








Asbury Park, New Jersey
Curriculum Audit

Overview
Asbury Park faces challenges in the area of curriculum and instruction.

On one hand, some exciting and authentic instruction and learning were observed taking place in the
elementary school visited. A new math series is in use there that aligns the curriculum vertically and
horizontally and teaches higher order thinking skills. The teachers are being trained in its effective
use. In the Middle School, a school wide lesson plan format forces correlation of lessons to the
NJCCCS.

However, one key to student success in the achievement of the NJCCCS is the existence and
everyday use of curriculum documents that guide teachers in the scope and sequence of the subject
matter. The curriculum should also show direct and detailed correlation to the NJCCCS, include
interdisciplinary activities and references, and contain technology references that help guide teachers
to appropriate technology learning and use across all content areas.

This does not currently appear to be the case in Asbury Park. There are gaps in the existence of
written curriculum at the elementary level. The curriculum in place often does not properly address
the NJCCCS nor does it contain significant assessment information or benchmarks for student
success. The elementary math curriculum as presented does not match the actual one in use at Bangs
Elementary School. Elementary teachers do not seem to be sure, in some cases, of what the
curriculum is.

As students progress up grade levels though middle school and high school, they are faced with
instruction and curriculum that is less and less exciting and directed toward lower level cognitive
skills. They face routine instruction and less access to technology and engaging learning activities.
There were even verbal complaints from secondary teachers that the curriculum is not usable.

1. Is there a written curriculum in all content areas that include all elements cited in
NJQSAC?

The visitors read all available curriculum documents. Documents were dated from 1998 to 2006. Tt
did not appear that there was a common district format for curriculum as some documents included
the elements required for good instruction and others did not. There was no curriculum for grade 5
Social Studies, but it was suggested to the visitors that it was integrated in the Language Arts
curriculum for that grade. There was no technology curriculum for grade 5. There was no specific
curriculum for grade 5 Career Ed. Grade 5 World Language curriculum was dated 1998 and
contained no elements needed for meeting standards.

Elementary Language Arts curriculum was not clear in what in what is to be taught to children. The
Elementary Science Curriculum was found to be copied straight from the text book. Some of the
elementary curriculum contained pacing or sequence charts, others did not. Not all curriculum
documents were correlated to the NJCCCS, but most contained a mention or restatement of the
NJCCCS in the beginning of the document. Texts were referenced in some, but not all curricula.
Technology references were found to be general in nature and not detailed enough to help guide
instruction.



The middle grade curriculum showed a similar pattern. The curriculum in Life Skills contained a
statement about scope and sequence, stating teacher discretion in that area. Assessments, mostly
teacher made, were mentioned in all curricula. The middle school curriculum was void of
benchmarks, technology integration, and except where noted in Life Skills, scope and sequence.
There were few or no interdisciplinary references.

The high school curriculum faired a bit better. Language Arts, Phys Ed and Health, and Science
contained a schedule or sequence, but it was noted that they were primarily text driven. Some
curriculum cross-referenced NJCCCS, some mentioned them, yet others did not.

The district curriculum did not seem to be vertically (elementary to middle to high school) or
horizontally aligned. Lacking clear benchmarks and assessments, definitive scope and sequence,
interdisciplinary instruction, and technology integration, the district curriculum does not appear to be
able to assist and guide teachers in instruction geared toward achievement of the NJCCCS.

Is the curriculum being used in the classroom to manage instruction?
High School
Observers visited 37 classes at the high school.

Most teachers have a copy of the curriculum document in their room. Lesson plans and objectives
were referenced to the curriculum only in some classes. Several teachers in two disciplines
complained to observers that the curriculum was not usable and a waste of time.

Teacher lesson plans were usually available to the observers, but a few did not have them as they had
been turned in to the office. The objectives listed for the lessons of observed classes ranged from a
statement of what the subject of the day was or what the teacher was going to do, to a detailed listing
of student outcome behaviors. For example in a Chemistry class the objective was, “students are
doing review work on Chapter 5 atomic models from text.” In a Biology class the objective was,
“describe life of Vivian Thomas.” Yet, in a US History II class the objective was, “students will
summarize the rise of rulers with total power in Europe and Asia leading to World War II.” The
majority of the stated objectives were of the first variety.

The content of the observed lessons was overwhelmingly seen as lower skill levels of knowledge and
comprehension. Students were often seen in round-robin reading of books or notes on the board,
copying notes from an overhead projector, answering teacher questions, or completing worksheets.
Several classes reported significant lack of discipline. In a few classes, lively discussions and
activities were taking place, especially in honors and advanced placement courses such as Honors
World Cultures and Honors Biology where students were working cooperatively in groups. In these
classes, the level of learning was that of application and analysis.

Texts in use dated from 2001 to 2006 editions. There was no written evidence of correlation of
lesson plans and/or objectives to NJCCCS beyond that which was in the curriculum document.

The most effective use of technology observed was in Graphic Arts where a teacher had personally
secured a grant for MAC computers and students used them, but the district did not support MACs so
Internet was not available on those machines. While students enthusiastically and effectively used
computers in a social studies class to create PowerPoint presentations, there was significant evidence



that the technology available in other areas was not in working order, not used, and had not been used
for some time.

In many classes, the teachers allowed the text to guide their instruction as evidenced by frequent
referral to chapters and pages in the lesson plans and the use of text publisher prescribed activities.

Overall, the teachers did not seem to use the curriculum as a living document to guide instruction or
to provide benchmarks or assessments for student achievement. Some teachers verbalized this
sentiment. When the overwhelming majority of objectives relate to restating subject matter or are
just a statement of activity, it can be inferred that student achievement of meaningful learning
objectives that are in line with the NJCCCS takes a back seat to “covering the material.” Certainly,
there were exceptions to this, but the predominant theme of classes was to cover material.

It is notable that the higher level skills and more engaging instruction took place at the honors or
advanced placement level, or in special education classes. This serves the upper and lower end of the
student body, but leaves the majority of students lacking in their level of achievement.

Middle School
Observers visited 30 classes in the middle school.

There appeared to be a school format for lesson plans and they included written correlation to the
NJCCCS. All teachers had the appropriate curriculum document in their possession in their rooms.
Up-to-date texts were available in all rooms except Art (there is no text for this class.) The
publication dates of texts varied from subject to subject with the oldest being from 1999,

Rooms tended to be well decorated with examples of student work appropriate to the subject area.
Classes tended to be small with only a few having over 12 students. The observers found that the
vast majority of classroom activities related to the stated objectives.

Written objectives ranged from a restatement of the day’s planned activity to a generalization of
student activities to general behavioral objectives. Examples: “TSWBAT (the student will be able
to) “develop good reading writing skills by answering comprehension questions and learning
grammar” (from a 7" grade English class); “appropriate use of vocabulary words”; “describe the
physical features of Germany, Switzerland, and Austria” (from 6™ grade social studies); and
“TSWBAT explain ways to care of reproductive systems™ (from 8" grade health.).

It appears as if the school format for lesson plans helps the teachers keep focused on the NJCCCS.
However, the observations and the objectives show that the majority of learning is taking place at low
cognitive levels of knowledge and comprehension. Terms such as identification, find, list, and
describe indicate lower cognitive domain levels and were found in most of the observed lesson plans.
In some classes, analysis was displayed by writing assignments. There was no higher order skill such
as synthesis or evaluation used in any of the observed classes regardless of grade, subject, or level.

Technology use was observed in two classes. Seventeen (17) classes were seen in which students
primarily worked in a journal or completed worksheets. Eight (8) classes were seen as primarily a
teacher-led discussion. Students received individual or small group attention in Music and special
education classes. Students were taking a test or given a “study hall” in two classes. Cooperative
group work was observed in several classes.



Observers found assessment information to be entirely teacher designed and implemented with the
exception of preparation for GEPA in grade 8. The lack of benchmarks in the curriculum can
contribute to the wide range of assessment methods that could be used by teachers

The school format for lesson plans keeps the NJCCCS in focus for teachers. In many classes, higher
order thinking skills need to be addressed and practiced if students are to be successful in achieving
the NJCCCS. Curriculum documents do not currently seem to encourage or guide instruction in that
direction. Technology integration could be a tool to help in this regard but does not seem to be used
currently to its maximum potential. Again, a well written curriculum document could guide
instruction in this area.

Bangs Avenue School
Observers visited 20 classes at this K-5 school.

Kindergarten observations included Language Arts and Math. The MacMillan publisher’s
curriculum was presented for Math and the district curriculum for Language Arts. Technology use
was observed in Language Arts. The lessons challenged students to apply what they are learning and
make predictions for the future, indicating encouragement of high order thinking skills. There was
congruency among lesson plans, NJCCCS, and the class activities. There were numerous displays of
student work. There was an abundance of manipulatives and supplemental curriculum materials for
students.

For Mathematics, the Communicator Math program is in use throughout the school at all grade levels.
There was evidence of ongoing teacher training in the effective use of this series. The series forces
the vertical alignment of the curriculum from grade to grade and assures the use of assessments with
benchmarks and provides a detailed guide for teachers. There was evidence of this assessment in
most classes. Most teachers also presented a copy of the NJCCCS as evidence of correlation to the
standards. The series also appears to have significant scope, addressing higher order thinking skills at
all grade levels.

In Language Arts, a variety of documents were presented to the observers as the written curriculum.
In two classes the April 2000 and 2004 edition of the NJCCCS were presented as the curriculum. In
another, the “Little Language Handbook” was presented, in another the 1998 NJ Directory of Test
Specifications and Sample Items was presented, and in another the “Test Prep — Test Ready 2005
(Curriculum Associates) was presented.

Consequently, written objectives in Language Arts classes were varied in type and detail. “Wrap
Activity” was the objective in one class, “rewrite sentences using correct capitalization and
punctuation” was another, and “to compare and contrast elements in a non-fictional text” was
another. Activities were varied from class to class and no single type of activity was seen as
predominant.

The Art class presented a 2002 edition of the Asbury Park Visual and Performing Arts Curriculum.
Students received individual attention and interdisciplinary work was evident. Higher order thinking

skills were encouraged.

The Computer Lab had no curriculum documents and uses a 2003 text as a guide. Students were
working on preparation for the NJASK4 assessment using the “Study Island” computer program.

No science instruction was observed. No social studies classes were seen on the date of the visit.



In most classes, observers found teachers working well with students, a small student-teacher ratio,
well decorated classrooms, lively student and teacher activity, and authentic engagement in the
teaching learning process. Three classes noted significant student management issues that prevented
a planned lesson or did not allow the observer to make significant findings regarding learning or
instruction.

Most classes were well equipped with ancillary materials, books, manipulatives, technology, and
listening centers. Observers noted all rooms as being colorful and inviting. Rooms were equipped
with computers but computer use was seen infrequently and observers noted that some appear to be
little used, if ever.

It seems that Bangs Avenue School as adopted a school-wide math curriculum with appropriate
teacher training for its implementation. The result of that decision is clearly articulated instruction
with appropriate objectives at all grade levels, using higher order thinking skills that are probably
well correlated with the NJCCCS in math.

The teachers do not always know what the district curriculum is or where to find it.

Most teachers and students are actively engaged, yet the teachers seem to be left on their own to
determine the scope and sequence of instruction in Language Arts and Technology. The lack of clear,
understandable, living curriculum documents appears to hold teachers and students back from
maximum achievement. Given the high level of activity and engagement seen in most classes, the
addition of clear direction for teachers in scope and sequence would greatly enhance the chance of
student achievement of the NJCCCS in all subject areas.



Professional Development Findings: Asbury Park

Asbury Park administrators submitted documentation reporting only three professional development
activities in the period September 2005 to December 2006, advising that “these are the only contracts
... that were on file at the Board Office” and “many documents were taken by law enforcement
agents several weeks ago.” The total cost of the three contracts is $290,425 (an additional $18,000
contract for software development also included four days of professional development about its use).
One of the contracts involved costs in excess of $100,000: $159,300 to LL Teach, Inc. for
professional development for math teachers in grades 3-5.

All three contracts submitted were in formats developed by the vendors. None specified expected
outcomes.

District administrators did not submit forms describing professional development activities, making it
impossible to form conclusions about evidence of effectiveness or adherence to QSAC requirements
that professional development address data-driven instruction, classroom assessment practices, how
to use assessments to adjust instruction and how to seek assistance for students who fall behind
(QSAC C1d); address how staff can contribute to student achievement of the NJCCCS and support
the intellectual, social, emotional and physical development of all students (QSAC Cle); address
culturally responsive teaching and ways to address needs of diverse learners (QSAC Clg); include
support and follow-up (QSAC C2); and address student subgroup performance and improving
student achievement in areas of need (QSAC C3b).

Teacher Professional Development Survey results (see Appendix) indicate that:

e respondents are equivocal about whether they receive high-quality professional development that
relates to improving student performance (QSAC C1b), and differ little in this regard from school
to school (ranging from 2.81 to 3.30 on a scale of 1 to 5);

e respondents tend to disagree that their district or school provides follow-up training, such as
coaching or classroom visitations, after professional development activities (QSAC C2), but
differ in this regard from school to school (ranging from 2.00 to 3.30 on a scale of 1 to 5);

e 68.8% of respondents report that their district or school sought their input about quality or results
of professional development at least once in the past two years (QSAC C1h), but differ in this
regard from school to school (range = 54.8% to 86.7%);

e 71.0% of respondents report that their district or school provided professional development about
how to improve achievement of student subgroups at least once in the past two years (QSAC
C3b), but differ in this regard from school to school (range = 54.8% to 84.8%); and

e 74.8% of respondents report that they have modified their classroom practice as a result of recent
professional development activity, but differ in this regard from school to school (range = 59.4%
t0 95.2%). However, only 36.3 percent of respondents provided a meaningful example of such
modification, as requested.

Wide variations in survey responses from school to school suggest that the district may need to
conduct its own periodic professional development surveys, including items about follow-up training
and outcomes, and devote efforts to ensure that teachers in all schools have equal access to high
quality professional development as defined by QSAC.



Teacher Professional Development Survey Results: Asbury Park

1. My district or school provides me with high-quality professional development activities that
relate to my needs in relation to improving student performance. [1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 =

Strongly Agree]
School 1 2 3 4 5 Avg. Responses
Bangs E.S. 6 2 16 16 6 3.30 46
Asbury Park M.S. 5 16 24 9 3 2.81 - 57
Asbury Park H.S. 3 10 10 7 2 2.84 32
Total 14 28 50 32 11 2.99 135

2. After professional development activities, my district or school provides follow-up training,
such as coaching or classroom visitations. [1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree]

School 1 2 3 4 5 Ava. Responses
Bangs E.S. 6 10 13 12 5 3.30 46
Asbury Park M.S. 13 17 16 8 3 2.49 57
Asbury Park H.S. 14 6 10 2 0 2.00 32
Total 33 33 39 22 8 2.55 135

3. In the past two years, my district or school has sought my input about the quality or the results
of the professional development I have received.

%

School Yes
Bangs E.S. 86.7
Asbury Park M.S. 61.5
Asbury Park H.S. 54.8
Total 68.8

4. In the past two years, my district or school has provided professional development about how
to improve achievement of student subgroups.

%

School @
Bangs E.S. 84.8
Asbury Park M.S. 68.5
Asbury Park H.S. 54.8
Total 71.0

5. Thave modified my classroom practice as a direct or indirect result of professional
development activity in the period September 2005 to December 2006. If yes, describe how
your practice has changed.

School % Yes % Providing Example
Bangs E.S. 95.2 47.8
Asbury Park M.S. 67.9 26.4
Asbury Park H.S. 59.4 28.1
Total 74.8 36.3

Response Rate



School
Bangs E.S.

Asbury Park M.S.
Asbury Park H.S.

Total

% Faculty
Responding
63.9%

67.1%
77.0%
58.4%



