instruction initiatives, which include some literacy and math focused activities.

FIGURE 18: Topics of PD Days %

PD Day Content Topic % of PD Days
Test Prep 27%
C+l Initiatives 23%
Literacy 19%
Culture and Data Analysis 15%
Reflection and Planning 15%

Opportunities exist for SDP to focus more intensively on literacy and math by more narrowly
defining the role of the SGT as an instructional coach focuseshe of these specific content
areas and coordinating this role with that of the SBTL. This should be considered if SDP choos
to refine the schodbased expertise model. SDP should consider narrowly focusing PD days on
districtwide literacy or mathurriculum that is reinforced with jebmbedded PD at the school

by well-trained schoebased content experts.

ERS recommends that SDP:
Focusschootbased expertiseesources on the high priority areasliéracy and nath.
In doingso, SDP should coitker:

Implications forAnalysis

e Evaluate teaching expertise in literacy and math to understand internal exgpiisble
for an instructional coaching model.

Implications for Practice:

e Focus schoebased expertise on an instructional coaching mbéglfocuses on literacy
and math.

e Any redesign of SGT role should consider the impact on new teacher support.

% ERS has grouped the topics into five categories, describéigime 1& ¢tKSasS (2LA0a I NB 13
interpretation of the schedule; they have not been validated with SDP staff.
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Opportunity #: Align the type and amount of professional development support with school
need and capacity, while holding schools accountatuleeffective use.

In school districts professional development candféered by the districtentrally, such as
departmenfocused trainings or principal induction prograrosit can be delivered at individual
schools, either at the direction of thistdct or the school leadeln allocating professional
development resources strategically to individual schools, districts needdialer

1. Are professional development resources allocatedss schoolsquitably?
2. Do the professional developmentresoc es mat ch school sd nee
3. Are schools being held accountable for the effectiveofiieeresources?

In Philadelphia$34.6 million,or 60%, of all PD Initiativescan be tied directly techools
(Figure 19)%*° These resources are predométain the form of schodbased expertige SGTs,
SBTLs, Reading First coaches, and the Pennsylvania High School Coaching Initiative.

FIGURE 19: All PD Initiatives Tied Directly to Schools

PD In itiative Total $
School Growth Teachers 13.8M
Reading First Coaches 5.7M
School -based Teacher Leaders 5.5M
School Level Title | PD (other than SBTL) 4.3M
Pennsylvania High School Coaching Initiative 2.2M
Magnet School Assistance Program 1.4M
New Teacher Coaches 1.3M
Distributed Leadership/Upenn .3M
Demonstra tion Teachers AM
Total 34.6M

Are professional development resources allocated equitably?

As we can see from Figure 20, professional development resources vary widely across all
schools in the district, ranging from $125 to $15.8K per teacher. Hipgtynot mean equal,
and in any equitable allocation system there will be a variation of professional development

ds

spending across schools based on school need. However, ensuring equitable distribution requires

measuring, collecting, and using metrics di@l need to allocate professional development
resources. As we know from the Challenges section of this é&pad have discussed more
fully in Opportunity #3 SDP does not systematically measure, collect, and use metrics of

% As explained in the Methodology section and Appendix IlI, this analysis does not include professional
development resources raised by individual schools or subsets of schoblr¢haot reported on the district
budget.
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school need to allocate pref@onal development resources, but instead relies predominately on
student and school performance to determine allocation levels.

FIGURE 20: Professional Development $ Per Teacher by School
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In SDP, variation in professional development s

allocation drivers as set forth in Figure 21. These factors interact with one another to cause

pending asobemls is driven by four

variations in spending between categories, such as school academic performance levels or grade

levels, in addition to variation withithese categories.

FIGURE 21: Drivers of Inequity in PD Resources in SDP

Drivers of Inequity

What we see in SDP

School Size: Schools are allocated resources equally without
consideration of how school size affects impact

School Cha racteristics : PD resources are distributed by
school characteristic s such as school level (ES, MS, HS) or
performance

Program : Instructional program or other program placement
that has a large PD component, such as a comprehensive
school model

School Priority _: Discretionary dollars distributed by the
district, with s chools determining how much to s pend on PD

School Growth Teachers

Academic Performance metrics are the main
variables for how SDP allocates professional
development resources: SGT, Title 1 (% used
for PD)

Reading First, Magnet School assistance
Grant, Distributed Leadership Upenn; Penn HS
coaching Intiative, Demonstration Schools

Title 1
School Based Teacher Leaders

School SizeSc ho o | Growth Te

gualifying school (based on performance) regardless of size. As a result, when considering just
investment in qualifying schools, spending per teacher ranges from $550 to $7,600 due to vary

school size.

School CharacteristicAs we saw in the Challengesddion, the primary driver of professional
development resource allocation to schools is school performance. This is driven in part by the

achers, SDPO6s | argest
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requirements of NCLB. Because such a significant portion of st¢ieabprofessional development
is allocated baseah school performance levels, there are 20 schools, or 24% of all schools, making
AYP, that are receive less than $500 per teacher in professional development. Focusing only on
elementary schools, we can see from Figure 22 that Corrective Action elgnsefiaols on

average spend approximately $2K per teacher more on professional development than schools
making AYP.

Program PlacementFigure 22 clearly shows how program placement, particularly the Reading First
grant, drives professional developmentiaon across schools within performance categories.
Figure 23, shows PD spending per teacher by school level, and also illustrates the effect of program
placement, as Reading First is a primary reason why high schools receive an average of $1.3K|less
per teacher in PD resources than elementary schools.

FIGURE 22: Total PD Spending Per Teacher in Elementary Schools by AYP Status
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FIGURE 23: PD Spending Per Teacher by School and School Level

$15
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*Reading First dollars are allocated across all teachers, rather than only the K-3 teachers who receive reading
first support

School Priority:How much schools determine to devote tod$d can drive variation in
resource levels. Most notably in SDP, each individual school determines release time for SBTLs
to coach and support their colleagdeés.

The cumulative effect ddll of these driverss that,when consideringhe schoolghat reeive
bel ow the professional development spendinjg p
AYP, 0 AMaking Progress, o0 or fAWarningo scholol s
representing an average of 5% of total teachers, with one schawj laastaff that consists of
30% new teachers. While it makes sendedasscarce resources low-performing schools
SDP needs to make sure that all schools, including those meeting AYP, have resources to mee
their professional development needs.

—

Do the professional devel opment resources mat c
In considering the strategic allocation of scHoated professional development, it is important
for districts to consider not only how much schools need, but also what ty®ofaes schools
should getHigh-performing schools with highapacity teachers and leadsh®uldreceive

flexible resources from the distriahd be held accountable for the effectiveness of their use.
These schools have the expertise to be able ttifylémeir needs, allocate resources

strategically to these needs, and draw on internal expertise to address them. Conversely, low

¥ Refer to Appendix IlI: Detailed Methodology and Opportunity 5 for assumptions made on SBTL release time.
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performing schools often do not have the capacity to prioritize their needs or the internal
expertise to support them (Figu24). These schools need external support from the district,
often in the form of schoddased coaches, to build capacity among the staff.

FIGURE 24: Relationship Between School Performance and Capacity and District
Support
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Because funding levelseso low and driven primarily by grafitnded programs and
performance levels, SDP currently has little flexibility to differentiate its support to schools.
However, this is an important framework as SDP moves toward a weisfligeht funding
system, thushifting control over resources to the school level.

Are schools being held accountable for the effective use of resources?
Currently, there is I|itt]l e-basedprofessiona development |f
resources, including Titledollars, SBTLs, SGTs, and the 4.5 contractual PD days that are
controlled by the schools. As we saw in Opportunity #5, neither SGTs nor SBTLs are evaluated
in a coaching capacity (both are evaluated as teachers) and therefore, are not formally held

accoutable for effective delivery of professional development. In addition, a recent report on
school professional development in SDP cites that each school is required to have a Professional
Education Plan that is submitted annually to the central officee¥eny

[T]he plans are not systematically collected and analyzed at the central office
level. Despite a uniform format and common criteria for filling out plans, a
careful review of each professional education plan revealed high variability in
the ways thelans were execut€d.
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If these plans are the primary vehicle for PD accountability in schools, the central office must
collect and analyze this data to ensure that the plans match teacher needs and are implementgd
faithfully and effectively. If regionadupport is a critical vehicle for holding schools accountable
for PD, then this role needs to be more clearly defined and supported, as mentioned in
Opportunity #1.

ERS recommends that SDP:

Align the type and amount of professional development supfibrschool need and capacity,
while holding schools accountable for effective use.

In doing so, SDP should consider:

Implications forPractice

« Measure and collect metrics on school need that include not only academic
performance, but alseaching andeadership capacity.

- Differentiate the amount and type of school support based on school need and
capacity, providing higitapacity leadership with flexible resources &w-capacity
schools withtechnicalsupport

Opportunity #8: Create regular time duing the school day and year for teachers to work
collaboratively and with schoolbased expertdo improve practice.

Research on school improvement highlights the need for common planning time for teachers
Ensuring effective time and structures feathers to collaborate is one of the best practice
principles against which ERS evaluates district professional development strategies (See
Methodology). This is particularly important for SDP, since ohthe largest investments in
SDP&s pr o felpnent sirategy sclibethased expertige hinges upon thexistence
andeffective usef regular collaborative planning time for teachers.

During the 200708 school year, professional development was primarily delivered d{ting
professionabevelopmendays, (2during the school day by SGTs and to some extent SBTLs
and (3)during the school day through pullit departmentlirected PD Figure 25). Some
professional development was delivered afigrool, on Saturday, or during the summer, but
interviews with central office suggest that this time was limited due to lack of available funds to
pay teacher stipendd$nterviews indicate that withowtvailable funds for stipengdsentral office

staff, regional office staff, and principals rely on pullieg¢hers out of school during the regular
school day to prade professional developmenthis can be one of the least effective methods

of PD, and the most costly in terms of instructional time kstwe will discuss in more detail, it
does not appeahat common planning time was employed with any regularity across schools.
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FIGURE 25: SDP Use of Teacher Time

Responsible
for Planning

Effective ;

Use of Teacher Time Degree of Use

Depend- Central HIGH
enton PD Days
Context Schools HIGH
Non-Student Day Central, Regions,
Lesg, (afterschool, summer, Saturday) Schools MEDIUM
Effective

During Student day (pull-out, not
HISHHBESY | rbeddad)

Central, Regions HIGH

PD days were relied upon most heavily to deliver professional developimeahe 200708

school year there were 11 PD days, including fiveHD days and 12 half days. @ldaysnade
up close to half of total PD spending (41.3%9t including spending on salary incremerits
addition, significant central office staff time, as well as the time of SBTLs and SGTs, was
dedicated to the planrgndesign, and delivery of these PD days. Of these PD days, 6.5 days
were controlled by the district; on the remaining 4.5 days, schools were free to set their own
agendas.

While this commitment to contractudD days is the highest among otHestricts ERS has

worked with Eigure 4), it is not necessarily the most effective way to structure PD. When
districts have a focused distAsfde professional development goal that requires participation of
all schools, such as the implementation of new cutroudtandards or a literacy program,
districtcontrolled PD days can be an effective means of dissemination. In absence of this, it is
generally more effective to allow higlapacity schools to design professional development that
reflects their individuaschool context and needs, and provide technical support to-lower
capacity schools around agenda setting and delivery.

In 200708, during the PD in which the central office controlled the agenda, the overall strategy
of all the PD days does not appeah&ve been focused on prioritizdistrictwide PD goals.

(Figure 18) While the Office of Curriculum and Instruction was very thoughtful in planning
each of these district PD days, future planning should consider whether the district can most
effectivelyreach its professional development goals through a digtitlet agenda or one that is
differentiated based on school need and capacity.

In addition, when districts have employed a scHiased expertise strategy, set PD days are not
flexible enough to &w these experts to work with strategically grouped teachers and have
adequate jolembedded follow up. Generally, this structured time lends itself more to full or
partial faculty meetings.
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From interviews, it is our understanding that thisestmentm PD days willnot be sustained
during the 20089 school year. While not the most effective way to provide teachers time to
work together, it was a significant opportunity for collaborative Wor8DP will need to find a
way to replace this time and shdwlo so in more effective ways, primarily through regularly
scheduled schodiased collaborative planning time (CPT).

Research indicates that CPT is among the most effective professional development for any teacher.
A recent analysis of SDP school impemnent plans found th#te most effective schooils SDP
conduct professional development primarily in grade level gr8lipsowever it appears that
common planning timen SDPvaries widely across schoalsd interviews suggest that in both the
centraland regional offices there is not a consistent understanding about whether or not it is a
common practic&’ In the 200607 SRC Goals DistrieVi d e Survey, principal :
teacher planning and PD ti meo swaessiamengdistrictr d{ mo
controllable factorsf. In addition, the same survey indicates 21% of teachers said thegverd
met with their grade group, field coordinators, or coaches to disctisaateing a skill based on
test results, and 33% said tHegdnevermet with their grade group, field coordinator, or coaches
to discuss r@rouping students for differentiation based on test results.

Altos [ CPT] not across the board and it really doe
troubl es me . | woul d say mo s t school s, and | 6m | o
[CPT]. Some of our elementary scho ols and middle schools have built in an extra period to have
grade meetings [ é] I dondédt know the percent. 0

i Central Office Leadership

It is possible that establishing common planning time in all schools in SDP wealadry low
cost initiative. Interviews indicate that principals at every level are successfully implementing
CPT. If those principals are creating CPT through creative scheduling, district common planning
time could be initiated simply by providing efteve professional development on creating CPT.
However challenging it might beffectively structuring the use of teacher time ffoofessional
development is a critical step for SDP to increase teacher effectivenesstralgic investment
in schootbased expertise can only be fully effective when paired with sufficieraratedded
common planning time.

% There is another important consequence of reducing PD days. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvaniaalequires
teachers to earn 180 hours of PD over five years to maintain their license (Act 48). From interviews, we learned
that many teachers counted the PD days toward this requirement. With the reduction in PD days, teachers will
look for other means to complwith state requirements. SDP should guard against providing opportunities in less
effective ways such as oneff workshops or classesand should work with the state to look for more job
embedded professional development opportunities as a means of mgétiis requirement.

% At the high school levelprmal collaborative professional development time exists in those schools that have
adopted schedule .o create this time, time was carved from instructional time.

“*There were some nodistrict controf SR FF OG2N&E (KIFdG 6SNB NI i
WLINROEf SY aGdzRRSyGaoQ ¢KS (g2 FILO02NA 020
NI AaS GSald a02NBaoQ
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ERS recommends that SDP:

Create regular time during theekool day and year for teachers to work collaboratively, and
with schoolbased expertsp improve practice.

In doingso, SDP should consider:

Implications for Analysis:

e Determine the extent of CPT at schools and identify best practice organizational
structures that can be shared.

Implications for Practice:

« Provide schools with orgarational models (schedules, staffing, and budgets) that
include adequateollaborativeplanning time and release time for schbaked expertise
to facilitate.

e Work with the stat@o restructure Article 48 requirements to allmere jobembedded
professionhdevelopment opportunitigs qualify towards the required 180 hours,
including CPT.

e Use PD aysto implement focused distristide strategies, or allow differentiated
agendas based on school need and capacity with appropriate accountability.
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Build on current efforts to support new teachers and principals

Successful new teacher and new principal support increases retention, which can reduce the
challenge of recruitment, increase the level of expertise at schools, improve school cultures an
climates, and increase student achievem8BtP has adjusted its new teacher support a fair
amount over the lasew years; the following two @portunities should be helpful in establishing
an effective longerm strategy for new teacher and new principal support.

Opportunity #9: Improve implemeantion of new teacher support by more closely aligning
resources and need.

Successful school districts target professional development investment at the outset of a caree
and at predictable points over a percygcfegands i o
changes in districtraschool prioritiesResearch shows that an effective induction progsam
associated with a 50% decline in the turnover of new ted®harsl many school districts

allocating scarce professional development resourcesdgnabritize new teacher support. SDP

is no exception.

FIGURE 26: PD Initiative Spending on Individual Growth Opportunities

Principals Teachers*
L $12.8 M
| | | 'E ]
Prep & Continuing Leadership Recert- Ssl.éggorilzigor Alternative
Induction Ed Dev ification Teagr?ersg Certification
$8.6 M $3.0M $.4M $.2M $.4 M $.2M
$14,100 $309 $41 $24 $44 $18
per new teacher per teacher per teacher per teacher per teacher per teacher

*Does not include salary increments for individual education credits

Of the $16.8 million (29% of all PD Initiatives) focused on growth opportunities for individual
teachers or principal$13 milion, or 76%, is focused specifically on teachers as opposed to
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principals, and this investment is predominately focused on supporting new teachers (Figure
26)4

In the 200708 school year, SDP hired 611 new teachers and supported these teachers by
investng $14.1K penew teacher oprepand inductior(15% of all PD Initiativesf? This
investmenincludedthe administration and training amientationdays,SGTs, andNew Teacher
Coaches for teachers in schools without SETEhe responsibility for neweacher support
flowed to the newly created role of SGT after the New Teacher Coach program was cut in schgol
year 200607*" Whi | e supporting new teachers is on[ly
interviews indicate that the support of new teacheosésof their primary roles. As SDP does
not track or monitor how SGTs allocate their time, for the purposes of this report we made the
assumption that 50% of the SGT investment is targeted for new teacher support. This assumptjon
should be kept in mind &DP looks to redefine new teacher support and to reallocate resources
to support priorities.

Given the compelling research supporting effective new teacher support and induction progranmis,
it makes sense that SDP is allocating scarce resources to nberteagport.SDP invests more
than all districts except District of Columbia Public Schools (DGR 8gw teacher support both

in terms of absolute dollars and percentafeD Initiative spendingFigure27). Even if we
assumed that SGTs were spendinty@5% of their time (as opposed to our assumption of
50%), SDP would be spending $5.3 million on new teacher support, or 9% of all PD Initiatives.
This would still be the second largest investment with respect to other districts ERS has studied.

FIGURE 27: Investment in New Teacher Support across Districts

$ Spent on New Teacher Support a4 % of PD Initiatives
DCPS $3.2 M 17%
Philadelphia $8.6 M 15%
Baltimore $5.0 M 7%
Rochester $1.2 M 4%
Cincinnati $0.1 M 1%
*The most effective professional developmentyplda Ay @Said Ay | GSF OKSNDRa (y26f[SRI

individual as welhs a part of an organization. ERS codes PD investments as directed to individual growth or system
strategy.Other urban districts ERS has studied spend similar % of PD Initialiiaes @on individual growth
O2YLI NBR G2 {5tQa H@2Y . IFftGAY2NBE mMyi23 5/t{ o0c23 [/ AYOAy:
*2For the purpose of matching PD resources for new teachers to those receiving it, we have defined new teachers
as those in their first year of teatty. However, we recognize that the most successful induction programs extend
0Se2yR GKS (SIFIOKSNRa FANRG &@SINI2F GSIFIOKAy3ad bSg (S OK:
7/1/2007. Teachers hired in the second half of the 2006schoolyear were not counted (64 teachers).
*3 More details on these programs can be found in Appendix .

4 Adjusted for CWI and inflation
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While SDP allocates significant resoescto new teacher support, these resources do not flow
equally to all new teachers. | ndi vi dual nlew
pathway into SDP, their school placement, and the contextual support at their particular school

Depending a their pathway, teachers receive varying levels of support. All new teachers,
regardless of pathway, participate in orientation as well as receive support during the school year
from a New Teacher Coach or SGT, which averages to $14,100 per new telast®rer, new
teachers who enter SDP through the Teach for America and Philadelphia Teaching Fellows
programs also receive explicit support through their respective prodramsile the data was
not available for the Teach for America program, this tréeslamto an addition&2.9 K per
teacherof support for each Teaching Fellow.

FIGURE 28: New Teacher Distribution Across SDP Schools: 7/1/07 -1/1/08
18
16
14
p
2 12
&
ﬁ 10
s s
S o 23%of
(<} Schools
H have no
4 - new
teachers
. ||||||||||H||H||H|||\\IIHII\\IIIHII\\IIHIIIHIHIIIHIIIIIHHHH“H“W \“HWH
Schools

In addition, the support a new teacher receives varies significantly depending on school
placement. Suport can range from $9%18K per new teacher, for those assigned New Teacher
Coaches (depending on casel88dp anywhere from $2.8K to $56K per new teacher for those
in schools with SGTs. New teachers placed in higleeforming schools that do notcesve a

5 During the 200708 school year, SDP hired 102 teachers through Teach for America, 60 teachers through the
Teaching Fellws program, and 449 teachers through regular recruiting or other meamsentionedabove, this

count of new teachers, this only includes teachers hired between 7/1/2007 and 1/1/2008. A second wave of
Teaching Fellows is hired in February each yearjsandt included in these numbers.

*®New Teacher Coach caseload data was given to us by the district, but some inconsistencies were found in the
data that were not reviewed with the districDur data shows that about 75 new teachers, who were hired after
the beginning of the school year and were eligible for a NeacherCoachdid not receive one. This equates to
13% of all new teachers
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SGT, are assigned a New Teacher Coach with a caseload of approximately 15%eaOnettse

other hand, new teachers assigned to schools with a SGT receive support that varies depending

on the number of new teachers at the school. As previoisslyssed in Opportunity #5, SGTs
are allocated one to each school I n the AY
A c t i*bThis allocation is made regardless of the number of new teachers in a school, which
varies widely as seen in Figure.2Bue to this variation, SGTs are serving anywhere from one

to 17 teachers, or $56K to $2.8K per new teacher, with an average level of support of three
teachers, or $40 K perteachdrr ans |l ating this i nto -to-day ms t
experence, we can see gure29that at schools with a greater concentration of new teachers,
these instructors might onigceiveapproximately fivedays of support across the entire year.
Conversely, at the upper end of the chart, schibalshave only ne new teachezould

potentially receive coaching support from 8@T every other day.

FIGURE 29: Days of SGT Support Per New Teacher

100 -

90 - These schools each
have only one new _>
80 - teacher, so they could
potentially see their
70 - SGT every other day
&0 At Middle School A,
50 there are so many new

teachers that a SGT only
40 - has ~5 days a year to
spend with each new
30 - teacher
20
ot AL
. i

Schools with SGT

Days of SGT support new teacher
receives

Gold schools have been in Corrective
*Chart assumes SGT spend 50% of their time supporting new teachers Action status for 4 or 5 years

An analysis of staffing patterns indicates that new teachers are not being placed in the most
supportive environmenté\s was illustrated in the Challenges section in Figures 9 and 10,
schools in Corrective Action tend to have, on average, more new teachers than other schools,
although even in these schools the level of new teachers varies widely. Concentrations of new
teachers in schools makes it less likely that these teachers will receive adequate support from

*" Information collected indicated caseloads from six to14 teachers, although interviews indicate caseloads of 15.
*8 Same schools not in these performance categories purchase SGTs using Title | or other additional funds.
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more experienced colleagues, their principal, or be able to participate in a vibrant and
experienced professional learning community.

Finally, the support a meteacher receives varies based on the contextual support of her
particular school. Evidence shows that successful new teacher induction and mentoring progra
include curriculum guidance, external networks with other new teachers, regular assessment a
evaluation against district teaching standards that inform the support received, and participatior
in schoolbased professional learning communitiesaddition, other organizational structures
such as lower teacher loads, reduced classes, and lessymtndents can support new
teachers in honing their craft. During this phase we did not align SDP new teacher support
practices against these best practices.

ERS recommends that SDP:
Improve implerantation of new teacher supptnt more closely aligningesources and need.
In doingso, SDP should consider:

Implications for Practice

« Review and restructure model so thainaiv teachers receive adequate and equitable
support based on needs retiess of pathway, prograrar date of hire.

« Ensure all schals receive adequate and differentiated support based on new téachers
need® considering flexibility over the use of resources for those schools with high
capacity teachers and principal leadership.

Opportunity #0: Ensure stability of principal pipehe program and expand support for new
principals.

In school year 20008, SDP invested approximately $4 million, or 8% of all PD Initiative
spendi ng, o n dyargrontltangdevelsptnedust aver alf of this investment
(52%) istargetedto ecr ui t and prepare aspi principgl princ
preparation prograé Academy of Leadership in Philadelphia Schools (ALP®pther48% is
targeted to support current principals, including support for new principals and struggling
principals as well as general leasleip development (Figure RG°

49 Appendix | shows further detail of these categories.
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FIGURE 30: SDP Spending on Individual Growth Opportunities for Principals

Creating a principal pipeline is a strategieestment for SDP. In school year 2608, 28%of

SDP principals hawbetween zerand three years ofidistrict experiencg’ and 29% of SDP
principals are near retirement with 30 or more years of experience in the distsietl ordata
from the past four years, SDP needs to plan for hiring anywhere from 20 to 40imapabs,

with this year as no exceptidfi’ In school year 20008, almost half of the principals hired
were trained through the ALPS program.

ALPS is a highlyselective program that chooses approximately 15 principal residents from over
200 interested calidates. The program provides chosen principal residents-fopgar

residency with a host principal and coursework experience with the other residents in topics tha
cover ninedentified domains of leadershine of the key benefits of a districn principal
preparation program is that the principal
instructional strategies and are in many ways ahead of the curveardirsheayas principals
Given the small numbers of principal residertigs tnvestmentguates to approximately $139K
per ALPS resident on preparation, made up of atifuké resident salary, host principal stipends,
faculty salaries, and program staff salariéghile this is a signifiant investment, approximately
60% is funded by a gant from The Broad Foundationin developing a human capital and
professional development plan, SDP should consider the nonrecurring nature of this critical
investment in light of future principal needs and it should make leteger plans to esure
continued funding.

Although SDP investa sgnificant anountin developinga principal pipelingeonce these new
principals are in the system and working at schools the support degegssantly. SDP
recognizes the need to support new ppats and has recently initiated new principal support in
the fom of Launch | and Launch lIiCurmrently the district spends $140Kr $2.6K per new
principalon these twmew principal suppogprograms. These programs provide a combination

* SDP data does not capture whether principals had prior principal experience before coming to SDP.
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