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The Purpose of the Audit
 The program-specific curriculum management audit 

provides school boards, administrators, and the public 
an objective look at how well their system is delivering 
teaching and learning to its clientele in the programs 
being audited

 The audit identifies where the system is in its quest for 
quality, and what it has to do to improve achievement 
in specific terms for students being served in these 
programs



The audit's scope:

• Centered on curriculum and instruction in Title and Special 
Education programs

• Any aspect of operations of a school system that enhances or 
hinders  the design and/or delivery of these programs

• Intensive, focused, "layered" look at how well a school system has 
been able to 
– Set valid directions for pupil accomplishment and well being in these 

programs, 
– Concentrate its resources to accomplish those directions, and 
– Improve its performance over time.



Three elements of curricular 
quality control in schools:

 (1) a written curriculum that can be translated into 
the work of teachers in classrooms where Title and 
Special Education students are being instructed, 

 (2) a taught curriculum shaped by the written 
curriculum, and 

 (3) a tested curriculum consisting of the assessment 
tools of pupil learning which are linked to both the 
taught and written curricula.
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1. Document review
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Background Information
 Decline in total enrollment from 2006 to 2010: 12,000+ to 8000+

 Mobility of students in past 3 yrs.: 

 At least once - 1,064 students

 At least twice – 242 students

 At least three times – 42 students

 Four or more times – 10 students

 Administrative changes: 3 and 2 fewer from 2007-08 to 2008-09; 9 changes and 
1 fewer from 2008-09 to 2009-10

 Central Office changes – many just new in position

 Teacher turnover: 4.6% in 2007-08; 12.5% in 2008-09; 9% in 2009-10

 Aides/Paraprofessional turnover: 14 in 2007-08; 21 2008-09; 15 in 2009-10

 AYP concerns



Mission Statement
The School District of the City of Saginaw, in 

partnership with parents, students, businesses, and 
the community, are committed to and responsible for 
ensuring:

 the highest level of academic achievement and career 
planning for all students.

 the highest performing organizational structure at all 
levels, and

 a safe and effective learning environment for all
students.



Title I and Special Education programming utilizes 
the regular district curriculum, administers the 
same assessments (plus more), and determines 
the clientele based on lack of achievement in the 
regular classroom. 
Once identified – differentiation of instruction 
continues
But both under Control of District



Audit Premises
District – School Responsibilities

District / System

 Ends

 Mission

 Standards

 Goals and Priorities

 Student 
Objectives/Curriculum

 Student Assessments

School – Based

Means

Instruction

Strategies

Groupings

Processes

Resources

Programs 

(all accountable to system 
and based on system 
direction)



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

Finding 1.1:  Broad board policies and the 
absence of administrative procedures to 
implement board policies contribute to an 
inadequate framework for quality control of 
the curriculum and district-wide program 
functioning to support the Title I and Special 
Education Programs.

 Policies drive practice: need to be specific, easily 
referenced, and provide individual and system 
guidance.



Finding 1.1 Details

 Prefix to policies:  intentionally broad; AP specificity

 48 policies curriculum-related; Sp. Ed. Policies and 
Procedures

 No curriculum-related administrative procedures
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Standard Percentage of Points 
Relative to 70% Standard 
for Adequacy

One 28

Two 6

Three 11

Four 25

Five 6

Overall Rating 14.8%



Finding 1.1 More Details

 Title I – policy referred to fulfillment of legal 
requirements; school based implementation solely

 Special Education Policies and Procedures – newly 
written; not fully understood or implemented

 Comments:
 “Procedures are not well known in this district.  Coordinators 

and psychologists know them.  The principals are not very well 
informed about them.”

 “Special Education policies are the moving target and change 
constantly.”



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

Finding 1.2: The DRAFT Table of Organization does not 
provide the organizational structure necessary for 
sound general management of the school district or 
implementation of Special Education and Title I 
programming.  Job descriptions do not adequately 
provide clear specifications of responsibilities for 
the curriculum and relationship to curriculum 
design and delivery that would support these 
programs.  

 TO provides effective and efficient design and delivery of curriculum 
– 6 principles of sound organizational management

 Job descriptions provide direction for contribution to system –
constancy of purpose; implement; evaluate
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Finding 1.2 Details

 TO: met Chain of Command, Scalar Relationship

 TO: not met Span of Control; Logical Grouping of 
Functions (Sp. Ed. Separate from regular Ed; 2 Directors 
of Sp Ed; Title I not listed); Separation of Line and Staff 
Functions (Principals not included); Full Inclusion

 Job Descriptions: 26 reviewed; 12 job postings; 
inadequate (need clear curriculum linkages for design 
and/or delivery); Literacy Aide lacking Highly Qualified 
qualifications as required by Title I;  EQM only approved 
purchases for materials

 Job Descriptions: interviews showed disparity between 
what was and what was presumed to be

 Comments:  
 “I’m not sure who to go to.  I’m not sure who made the 

decision.”

 “There is no job description to match what I do at this time
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Standard 1:  The School District Demonstrates Its Control of 
Resources, Programs, and Personnel.
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Finding 1.3:  Planning practices and plans do not 
provide quality direction for the design, 
deployment, and delivery of the district’s vision 
and goals for Title I and Special Education 
programs.  Planning efforts across other divisions 
and the schools are not tightly connected and 
monitored for results.

 Anticipates emerging needs, framework for systemic action 
to attain goals, focuses activities for future; sustains focus 
over time while guiding growth, decline, and improvement 
with changes – looking for 70% adequacy of criteria

 Little attention given to Title I and Sp Ed programming 
except in Building  Quality Plans for Title I funding



Finding 1.3 Details

 Quality of planning design, deployment, and delivery is 
inadequate to achieve the vision of planning

 38% adequacy:  policy expectations; day-to-day decisions; 
deliberate articulated actions

 Not met: vision/direction (future thinking); data-driven; budget 
timing; emergent/fluid planning; aligned professional development

 “hope for future” with new Superintendent

 Quality of current one-year district-wide strategic plan is 
inadequate to provide clear direction for accomplishing the goals 
of the district

 57% adequacy: emergent/fluid; change strategies; evaluation plan and 
implementation; monitoring

 Inadequate: reasonable and clear (too much for one year); deployment 
strategies; integration of goals and actions (organization of plan)



Finding 1.3 Details

The quality of department and school improvement 
efforts, from district plan documents to 
school/department improvement plans, is inadequate 
to systemically implement the district’s goals.

 Adequacy: 12.5% - only met Deployment Strategies (Teams)

 Not met: Congruence and Connectivity (Sp Ed unaddressed); 
Reasonable and Clear (no use of disaggregated data); 
Emergent/Fluid (repeat of use of Title I funds); Change 
Strategies (lack of feasibility); Integration of Goals and 
Actions (no Sp Ed plan); Evaluation Plan and 
Implementation (general terms – lack of specificity); 
Monitoring (schools function independently; EQM not 
monitoring Title I; systems not in place) 



Finding 1.3 Details

 No department plans – Curriculum, Assessment, Facilities, etc.

 Comments:

 “There is a disconnect between buildings and central office.  There 
are no clear targets.”

 “The strategic plan is a strength [in our district].  It is aligned with 
the building improvement plans.”

 “There was no clear direction for Special Education and everything 
was verbal, with no written reports.”

 “The district strategic plan and school quality plans do not address 
Special Education.”

 Title I – repetition of basic staff and programming over 3 year review 
with few changes.  No evaluation of current programming to determine 
effectiveness.  “If what they are doing is so great, why is achievement 
no better?”



Standard 2:  The School District Has Established 
Clear and Valid Objectives for Students

Finding 2.1:  There is no comprehensive curriculum 
management plan that would direct the design, 
delivery, monitoring, evaluation, and revision of 
curriculum for the Special Education and Title I 
programs.

 Establishes guidelines and procedures for design and delivery of 
curriculum in regular classrooms from which differentiation of 
instruction can occur for Sp Ed and Title I students.

 Some found in various documents – 13% adequate: philosophical 
framework; format and components of curriculum, assessment, and 
instructional guides 

 No single document to provide integrated, comprehensive guidance for 
curriculum management



Standard 2:  The School District Has Established Clear and Valid 
Objectives for Students

Finding 2.2: The overall scope of the written 
curriculum in the district is adequate to support 
teaching and learning in the Special Education 
and Title I programs.

 Scope is coverage; 100% of core areas; 70% of non-core

 Sp Ed and Title I students are instructed with same curriculum as 
regular classrooms (with additional differentiation)

 Title I and Sp Ed concentrate on core areas 

 Title I served at K-8: scope adequate in core areas – predominantly in 
Elementary and MS

 HS core areas only 38%

 Variation of course offerings at MS and HS – minimal district guidance 
in ensuring basic common curriculum



Standard 2:  The School District Has Established Clear and Valid 
Objectives for Students
Finding 2.3:  Curriculum pacing guides are of 

inadequate quality to direct instruction for Special 
Education and Title I programs in the district.  The 
curriculum documents do not offer comparable access 
to the curriculum for all students.

 Quality curriculum connects written curriculum with what is taught 
and tested in classroom; facilitates differentiation of instruction for 
Title I and Sp Ed students and in the writing of IEPs; rating of 12 
adequate – none received

 Used criteria for pacing guides – no guide met all criteria; did not meet 
Bd. Policy 7050 which lists components for guides

 Comments:

 “Things are not aligned.  We have allowed individual buildings to establish 
the curriculum needs.”

 “Teachers use textbooks.  Pacing guides are ignored.”



Standard 2:  The School District Has Established Clear and Valid 
Objectives for Students

Finding 2.4: Alignment of standards, benchmarks, and 
grade level expectations with textbooks and 
assessments was generally evident in most selected 
materials reviewed by auditors.  However, analysis of 
alignment was impeded by the limited content of 
local pacing guides and the minimal addition to 
language of state benchmarks and expectations.

 Topological alignment – deriving curriculum from tested learnings

 Deeper alignment – expanding range of content, types of cognition, 
and multiple types of assessment  (21st Century Learning)

 English/Language Arts and Math reviewed (Title I and Sp Ed 
emphasis)

 Limited materials for analysis – shortage of textbooks at time; 
inadequate pacing guides



Finding 2.4 Details

 Internal Consistency:  

 Used State Standards so consistent; less so with Algebra 2

 Lack of specificity and clarity by grade level to provide 
articulation

 Cognitive Complexity:

 More emphasis on knowledge and comprehension; least on 
analysis, synthesis, or evaluation

 Best Practices:
 Pacing guides did not include instructional strategies and 

classroom activities



Standard 3:  The School District Demonstrates Internal 
Consistency and Rational Equity in Its Program Development and 
Implementation

Finding 3.1:  Lack of articulation among levels of schools 
and grades creates a disjointed curriculum learning 
continuum for students, especially students with 
disabilities.  Coordination is starting to emerge in 
primary and high school through team meetings and 
professional learning community activities.

 Articulation – process of communication between and among positions  in 
district– same goals and vision in design

 Coordination – systemic actions from policies and regulations through central 
office, school sites, classrooms, and programs in design

 In delivery  - vertical progression of curriculum objectives (articulation)

 In delivery – coordinated planning among teachers within schools and grade 
levels (coordination)



Finding 3.1 Details

 No board policy requiring articulation and coordination; dependent on 
informal interaction between and among staff members; lack of district-level 
direction and job descriptions

 Sp Ed teachers not consistently provided opportunity for collaborative 
planning

 Use of data inconsistent across district

 No systemic approach to preparation of teachers for delivering written 
curriculum; no professional development for transitions between and among 
schools and grade levels- particularly crucial for Title I and Sp Ed students

 Some students spend more time in intervention classes than in regular core 
classrooms; allow site decisions of teacher preferences over student needs

 Lack of linkage between budget allocations and programmatic priorities –
articulation

 Comments:

 “I don’t know what other buildings do.”

 “We meet in the morning for half an hour, but this is often used for announcements 
and other things.”



Standard 3:  The School District Demonstrates Internal 
Consistency and Rational Equity in Its Program 
Development and Implementation

Finding 3.2: District expectations for all students are not 
being met in the Special Education program.  Steps 
are being taken to address state compliance issues 
and provide some consistency in the program.

 Comparison of district expectations to instructional strategies observed in all 
classrooms

 State revenues decreased; Federal revenues increased; costs decreased; mainly 
personnel salaries; minimal professional development and instructional 
resources included

 Recent August training on manual developed July 2010; more Sp Ed students 
mainstreamed with no training for regular ed teacher; lack of awareness of IEP 
accommodations for students

 Comment: “We need training on co-teaching.  Our regular teachers have not 
had very much training and are not very favorable to the model at this time.”



Finding 3.2 Details

 Drop in the number of Sp Ed students enrolled

 More African-American students enrolled

 Kindergarten and ninth grade have largest percentage of 
identified Sp Ed students; decline during HS

 Percentage of special needs students spending more than 
80 % of time in regular classrooms increased from 30.9 to 
44% - district emphasis

 Actual co-teaching  observed in few classrooms; resource  
room instruction was group work, worksheets, and one-to-
one explanation; same worksheet; some aide assistance

 24 IEPs reviewed: common accommodations;  no specific 
strategies identified; beginning of year but IEPs were not 
reviewed by teachers



Finding 3.2 Details

Sample Comments:

 “IEPs are developed by the IEP teams.  They use older lists 
of accommodations and modifications that need to be 
lost.”

 “There is not a Special Education plan… the overall plan is 
in my head.”

 “The schools are doing business the way they have always 
done it.”

 “We must start working in early elementary on 
mainstreaming.  The students get stuck in Special 
Education for the rest of their lives.”

 “We have had a decline in the number of referrals from the 
regular teachers in classrooms where co-teaching occurs.”



Standard 3:  The School District Demonstrates Internal 
Consistency and Rational Equity in Its Program Development and 
Implementation.

Finding 3.3: Growth models for individual students are 
hindered by a lack of articulation and coordination in 
the delivery of the Title I services and in the use of 
pertinent assessment data.

 Articulation: vertical communication of curriculum and 
assessment data from one grade level to the next within 
and between levels and schools

 Coordination : consistency of programs and practices 
across schools, a systemic approach

 Mobility of students requires articulation and 
coordination; services dependent on school resources



Finding 3.3 Details

 Title I services are site dependent and site managed

 No funding or service for students above Gr. 8

 No central office position assumes responsibility for quality 
of program; no evaluation of program

 No systemic collection of data pertaining to student growth 
while served in Title I and after having been served

 No board policy requires systemic alignment and 
coordination of district programs across and among grade 
levels

 SQPs request Title I funding based on general assessment, 
not disaggregated data

 CBM determines students served in RtI process; 
inconsistent across district



Standard 3:  The School District Demonstrates Internal 
Consistency and Rational Equity in Its Program Development and 
Implementation.

Finding 3.4: Professional development planning and 
coordination to support the district curriculum is 
inadequate to maximize the benefit of improved 
teaching and learning for students in Title I and 
Special Education programs.

 Consistent and coordinated implementation of curriculum system-
wide is goal of professional development

 More than one-time session; needs follow-up and monitoring of 
effective use in classroom

 Title I and Sp Ed students serviced by regular classroom with 
additional support; co-teaching and pull-out practices 

 No comprehensive professional development program; no evaluation 
of inservices held



Finding 3.4 Details

 Teacher appraisal process should be connected to 
professional development – connection lacking to provide 
this feedback or to use in planning staff development

 MI guidelines for professional learning not apparent in 
planning for professional development

 Met 28% of audit characteristics for comprehensive 
professional development; evaluation and prioritization 
lacking

 170 sessions reviewed; no predominant trainings at any 
level; differentiation, thinking maps, and technology most 
common

 Comment: “There is no big picture or accounting of 
professional development.”



Standard 3:  The School District Demonstrates Internal 
Consistency and Rational Equity in Its Program Development and 
Implementation.

Finding 3.5:  The classroom practices observed by 
auditors did not reflect the expectations for 
instructional practices addressed in district and 
school-based documents and referenced in 
interviews.

 Brief visits in rooms where Title I and Sp Ed students being served

 During the first weeks of school year

 IEPs and Title I services require differentiation of instruction – seen 
minimally

 Expectations: critical thinking, problem solving, decision making 
skills; use of thinking maps, instructional technology

 Supplemental programs/resources as “teaching methods” seen (Read 
180, Fast Math, etc.)



Finding 3.5 Details

 Observed: direct instruction; Elementary and MS teacher 
assisting student; HS teacher sitting at desk; seatwork for 
students

 Least observed: small group work; applied practice, 
problem solving; use of technology

 Co-teaching – observed in few classrooms

 Comments:

 “We need co-teaching training.”

 “Schools are not using RtI appropriately….much less 
instructional modification in the regular classroom.”



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from 
System-Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to 
Adjust, Improve, or Terminate Ineffective Practices or 
Programs.

Finding 4.1: There is no unified plan or formalized 
process for system-wide direction of student 
assessment or program evaluation for the Title I and 
Special Education programs, although elements of 
these exist in various official documents.  District 
planning processes provide direction for using 
assessment data to support curricular and 
instructional decisions.

 Feedback about a programs’ effectiveness is generated through program 
evaluation and student assessment – based on subjective survey information 
and analysis of program outcomes supported by measures of reliability of 
implementation of program

 Met only 1 of 15 audit characteristics for comprehensive student assessment and 
program evaluation plan – 7%  - no functional plan giving direction



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from System-
Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or 
Terminate Ineffective Practices or Programs.

Finding 4.2: Assessment data are used inconsistently to 
support curricular and instructional decisions.  Few of 
the district’s programs, including Special Education 
serves and Title I programs, are formally evaluated.

 Skillful use of feedback demonstrates nature of tests and test data; 
structures will be in place to apply formative assessment results to 
planning for classroom instruction and intervention strategies; will use 
data as feedback in planning to improve student outcomes and 
determine effectiveness of programs – to continue, modify, eliminate

 Reliance on MI state tests for summative feedback

 Formative assessment - rated as 47% (inadequate for planning 
instruction and interventions); Sp Ed requires use of formative 
assessment for IEPs

 CBMs used; being replaced with AimsWeb which should help with 
reliability and validity of scores



Finding 4.2 Details

 Summative Student Assessment – met none of audit criteria

 Program Evaluation Data – 13 documents reviewed in last 5 years

 4 are accreditation processes; 7 from external agency; 5 to external 
agency; 3 are reports without applying those results to improvement 
of processes

 19 different programs/resources are being used in district; 14 
funded by Title I; no consistency in evaluation processes  – none 
formally evaluated

 Analysis of EQM department evaluation (Program Expansion 
Product Evaluation Report 2005/2006) met 92% of audit evaluation 
criteria –

 Evaluation of Title I and Sp Ed programs reliant on external 
evaluation services – do not provide sound basis for decision 
making

 Comment:  “There is no system process for program introduction.”  



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from System-
Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or 
Terminate Ineffective Practices or Programs.

Finding 4.3:  The scope of assessment is not adequate to 
monitor student progress and evaluate student 
achievement across all areas of the curriculum and at 
all grade levels in the Title I and Special Education 
programs.

 Scope – coverage of courses taught by formal assessment

 Sp Ed and Title I students assessed with regular classroom assessment

 54% of core courses and none of non-core courses are assessed at 
elementary level; 67% at MS; 56% at HS – inadequate



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from System-
Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or 
Terminate Ineffective Practices or Programs.

Finding 4.4:  Intervention management is largely 
congruent with the Response to Intervention model, 
but intervention decisions for most students are 
based on assessment results rather than on lack of 
responsiveness to instruction in the classroom.

 Title I and Sp Ed staff provide most of intervention services

 Strategy to reduce disproportionate number of students identified as Sp Ed; 
Special Education Procedures and Practices manual

 Tier I intervention provided by regular ed teacher called for differentiation of 
instruction – rarely observed during audit

 Frequency of CBMs used varied by buildings; placement without 
responsiveness to Tier I and II interventions – lack of appropriate support in 
classroom

 Could lead to premature referrals into IEP process



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from System-
Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or 
Terminate Ineffective Practices or Programs.

Finding 4.5: The academic achievement of students with 
disabilities and economically disadvantaged students 
lags behind other students, and that gap increases 
over time as students move through the grade levels.

 Achievement of students with disabilities and students classified as 
economically disadvantaged (Title I) consistently lower than other 
students

 Gap in achievement widens in MS and HS

 Graphs comparing scores over 3 years on a number of different tests –
compared to non-Sp Ed and low SES students



Standard 4:  The School District Uses the Results from System-
Designed and/or –Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or 
Terminate Ineffective Practices or Programs.

Finding 4.6:  The current information management 
system is inadequate to monitor Special Education 
compliance, quality control, and student 
achievement.

 Much IEP information kept on Skyward and paper-based systems –
inadequate to share information; keep track of timelines; communicate 
with parents and outside agencies; coordinate information; gather 
information from other buildings; evaluate effectiveness of Sp Ed 
program

 Concerns and citations from State not able to be met



Standard 5:   The School District Has Improved 
Productivity

Finding 5.1:  The district is experiencing financial 
constraints due to decreased enrollment.  There is a 
lack of analysis of the Title I and Special Education 
programs and settings to provide a database to assist 
in maintaining cost parameters.

 Productivity improved when clear linkages exist between curriculum, the 
budget, and programs being supported.  

 Cost benefit analysis provides necessary information

 Little connection found between budgeting process and Title I/Sp Ed 
programming; cost benefit analysis of programs not done

 Use of Federal and State dollars recognized in Strategic Plan

 Title I and Sp Ed pull-out strategies utilized full-size classrooms – sometimes 
sharing; most of time spent in co-teaching in regular classrooms

 Total cost of Sp Ed services greater than Title I services; more spent on 
purchase services and supplies and materials  for Title I

 Needed is a proficiency analysis of these programs for budgeting purposes



Recommendations
 Best professional judgment to address problems 

identified

 In order of criticality for system-wide improvements

 Governance- Board

 Administration – Superintendent and Designees

 Board receives report through Superintendent; 
Superintendent responds to Board with his 
recommendations; Board and Superintendent 
implement



Recommendation 1:  Develop and adopt board policies 
accompanied with administrative regulations approved 
by the superintendent that provide clear direction for 
quality control of the curriculum and the 
administration of the Title I and Special Education 
programs.

 Adopt policies written by Superintendent/Designee to 
meet audit criteria

 Require written Administrative Regulations/Procedures to 
provide specificity and processes to implement policy

 Specific policies with recommended changes listed

 Completed within 6 months 



Recommendation 2:  Develop and adopt an 
organizational chart with corresponding written job 
descriptions and appraisals that will provide sound 
management of the district and implementation of the 
Title I and Special Education programs with focus on 
the design and delivery of quality curriculum and 
programming that will assist in attaining higher 
achievement for all students.
 Adopt revised policies written by Superintendent/Designee

 Write quality job descriptions that meet audit criteria for 
all positions; revise appraisals to meet quality of job 
descriptions – use for staff development purposes, also



Recommended TO Rationale and Intent:

 Add position of Assistant Superintendent of School Management –
eliminate one Sp Ed Director and consolidate Compensatory Ed under 
Title I Director – monitor delivery of Title I and Sp Ed programs in 
schools

 Assistant Sup’t of Teaching and Learning – central clearing house for 
professional development, technology, Directors and K-12 Core 
Curriculum Instructional Implementers report to this position

 Create Director of Title I position

 EQM – system-wide assessment and writing grants

 Financial Services include Purchasing, report to Chief Financial Officer

 Coordinators of Transportation and Food Service along with 
technology “hardware” personnel  report to Director of Building 
Operation, Maintenance, and Facilities



Recommendation 3:  Coordinate all planning processes 
with a strategic plan that incorporates all areas and 
functions of the district with special emphasis on Title I 
and Special Education programs.  Expect all other plans 
and grant implementation to carry out the intent of the 
district’s strategic plan.

 Policies and Administrative Procedures

 Training on system planning process prior to starting

 Steps for process listed; distribute and provide for feedback 
with each step – a hurried process might lead to rejection

 Budgeting process interwoven with each goal/objective

 Small number of goals – 3-5 yrs. to accomplish; 
measureable success as pertains to Title I and Sp Ed 
programs/students



Recommendation 4:  Formalize and execute a 
comprehensive curriculum management plan to 
provide district-wide direction for the design, delivery, 
monitoring, and evaluation of curriculum for all subject 
taught so that student achievement can be improved.

 Policy and Administrative Procedure

 Title I and Sp Ed programs aligned to plan, monitored for 
implementation, staff development provided

 Step by step process for development  and implementation 
of written curriculum using audit criteria 

 District-wide vocabulary regarding curriculum; 
expectations

 Written curriculum for 1 area first yr; maybe 2 next yr



Recommendation 5:  Develop and implement 
comprehensive district-wide plans to guide student 
assessment and program evaluation, and strengthen 
the district’s capacity to carry out the plans in the Title I 
and Special Education programs.

 One policy for all assessment; emphasis on program 
evaluation; provide specifics in Administrative Procedure

 Establish system for centralized management of all data –
Sp Ed and Title I by student to record services, 
achievement, follow-up

 Use data to determine effectiveness of programs and 
practices as pertains to student success



Recommendation 6:  Establish procedures for 
centralized professional development that provide 
coordinated training in the essential competencies 
necessary for effective design and delivery of the 
district’s written curriculum in the regular classroom 
and in the Title I and Special Education program 
services.  Include the institutionalization of 
expectations for instructional best practices and 
monitoring.  Revise the teacher appraisal program to 
focus on implementation of the district’s written 
curriculum and instructional expectations and provide 
all teachers with constructive feedback to improve 
classroom performance.

Evaluate based on incorporation in classroom and student achievement



Recommendation 7:  Develop a budgeting process that 
utilizes cost effectiveness, analysis of demographics, 
projections of need, and prioritized data-based 
curriculum necessities that are aligned to the district’s 
strategic plan with sustainability as an overall goal.

 Title I and Sp Ed programs impacted by funding for 
quality curriculum, assessment, and staff development

 Steps for developing curriculum-based budgeting 
process that is aligned with planning in all 
departments – system-wide



Recommendation 8:  Review, revise, adopt, and 
implement a Special Education program to facilitate 
Special Education student achievement in the Saginaw 
Public Schools.

 Policy for program planning – support of general education 
program

 Specific policies and procedures – communicated to 
everyone

 Monitoring of implementation in classrooms

 Staff development plan integrated in system

 Develop district database for Sp Ed



Recommendation 9:  Establish a system-wide process 
for the planning and implementation of Title I funding 
that provides the articulation and coordination of 
services so that students served can experience 
evolving academic growth throughout all of their 
educational years in the Saginaw Public Schools.

 Systemic database for Title I students

 Systemic oversight of Title I

 Monitor implementation

 Evaluate program based on student achievement and 
follow-up success



SUGGESTED TIMELINE FOR RECOMMENDATION IMPLEMENTATION 

  

 

Right Away   Within 6 Months  Within 9 Months  Within 1 Year  2-3 Yrs.    Continuous 

 

Recommendation 1 

Revise/ write/ adopt  policies  

 Write Administrative Procedures/Regulations 

 

Recommendation 2 

Revise TO for Board Approval Write Job Descriptions Write/Revise Appraisal Instruments 

 

Recommendation 3 

Revise/Write/Adopt  

policies         Write Administrative  

                        Proc /Reg                  Train Staff on Planning  

                                                                            Write Strategic Plan  Alignment of all Planning/Decision Making  

 

Recommendation 4 

Write vocabulary                   Staff Development on Content One Area Curriculum   2 Areas each year 

            Revise/Write/Adopt       Document  

            Policies; Admin. Proc/Regs 

 

 

 

 



Recommendation 5 

Revise/Write/Adopt                                                        Continuous with Planning, Curriculum Development  

Policies; Admin. Proc/Regs   

Student & ProgramAssessment Plan/Formalized  

                                                                           Processes 

 

Recommendation 6 

Revise/Write/Adopt    Continuous with planning, curriculum development, assessment 

Policies; Admin. Proc/Regs  Staff Development Plan/Formalized 

   Processes 

 

 

Recommendation 7 

Revise/Write/Adopt    Budget Package Approach Begin Cost-Effective Procedures Program 

Policies; Admin. Proc/Regs             Based 

             Budgeting 

             In place 

 

 

Recommendation 8 

Revise/Write/Adopt 

Policies; Admin Proc/Regs Incorporate Special Education programming into all district planning, curriculum 

development, assessment  

 

Immediate check-list of tasks initiated 

 



Questions???


