REPORT OF THE RCSD SPECIAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO
EXPLORE EDUCATIONAL
ALTERNATIVES

Military-style High School Feasibility Study

Abstract

This Report presents the recommendations of the Special Advisory Committee to Explore
Educational Alternatives in its consideration of the feasibility of a military-style school in the
Greater Rochester, NY area.

April 9, 2016



Committee Members

Todd Baxter (Co-chair), Veterans Outreach Center
Lieutenant Colonel (R) Ulises Miranda lll, Ed. D (Co-chair, Budget Subcommittee Lead), RCSD
Mary Courtney (Community Input Subcommittee Lead, Chief Report Writer), RCSD
Dr. Jennifer Gkourlias (School Type and Curriculum Subcommittee Lead), RCSD
Captain Joseph Geiger (Legal Subcommittee Lead), US Army
Captain Edward Kuppinger, Rochester Fire Department
Lieutenant Colonel (R) Andraé Evans, AEvans Enterprise
Lisa Englert, RCSD
Captain Lloyd Cuyler, Rochester Police Department
Michael Marra, Spencerport Central School District
George Moses, Northeast Area Development/Freedom Schools
Ryan VanAlstyne, The Well, Inc.
Gavin Barry, RCSD
Gary Beikirch, Medal of Honor Recipient, US Army
Colonel Hector Alvarado, Catholic Family Services
Windsor Asamoah-Wade, RCSD
Dr. Guillermo Montes, St. John Fisher College

Louise Palermo, Administrative support

Special thanks to Debra Flanagan, Special Assistant to the Board of Education



Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMIAIY ittt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e s sttt e e e e e s e aabb e e eeeeeeesaasbrbaeeeeesesannsnaaaeesssnnan 4
Tald o Yo [WT o1 o] oY Y=Tot i o] o [FU USRS 5
T (oo [V Tord o] o OO TPTOP RO T PR PPTTPPUPRUPRRPPO 5
Problem STAtEMENT ..ottt sttt sttt et e b e e saee e 5
SEAKENOIARTS ..ttt sttt e st e s bt e e s bt e e s ab e e s ab e e s beeesabeeebeeeenbeesneeesanes 5
(0] o [Tt 4 1YL= URRRN 5

2 1ol 4= o YU 1o o SRR 5
(00e] 2] 0 a 0T a1 02 [ 0] o 10 | TSP TSRO 6
IMLEENOAS ...ttt s bt s a ettt e e e bt e s bt e she e s ab e st e e b e e bt e e beeeae e e ae e et e e beenbeenheenaneeas 6
RESUIES ...ttt ettt et s bt e e bt e e s bt e e bt e e s a b e e s bt e e s be e e bt e e eabe e s beeesabeesbteeaareesbaeesareenn 8
SUIVBY S ittt ettt ettt et et et et et et et et et et et e e et et et et et et et e e et et et et e e e e et et et et e e e et e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e aaaaeees 8
[0 Yol U R o T o 1N 8
INEEIVIBWS. ..ttt sttt e st e e s e s e e e e s e e e s s e s e e e e s s e 9

(70 01 =) A0 o TP RTOPPUPOT 9
Yo I o =T (Yo T PSP 11
8O O =Y -1 - o o PPN 11
POtENtial ChallENEES .....oeeeeeeeieee et et e e e et e e e e e bt e e e e e bteeeeebteeeeesstaeeesstanaesnstenessnnes 11

B L= (=Te D IE-] (o} U TSPt 11
RECOMMENAATIONS ..ttt st et b e s ae e st e et e e s b e sbeesanesanesneeneennes 13
OVerall RECOMMENTALION .....eiiiiiiieieet ettt ettt sn e e reesaeesane e 13
Yol oo To ] I Y/ o1 TP PR 13

[ Tor= 1 o o TP PP PP PO PPPROPPRPPOR: 15
[T Lo L= Y o FO USRIt 15
Lo T=4 -1 1 o HR PP P PP P PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPRt 15
(04 1T PSP P PP PSPPPOPPOPRO 17

2 TU T =L SRR 18
Appendix A — Charge to the AdVvisory COMMILLEE .........uiiiiiiiiicceeee e e e cbrrre e e e 20
Appendix B — Background Data of Public Military SChOOIS...........cooeiiiiiieiiiieeeee e 21
AppPendix C— SUIVEY INSTIUMENTS ..cc.viiiiiiieie et e e e e rtae e e et e e e e ta e e e eeaaseeeesnsraeeennnsaeenan 26
Appendix D — FOCUS GroUP ProtOCOIS ...cciiuiiiiiciiiieeciiee et ee ettt e e e stre e e e aa e e e e aae e e esaaaa e e e e asbaeessnnnaeenan 35

Appendix E — INtErVIEW ProtOCOL.... ..o e e et e e e e e e s et ree e e e e e s e eansreeeeeeeeeenas 45



APPENTIX F =SUIVEY RESUILS ..eiieiiiiiieiiiie ettt e et e e et e e e s ata e e e sabaeeesssseeesanssaeesanssaeeenn 46

COMIMUNITY SUIVBY ...ttt ettt ettt et ettt e e e e s s ettt e e e e e e s s ababteeeeeesesaanssbaaeeeeesesanssnaaaeesssnnan 46
[DT<T g VoY =d =T o] o113 RR 46
RESUIES ..ttt et et e s bt e s bt sat e st s bt e b e e bt e e bt e e a et e bt e b e e b e e nhe e shtesane e be e be e beenes 48

SEUENT SUINVEYS.ceiiiiiiieecitiee ettt e e et e e st e e e s bae e e s seteeessasbeee e ssbaaeesnsbaeesensseeesanbenessnsseeesennsens 58
[DT=T o gTeY ={ =T o] o 1Tl SRS 59
RESUIES ..ttt ettt et s bt e s bt sat e st e bt e b e e bt e e bt e e a e e et e e b e e b e e sheesaeesane s b e e be e reenes 59

Appendix G — FOCUS GroUP RESUIES .......ciiiiiiiicciiic ettt et e et e e et e e e e eaa e e e e tbaeesennaaeeean 61
F YT 1< o Yo [P Il L =T VT YR 64
Appendix | — Comparison of SChOOI MOEIS .........ccoccuiiiiiiiiiiece e e 75
Appendix J —JROTC Planning WOIKSNEET ......ccccuiiiiiiiiieecee ettt ettt e e s bra e e s saaaeeeas 77
Appendix K— NDCC/JROTC APPIICALION ..ccveieerieeetie ettt ettt ettt et et e e b e e eetr e e s beeebaeeeareeenteeeeanas 81

Appendix L — Staffing ProjECtioNS .....c..eii ittt e e et e e et ae e e e aa e e e e bbeeesennraeeean 84



Executive Summary

The Rochester City School District Board of Education convened a Special Advisory Committee to
Explore Educational Opportunities to examine the feasibility and desirability of a military-style high school
in Rochester, NY. The Committee conducted a series of information gathering actions including surveys,
focus groups and interviews with key community leaders to gauge the level of community support, and
identify specific community concerns regarding the proposed school model. Questions included in the
survey can serve as an indicator of potential enrollment in addition to gauging community interest.

Results of the community surveys, focus groups and interviews indicate a significant level of
support within the greater Rochester community for a military-style school. Support was stronger in the
Monroe County region outside of the City, but a majority of respondents in the City and County favored
establishment of a military-style school. Community support was shown for a coeducational school
drawing enrollment from the greater Rochester region. Survey responses indicated that enough interest
exists to be reasonably certain enrollment targets could be met, despite objections from opponents of
the plan.

Based on community input and the expertise of the individuals involved, the Advisory Committee
recommends establishment of a military-style school as a standalone program school, drawing the
majority of students from the Rochester City School District while also enrolling students from the Greater
Rochester Area. It is recommended that the U.S. Army be the military service branch partner, and that
the District apply for a National Defense Cadet Corps (NDCC) to allow streamlined establishment of the
school. It is recommended that the school open with 75 students in the 9" grade cohort, growing both
up and down to reach a full enrollment of 450 students in grades 7-12 by the end of four years.

The recommended curriculum is college preparatory Regents curriculum, with a Regents diploma
with distinction for every student, with special emphasis on the STEM 4+1 diploma pathway. Technology
built on Project Lead the Way curriculum is suggested, as well as art and music electives for all
students. The music curriculum is recommended to be tailored toward a drum and bugle corps as part of
the academy’s Drill and Ceremony activities. Extracurricular clubs and activities should be unique
offerings that are not offered elsewhere in the District.

The primary community concerns centered on: the selection process for students; oversight to
prevent harsh disciplinary tactics and abuse; and the potential for the school to become a military
recruiting pipeline and limit students’ options for post-secondary plans. Careful attention would be
required in the detailed planning stage to address these issues, and may be met through structural
components and District policies.



Introductory Section

Introduction

On March 3™ 2016, Rochester City School Board President Van White announced the creation of
the Special Advisory Committee to Explore Educational Opportunities. The charge of this committee was
to provide independent advice and recommendations to the Board on matters relating to the curriculum,
instruction, fiscal affairs, academic methods, and any other matters relating to the development of a
military academy for the students of the Greater Rochester Community. See Appendix A for the official
charge to the committee. This report outlines the committee's methodology, research, results, and
recommendations to the Rochester City School Board.

Problem Statement

Should the Rochester City School District create a military-style academy in order to provide
students and parents with enhanced educational opportunities within a military model based learning
environment?

Stakeholders

The primary stakeholders in this initiative are the parents and students of the greater Rochester
area, who would also be the main beneficiaries of this educational option. Other stakeholders include
professional educators in the District, community members, civic leaders, church and non-profit
organizations, local business leaders, the military community, and area colleges and universities. Input
and feedback was requested from all of these stakeholder groups during the course of the Committee's
research.

Objectives

There were three primary objectives of this committee: 1) identify the extent of community
support for the creation of a military academy option; 2) outline and design the basic framework and
educational principles that would define a military academy; 3) determine the feasibility of creating a
military academy within existing fiscal, contractual, and legal constraints. The following sections of this
report outline the specific outcomes of the Committee research.

Background

Data was collected to understand and document currently existing public secondary military
schools in the United States, and to examine their performance compared to their home districts to the
extent possible. This data is found in Appendix B.



Community Input

Methods
Community input was sought through a variety of methods, including surveys, interviews and
focus groups. Table 1 outlines the target groups for the various information collection methodologies.

Table 1: Information Gathering Methods

Stakeholder Group Information Collection Tool ‘

Students (RCSD and Monroe County) Survey
Focus Group
Parents (City and surrounding region) Survey
Focus Group
Community Members Survey
Focus Group
Business Community Survey

Focus Group

Interview with key leaders
Survey

Focus Group

Interview with key leaders

Education Community (K-12, higher education)

Military Community Survey

Focus Group
Church/Non-profit/Community Groups Survey

Focus Groups
Unions (teachers, administrators, Survey
paraprofessionals, support) Interviews with key leaders
Urban Suburban Transfer Program Interview

Several versions of a survey were developed to solicit input from stakeholders regarding their
level of support and interest in the concept of a military school, and the type of school desired. Free
response questions were included to allow input regarding perceived opportunities, outcomes and
concerns. Student surveys were prepared for:

1) RCSD middle and high schools (including a Spanish version),
2) Monroe County high schools, and
3) Rochester private and charter schools.

Requests for participation were sent to:
1) principals of RCSD schools,
2) superintendents of Monroe County districts, and

3) school leaders of private and charter schools.

Prior to distribution, a doctoral professor from St. John Fisher College reviewed the surveys for
content, structure and bias. To solicit input from the wider community of stakeholders, a more detailed



survey included demographic questions designed to allow disaggregation of data by stakeholder group,
age, race, gender, home location and military contact. Requests for survey input were made through
media outlets (television, radio and print), church leaders, veterans’ organizations, Rotary District 7120,
and community organizations, such as Metro Council for Teen Potential and the RCSD Office of Parent
Engagement. Links to both English and Spanish versions of the survey were posted prominently on the
RCSD website for approximately one month. Survey results were tabulated and summarized by the
Community Input Subcommittee. See Appendix C for the student and community survey instruments.

Focus Group members were solicited through the community survey and by direct invitation of
Committee members. Focus groups were held on Saturday, March 19, 2016 at East High School in
Rochester. Focus Group protocols were developed with the input of the entire Advisory Committee, and
reviewed for content, structure and bias by a doctoral professor from the University of Rochester.
Facilitators were used to guide discussions, and the sessions were audio recorded for later analysis. Note
takers in each session also recorded observations. Committee members then summarized key themes
emerging from the Focus Groups. See Appendix D for the Focus Group protocols.

Individual interviews with key community leaders in Rochester and Monroe County were
conducted by the Advisory Committee co-chairs, Todd Baxter and Ulises Miranda. Key leaders were
identified from educational, governmental, and business organizations, and a list of potential interviewees
was prepared by the Committee Co-Chairs. The members of the Advisory Committee reviewed this list
and made the final selection for one-on-one interviews. The Committee Co-Chairs contacted key leaders,
explained the purpose of the interview and confirmed an appointment date/ time. In some cases, the
interview protocol was shared prior to the appointment, enabling some of the key leaders to prepare
answers to protocol questions in advance. The following agencies/ organizations were interviewed:

Rochester Teachers Association

Association of Supervisors and Administrators of Rochester

Board of Education Non-teaching Employees

Rochester Association of Paraprofessionals

Leadership Academy for Young Men

Junior Reserve Officers Training Corps Instructors

Urban-Suburban Inter-district Transfer Program, Monroe #1 BOCES
Rochester City Mayor’s Office

Greater Rochester Chamber of Commerce

Klein Steel

Time and scheduling constraints prevented the Committee Co-Chairs from interviewing the RCSD
Interim Superintendent, members of the Rochester City School Board, and the surrounding town
supervisors. The results of the interviews were summarized and key themes were identified. See
Appendix E for the interview protocol.



Results

Surveys

Both the student and community surveys showed support for the concept of a military school in
Rochester:

The RCSD student survey showed 67% in favor of the idea, and 33% opposed.

The community survey showed overall support of 70% of respondents, with 24% opposed and
5% undecided.

Further breakdown by subgroups revealed that support for the idea was stronger in the suburbs
than in the City, with the support of 54% of City residents and 83% of Monroe County residents outside
the City. The survey results from parents reflect the same level of support as the residents of their
community in the City and County.

In both the student and the community survey, the majority (approximately 80%) supported the
concept of a regional school as opposed to an RCSD-only school. An overwhelming percentage of students
(93%) supported a co-ed school, rather than a single-gender school.

In terms of interest in attending a military school, 42% of students (73) responded that they would
be interested in attending, and 46% of community respondents (232 people) stated that they would
definitely be interested in having their child attend. Only 20% of respondents were undecided.

In citing the benefits expected from a military school, respondents most frequently mentioned
the concepts of discipline, structure and respect. Concerns centered on costs; recruitment; possible
limitation of opportunities for students to military careers (“pipeline” to military was often mentioned);
disciplinary practices and the need for objective oversight of the school. Another concern was the way in
which students would be selected, specifically regarding students being forced to enroll in the school as a
punishment or involuntarily; adequate capacity for interested students; and that students who may
benefit most from the structure may not choose to enroll.

Appendix F contains detailed survey results, including charts and graphs of the demographics of
respondents, as well as maps showing the home locations of those interested in having students attend.

Focus Groups

Focus groups provided input from a relatively small group of participants, and the opinions ranged
from totally supportive to totally opposed to the concept of a military school. Unsurprisingly, the military
community and the student groups were fully supportive (the student group was made up mainly of JROTC
cadets from the current programs). Parent, education and business community groups were cautiously
supportive, while the community resident/non-parent group was openly opposed to the idea.



Caution must be used in generalizing the opinions as indicative of any one group of stakeholders
since the groups were comprised of small numbers of volunteers with clearly held strong opinions on the
subject. The groups were extremely civil and thoughtful, and expressed a desire to continue to be
included in the discussion as the idea progresses through the decision making process. A list of e-mail
addresses has been provided separately for this purpose. Appendix G includes summaries of the Focus
Group discussions.

Interviews

A total of ten interviews were conducted with key leaders from the Rochester community. The
guiding question “Are you generally in favor of or opposed to the idea of a military school in Rochester?”
provided a measurement on a scale of 1 to 5. These measurements were averaged and resulted in an
overall score of 4.2 (Supportive). There were no responses of 1 or 2 (Not Supportive) and three responses
were measured as neither in favor nor opposed. Key Leader respondents consisted of 7 males and 3
females.

Common word descriptors that were frequently used in the interviews include:
Parents- 28
Kids- 24
Supportive- 17
Needs- 17
Community- 17
Disciplined- 14
Option-13
Boarding- 12
Mix- 10

Key leaders were concerned about parental support for the military school and emphasized the
importance of informing parents about military schools. All key leaders agreed that the school should be
co-gender/ co-educational, and some interviewees cautioned against having an all-male school in a
society and military that is just beginning to include women in more occupational specialties.

When asked about other types of school options that should be considered, key leaders suggested
boarding school and charter school models. One key leader stated that all options are available for RCSD
students, “Even the military is an option through the two JROTC units that are currently available”. The
boarding school option was frequently mentioned. Appendix H contains individual interview summaries.

Limitations

The survey was an anonymous instrument with voluntary participation through multiple
solicitation routes. Individuals who choose to participate in such surveys generally have strong opinions
about the topic and will gravitate toward the polar opposite ends of the spectrum. The survey should not



be taken as a quantitative representation of community opinions, but rather as an indicator of the level
of support within the community.

While the student survey reflected approximately the same gender and racial/ethnic composition
as the RCSD student population, the racial/ethnic distribution of the respondents to the community survey
may not adequately reflect the population of families in the Rochester City School District.

Compared to 2014 U.S. Census data for Rochester, the percentage of African American
respondents in the survey is about half that of the City as a whole. However, 16% of respondents did not
want to provide demographic information, so the true representation is unknown.

Assuming that most parents are the same race as their children, the community survey

respondents differ significantly in terms of race/ethnicity from the student survey respondents and from
District parents.

Table 2: Demographic Comparison

Survey 2014 US Census RCSD District
Results demographics
Black or African American 19% 39% 60%
Hispanic 14% 17% 26%
White 41% 37% 10%
Asian 2% 3% 4% (all other
American Indian or Native American 1% 0% categories)
Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander 0% 0%
Mixed Race 7% 3%
Prefer not to answer 16%
Other 0%
Source: Source:
v el
pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF
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Legal Framework

JROTC Legislation

The legal framework for Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps programs, the basis for a military-
style school, is established under 10 US Code § 2031. Under this legislation, the purpose of a JROTC
program is:

“to instill in students in United States secondary educational institutions the values of
citizenship, service to the United States, and personal responsibility and a sense of
accomplishment.”

Potential Challenges

The first major challenge identified was the impact of federal, state, city, and District regulations.
Positive support from labor and the various unions would be a necessity, and an archetype is needed on
which to base the school program. A military-style academy requires rules specific to the environment
being created, as well as an organizational flow chart with unique requirements.

The second major challenge was to determine how a military academy could meet the specific
expectations and educational requirements that students and families would desire, while complying with
governing regulations. A military school might have unconventional admissions and retention guidelines
for both students and educators, and would certainly have a code of conduct that would be more detailed
than in other scholastic environments. Furthermore, a military education’s curricular requirements
reasonably exceed preexisting norms established within public secondary education.

Lastly, the ethics of the Committee itself and its relationship with the military community were
subject to self-scrutiny in order to guarantee an unbiased product and recommendation to the Rochester
City School District. Many of the members of this Committee have a background with strong military ties,
and several are approaching transition points in their careers. It would be an error for this Committee to
recommend anything to the district that is not fully based in fact and unbiased. Additionally, it is unethical
for any member to have positive recommendations for the sole purpose of furthering one’s own career.
Maintaining transparency and objectivity is paramount to providing a credible recommendation. It would
also be untruthful to hide the fact that one of the Committee members is responsible for Army Recruiting
in the Greater Rochester Area. Only unbiased truth and accountability will guarantee that the public at
large trusts the results of this inquiry and does not suspect ulterior motives.

Targeted Dialogue

No federal, state, or local laws exist to the knowledge of this Committee that prohibit a public
high school from operating under a military model. In fact, there are dozens of such schools throughout
the country, including the Western New York Maritime Charter School in Buffalo. Furthermore, RTA
president Adam Urbanski has confirmed the support of RCSD teachers’ union in opening the school. The
faculty of the proposed military school can negotiate specifics under the provisions of the “School Level

11



Living Contract”, as long as basic salary, health benefits, and statutory due process is preserved. The school
can be selective in who they hire, and no staff member would be coerced into applying for a position,
ensuring a mutual desire in filling positions. A precedent has already been established in the District in the
Educational Partnership Organization (EPO) at East High School. An EPO also introduces the possibility of
a local superintendent that reports directly to District leadership. Additionally, any wraparound services
furnished under grant programs will not be a source of friction, provided that communication channels
remain open with RCSD leaders during the planning phase.

“Military” is a broad label that includes multiple possibilities for a model or service for the school
to emulate. Several universities include multiple ROTC programs and have many branches of military
service represented, but most high schools tend to function under the organization of a single represented
service. All military schools in the U.S. have members or retired members of the military as well as civilian
instructors. The military academy in Rochester should also use this model, and have a clearly defined
“reporting structure” to ensure a hierarchical delineation of responsibilities with as little friction as
possible between “military” (uniformed) and “civilian” (non-uniformed) staff.

The military is an extremely selective institution in the United States, with approximately 80% of
youth between 17 and 24 years of age disqualified from service. However, as a public school, the proposed
military academy must be an accurate representation of the entire community of the school district as an
inclusive, not exclusive, institution. While there will be a limited number of slots available each year to
incoming students, the school would need to be open to all students, regardless of race, gender,
socioeconomic background, physical impairments, special education requirements, etc. as long as services
to support children with special needs are provided on site.

An inclusive school would also maintain an inclusive code of conduct, befitting an organization
that strives to uphold the discipline and standards of a military unit. The code of conduct would require
family support, clearly defined and written standards of student and educator conduct, and a strong peer
mentoring/student code enforcement structure. The military of today refrains from the use of
“punishment” and focuses on “retraining”, except for the most egregious of infractions. The school would
utilize a crisis intervention model in which the staff teach, model and counsel appropriate behavior and
rely on mediation techniques in order to foster positive leadership qualities.

However, if continuous and repeated attempts to promote growth are unsuccessful, it may be

best for the student to consider a different environment. The same would be true for educators, who may
wish to seek a position at a different school. In these cases, RCSD standard procedures would apply.
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Recommendations

Overall Recommendation

Question 1. Is it feasible and desirable for the RCSD to open a military academy to provide
enhanced educational opportunities primarily to the students and families of the Rochester City School
District and to the students and families of Monroe County?

Answer and Results Summary: Yes. Based upon the work completed by the Advisory Committee,
a military high school in Rochester is not only operationally feasible but also desirable. The results
obtained through community interest surveys and focus group sessions reveals that a majority of
respondents would like the District to offer a military school that utilizes the public military academy
model. One such definition is provided by the Association of Military Colleges and Schools of the United
States.

School Type

Question 2. What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the best plan for starting school
size during year one and subsequent year growth of the proposed military high school?

Answer and Results Summary: It is suggested to start with a cohort of seventy-five high school
freshman students (9™ Grade) to maximize success, and grow both up and down to a full grade 7-12
configuration within four years, with seventy-five students per cohort. It is proposed that remedial and
social emotional support be emphasized during the first year to ensure that the first cohort of 9" graders
will be ready to acquire and lead the “whole person” concept of the military academy.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:
Plan B (Better): Start w/200 students, 100 per grade 8", 9", Grow 100 each
following year
Plan C (Good): Start w/ 100 students, 9" grade. Grow 100 each following year

Question 3. What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the best type and configuration
of military school for the RCSD?

Answer and Results Summary: A subcommittee explored the feasibility of four school types: 1)
District public school with independent BEDS code, 2) program within a single District school (e.g. PTECH
at Edison), 3) stand-alone program school drawing from the District at large (.e.g. All City High School),
and 4) charter school. After analyzing each of these options and considering the school culture, identity
and community, staffing, curriculum, and school programming, the Committee recommends Option 3.
The program drawing from the District at large would allow access to the military academy for any RCSD
student who has the desire to attend. The benefits of this option include:

. Enrollment can come from the District at large
° Simplify the enrollment process
° Allow for wider canvassing of students from the entire city
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. Common interest in military education and strong discipline

Public relations: presents as an inclusive school for all students

Any student who wants this opportunity could participate

Psychology of identity and allegiance to the “roots” of the home school
At start-up, allows students to maintain identity with a home school

For more information regarding the benefits of program schools, please see appendix | which contains the
complete analysis of all four school types.

Question 4: What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the best configuration for the
military component of the school?

Answer and Results Summary: Submit an application for a National Defense Cadet Corps (NDCC),
which results in a full RCSD cost-incurred plan (see Appendix J (evaluation planning worksheet) and
Appendix K (application)). Upon investigating the various configurations considered, starting a new JROTC
Program cost-shared within the RCSD is not an attractive option because of the large number of high
schools awaiting approvals in the United States, resulting in a wait of at least several years for approval.
Congressional discourse is prevented by the current “first come, first served” methods of approving high
school programs at the national level.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:
Plan B (Better): Transfer one current JROTC Program and continue existing shared cost.
Plan C (Good): Consolidate both existing JROTC Programs in one building and continue
existing shared cost.

Question 5. What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the optimal gender configuration
of the student population of the proposed military school?

Answer and Results Summary: The Advisory Committee recommends a coeducational military
high school. Based upon student survey result, stakeholder Focus Group feedback, and interviews with
key community leaders, the Advisory Committee determined that a co-gender military high school would
best serve the community as Rochester’s first military academy high school.

Question 6. Where did the committee recommend the school’s students be drawn from
(Catchment Area)?

Answer and Results Summary: The Advisory Committee recommends a wider regional draw.
Based upon the work of the Advisory Committee, Focus Group surveys and key community leader
interviews, a significant number of respondents indicated that this opportunity should be offered to
students outside of the Rochester City School District. The Committee was in agreement that the majority
of students should be comprised of RCSD students.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:

Plan B (Better): All of Monroe County, but not outside of Monroe
Plan C (Good): Rochester City Only
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Location

Question 7: What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the best location for a military
school?

Answer and results summary: The Advisory Committee recommends that the military school be
housed in a standalone building configured for a secondary school, including appropriate classrooms and
office space, cafeteria, library, gymnasium with locker rooms, and outdoor athletic space. The Committee
did not review or recommend specific buildings or locations.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:
Plan B (Better): Share building space with the Young Men’s Leadership Academy at
Charlotte.
Plan C (Good): Share building space with another RCSD secondary school.

Leadership

Question 8. What leadership structure should be considered for the proposed military academy
high school?

Answer and Results Summary: The Committee recommends a leadership triad. Organizational
structure at level one: an Academy Director; at level two: shared operational responsibility between the
Principal/Academic school leader and the Commandant. The Advisory Committee placed increased
emphasis on the functional responsibilities that would be required by the school administrator. Many
military schools are led by a General Officer in a position of President of the school. The Advisory
Committee felt that the best leadership structure for the proposed military school would be an Academy
Director at the top, with the Principal/Academic leader and a Commandant both subordinate to the
Academy Director, yet administratively equal in organizational responsibilities. The Principal would be
responsible for academics and instruction, while the Commandant would be responsible for military order
and discipline within the school building. Historically, these two leadership positions within many military
schools have been at odds with each other. As leadership emphasis is adjusted for any number of high
school issues, the Academy Director would have the final authority.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:

Plan B (Better): Principal, Vice-principal of Instruction, Commandant of Cadets
Plan C (Good): Principal, Vice- principal, JROTC Unit Instructors

Program

Question 9: What did the Advisory Committee determine to be the best programming options for
a military school?

Answer and results summary: The Advisory Committee recommends a college preparatory
curriculum for the military academy. A Regents diploma with distinction will be targeted for every
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student, and students will follow a rigorous course of study with a special emphasis on the STEM 4+1
diploma pathway.

A Regents Course of Study for the academy will include a minimum of:

e Mathematics- 4 years, minimum 2 Regents Examinations

e Science- 4 Years, minimum 2 Regents Examinations

e English Language Arts- 4 Years, ELA Regents Examination

e Social Studies- 4 Years, 2 Regents Examinations (U.S. History, World History)
e L.O.T.E.- 4 years of study

e Health/Physical Education

o Arts

e Service Learning/Character Development

Emphasis will be placed on academic readiness and rigor and support must be provided to any learner
in need of assistance in foundational academic literacy (reading) and mathematics, so that all learners can
gain access to the military academy. Furthermore, students will be given opportunities to explore career
pathways in the STEM fields, including Photonics, Robotics, Computer Programming, and pre-engineering
coursework, such as those pathways found in Project Lead the Way. Additional curricular focus will be
placed on service learning, and students will complete service projects that are integrated in the core
curriculum. Resources will include the National Medal of Honor Curriculum, which emphasizes courage,
sacrifice, patriotism, citizenship, integrity, and commitment. These core values will be woven throughout
all school programming and also explicitly taught in the curriculum, with an emphasis on service to others.

Curriculum models from the Junior ROTC National Program will also be integrated into the curricula
adopted in the Rochester City School District. Students will be prepared for college and careers and for
post-secondary success. Metrics of success will include student pass rates on the Regents examinations,
academic performance, and enrollment in extracurricular programming, including marching band and
STEM clubs such as First Robotics. Student placement on exams such as the ASVAB and ACCU-Placer,
which are used to help direct post-secondary learning pathways, will also be monitored for program
evaluation and to support student learning.

Question 10. What sports and extracurricular programs should be offered at the proposed
military academy high school?

Answer and Results Summary: The structure of sports teams would be largely driven by the
school type model chosen (i.e. standalone school with a unique BEDS code vs. program school). Under
the proposed program school model, the Committee recommends unique, low-cost, minimal-injury,
individual development sports programs (i.e. fencing, jujitsu, rowing, etc.) that are limited to 3 to 4
categories that will enable students/ cadets/ school to truly excel. The Advisory Committee recommends
that sports within this proposed program school model allow students to participate in traditional
competitive team sports through their home schools. In addition, the military high school should offer
unigue clubs in the afterschool program, including robotics, adventure/outdoor activities and other
unique options in addition to the JROTC activities.
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Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:
Plan B (Better): Full array of sports- Football, Basketball, Baseball- single gender
Plan C (Good): Shared sports with other schools and existing school teams

Question 11. What music program should be considered for the proposed military academy high
school?

Answer and Results Summary: The Advisory Committee recommends the Drum and Bugle Corps
(Drill and Ceremony) because military schools should retain the customs and traditions of parades, pass-
in reviews, and drill. Much of the JROTC after school program will consist of mandatory drill and ceremony
practice. Drill Team and Color Guard are routine military school activities. The Advisory Committee also
felt that service to the community is an important component of a military school, and should be required
for graduation. Color Guard presentations to various community events and in support of other Rochester
City schools would require expanded cadet community participation.

Non-Selected Alternative Plans Considered:
Plan B (Better): Full Marching Band and Choral Group
Plan C (Good): Orchestra and Choral Group

Other

The Advisory Committee also has the following related recommendations:

e |f the military school receives authorization to proceed, a full legal review by attorneys of the
District and by Staff Judge Advocates from the military is highly encouraged.

e Since the Army has the bulk of military experience in the greater Rochester region, an Army JROTC
program is recommended as the backbone of the military academy.

e Admissions procedures should include some type of compact or agreement signed by students
and parents to be certain that they understand the school program before ranking it as number
one on their school selection form.

e The military school should include school-based laundry facilities in order to maintain military
decorum of uniforms.

e Adistrict-wide policy regarding recruiter access to RCSD schools should be established. The policy
should apply equally to all schools, including the military academy.

e Develop and implement an education campaign in the Rochester community regarding military
schools to address misconceptions surfaced during the surveys and focus group discussions.

e The Committee recommends that during the entire process of school formation, transparency
between the public, levels of government and unions is maintained to ensure all parties are
positively engaged.

e Use the email list of Focus Group participants (provided separately) to maintain open lines of
communication and notification of activities related to the proposal.

e A targeted outreach effort within the city of Rochester needs to be planned to inform parents
about the plans for the military-style school. It is recommended that these outreach sessions be
organized through large churches and community recreation centers.
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Budget

The Budget Subcommittee developed an estimated budget and a recommended program model
in a standalone building, using an enrollment progression as shown in the table below. The Committee
developed four-year figures for staffing, start-up and on-going expenses in a number of categories. The
budget is an approximation and not a fully developed financial projection. In order to present the unique
offerings of this program, the Subcommittee made several assumptions about costs that would be borne
by the District:

Facility costs, including rent and utilities
IT Support and Network costs, data backup and support
Transportation

Food service

Depending on the building selected, the cost may be greater or lesser than projected. For example, if the
selected school has an established library, gym or arts & music program, those costs would be excluded

from the proposed budget.

The table below is a summary of projected costs, and reflects expenses over four years, as additional
students are added. Appendix L shows the detail of the staffing projections that contribute to the budget.

Table 3: Enrollment Assumptions for Budget Projection

Year Assumptions

1t year 75 student 9% grade cohort

2" year 75 student 9" and 10 grade cohorts (150 students total)

3" year 75 students each 9%, 10" and 11'" grade cohort, plus 75 students
in 7" grade cohort

4% year Full enrollment of 75 students each in grades 7-12

Table 4 Projected Budget Summary

YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4
Salary $1,893,900 | $3,078,870 | $5,309,681 | $6,992,300
Benefits (50%) $946,950 $1,539,435 | $2,654,841 | $3,496,150
Other Compensation | 24,750 50,400 102,600 156,600
Equipment and | 906,750 558,750 889,500 986,500
Materials
TOTAL $3,772,350 | $5,227,455 | $8,956,622 | $11,631,549
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Table 5 demonstrates incremental staffing costs specific to military personnel. Under Option 1: NDCC,
RCSD covers the full cost of military staffing and equipment until the US Army approves the JROTC
program. It is unknown how long the approval process will take. Under Option 2 (transfer of existing RCSD
JROTC unit) the US Army will cost-share the program by 50% immediately upon approval.

Table 5 Incremental Military Staffing

YR1 Projected | YR2 | Projected | YR3 | Projected | YR4 | Projected
Cost Cost Cost Cost

Commandant $117,000 $119,340 1 $121,727 1 $124,161
JROTC $132,000 $201,960 4 $274,666 5 $350,199
Instructor
Leadership
Instructor
(Medal of
Honor
Instructor, MS
level) 0 SO 1 $68,666 1 $70,040
TOTALS $249,000 $321,300 $465,059 $544,400

The budget supports the curriculum for an enhanced learning environment that leads to a College
Preparatory Advanced Regents Diploma with Distinction to ensure that every student is successful. Other
Compensation is also included in the budget to support:

e Additional Leadership Summer Camps
e Additional field trips for military studies, cultural and science museums
e Enhanced Arts Program through establishing Classical, Drum and Bugle Corps
e Unique athletic and sporting clubs designed to foster teamwork and enhance individual athletic

skills

e Unique experience in Engineering to include Project Lead the Way, and a First Robotics team.

The estimated cost is demonstrated in Table 6:

Table 6 Other Compensation Cost Summary

YEAR1 | YEAR2 | YEAR3 YEAR 4
Other Compensation, $150 per | $11,250 | $22,950 | $46,800 | $71,550
student per year, after school
with 2% increase per year
Other Compensation - 12,250 4,500 9,000 13,500
Orientation and Retreats, $30 per
student per year
Field Trips, $150 per student per | 11,250 22,950 46,800 71,550
year with 2% increase per year
TOTAL $24,750 | $50,400 | $102,600 | $156,600
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Appendix A — Charge to the Advisory Committee

Special Advisory Cummittee to Explore
Educational Opportunities

Charge to the Ad Hoc Committee

The Committes shall be kmown as the Special Advisory Committee to Explore Educational
Opportunities.

The Committes will be advisory to the Rochester Board of Education and will consist of
students, staff, parents, and community members who shall explore the feasibility of opening 2 military
zcademy to provide enhanced education opportunities primarnily to the students and families of the
Fochester City School District 25 well as to the students and families of Monroe County.

The Committes shall provide independent zdvice and recommendations to the Board on matters
to the cwmicuhom, instruction, fiscal affairs, academic methods, and any other matters relating to the
development of 2 military academy. The Committes shall submit a written report to the Board within
sixty (60 days of its imitial meeting, to include the Committee’s views and recommendations pertaining
to the possible development and opening of a military academy.

The Committee will be chaired by two participants selacted by the Board of Education.

Please contact the Board’s office with questions or concerns at (585) 262-85235.
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Appendix B — Background Data of Public Military Schools

PERFORMANCE DATA FOR PUBLIC SECONDARY MILITARY SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES

% Students

% of Students Scoring Scoring
"Proficient” "Proficient” Graduation Rate
Local District Local District Local District | Expulsion
Name of School Attendance Math ELA Comparison Other Subjects Comparison 4-Year 5-Year Comparison Rate Drop-Out Rate
’ a immiﬂ.
86% at
"Proficient” 78% at Science: 41% at 0%: School
and above | "Proficient” and ELA: 42% Science: 67% at "Proficient” and 0.1%: District 9.5%: School
California Military (2014-15 above Math: 40%  |"Proficient” and above above 81.9% 4-Year: 83.27% (2014-15CA 12.4%: District
Institute Data) (2014-15 Data) | (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data) (2014-15) Data) (2013-14 CA Data)
30% meet or
exceed CA 38% meetor Science: 38% at 0.2%: School
standards exceed CA ELA: 28% Science: 69% "Proficient” and 0.1%: District 13.3%: School
Oakland Military (2014-15 standards Math: 23%  |"Proficient” and above above 79.5% 4-Year: 60.5% (2014-15CA 23.9%: District
Institute Data) (2014-15 Data) | (2014-15Data) | (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data) (2013-14) (2013-14 CA Data) Data) (2013-14 CA Data)
Relaare:
Math: 27.6%
meet or Reading: 54%
exceed DE | meet or exceed 4%: School
State DE State Reading: 55.9% | Science: 45.8% meet |Science: 51.2% meet 11%: District
Standards Standards Math: 39.9% or exceed DE or exceed DE 90.3%: 4-Year | (2014-15Data
Delaware Military (2014-15DE| (2014-15DE (2014-15DE standards standards 99.2% Rate for Expulsions &|
Academy Data) Data) Data) (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data) | (2013-14 Data) (2013-14 Data) | Suspensions)
Florida:
43% Reading: 45%
"Proficient” | Writing: 38% | Reading: 52%
or above "Proficient” or | Writing: 43% Science: 86% Science: 53%
Francis Marion Military (2013-14 above Math: 53% "Proficient” or above | "Proficient” or above 73.7% 4-Year: 80.7%
Academ Data) (2013-14 Data) | (2013-14Data) |  (2013-14 Data) (2013-14 Data) | (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data)
Hollywood Hills Military
Academy: Data Math: 61%
reported is for entire 59% Reading: 47% | Reading: 59% Science: 56% Science: 55%
Hollywood Hills High (2013-14 Writing: 71% Writing: 65% | "Proficient” or above | "Proficient” or above 90.4% 4-Year: 76.6%
School Data) (2013-14 Data) | (2013-14Data) | (2013-14 Data) (2013-14 Data) | (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data)
Math: 71%
65% Reading: 64% | Reading: 71% Science: 84% Science: 68%
Sarasota Military (2013-14 Writing: 73% Writing: 68% | "Proficient” or above | "Proficient” or above 94.5% 4-Year: 79.2%
Academ Data) (2013-14 Data) | (2013-14 Data) (2013-14 Data) (2013-14 Data) (2014-15 Data) (2014-15 Data)
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% Smdents

%% of Students Scoring Srcoring
"Proficient” "Proficient” Graduation Rate
Local Dhstrict Local District Local District | Expulsion
Name of School Attendance Math ELA Comparison | Other Subjects Comparison 4-Year 5-Year Comparison Rate Drop-Out Rate
1l i 52
5% “Froficient®
12%: or abowve in Math
“Proficient” 4% 8% “Froficient®
Q2% Lchoal ar above “Proficient” ar or above in Scienoe: 3379, Solemce: 27.7% Tr%: 4-Year Rate % School
Ait Force Academy High | 94%: Disoice [2014-15 | above in Beading Reading “Profident” or above | “Praficlent” ar above q93% 100, E2%: S-Year Rate 5% DMstrict
Srhoanl [3014-15 Data) Data) (201415 Data) | (2004-15 Dat) [2013-14 Data) [2013-14 Data) | (2014-15 Data) | (201415 Data) | (201415 Dam) (2014=15 Dat)
35% “Proficient”
4% or above in Math
“Proficient” EEL 8%, “Proficient”
4% Schoal or above “Proficient” ar or abowe in Science: 200, Sciemos: 2T7.7% TT%: 4-Year Haie 0% School
(Carver Military G486 Districe [2014-15 | abowe in Beading Reading “Praficdent” or above | “Praficlent” ar above e 1009, B4 S.¥ear Rate S3%: Dstrict
Academy (201 4-15 Data) Diarta) (20114=15 [hata) | [2014-15 Data) (201314 Data) [2013-14 Data) (201415 Data) | (201415 Data) [2014-15 Data) [2014-15 Daka)
5% “Proficient”
248 o above in Math
“Proficent” L 28% “Proficient”
0% Lohaal af above “Proficient” ar ar shove i Soienoe 2540 Coiemee: 1770 TT4%: 4-Year Rate 095 School
(Chicago Miltary G436 District [2014=15 | abowe in Eeading Reading “Profident” or above | “Praficient” or abowe 1004 DL E2%: S-Year Rate S%: District
Acsdemy (201415 I:'nl:l] Dzta) :EU'H 15 [haks) :_'EIJ'JA 15 Dats) [3013-14 I.l:||‘.l] [EI.'I'IH 14 Data) [3014-15 |.|:||‘.I] (201415 Data) :2“'.1- 15 Data) :_'2”'.1: 15 Dara)
I1.1%
Marime Math & Science “Proficient” 151%
Ncademy [merged with | 91.3%: Schoal ar above “Proficient” or | 3843 Heading Scienoe 24.2% Sciemop: IT.7% TT%: 4-Year Rate 3% School
Ames Middle School 1m0 | 924%: [Mstrict | (201314 | above in Beading | 35.1%: Math | "Proficest” or above | "Proficient” ar abose 8. 7% 1004, B2%: S-¥ear Rate 39%: District
September 2014] (301314 Diaita ) Diata) [2013-14 Dats) | [2003-14 Data) (201314 Data) [2013-14 Drata) [2014-15 Data) | (3014-15 Data) {201 4-15 Dam) (2003-14 Data)
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% Smdents

% of Students Scoring Scoring
"Froficient” "Proficient” Graduation Rate
Local District Local District Local District | Expulsion
Name of School Attendance Math ELA Comparison | Other Subjects Comparison 4Year 5-YVear Comparison Rate Drop-Out Rate
5% “PFroficient”
47%: or alboree in Math
Preficient” 5% 8% "Proficient”
968 Schaal ar above Proficient” ar or ahove 1B Soience 3645 Colemo: 17070 TP A-Year Rate 9% Schaool
Phoesix Military G436 District [2014-15 | abowe in Beading Reading “Proficent” or abowe | “Proficient” ar above 1004 QB B2%: Sear Rate 5% District
Academy {2014-15 Data) Data) [2014-15 Datw] | (2014-15 Data) {3013 14 Data) [2013-14 Data) (301415 Data) | (3014-15 Data) {201 4-15 Daka) [2014-15 Daka)
5% “PFroficient”
ThG: or above tn Math
Preficient” 629 8% "Proficient”
93%: Schoal ar above Preficient” ar or above 1B Science: 31.T% Soemce: 17.7% T7%: 4-Year Rate 05 Scheonl
Rickesrar Maval G436 [Mstrice [2014-15 | abowe in Reading Reading Praficient” ar ahove 1% s U4 S.ear Rate T84 District
Academy (201415 Data) [ata) (20114=15 Data] | [2014-15 Daka) [£073-14 Data) [2014=15 Data) | (2014-15 Data) [2014-15 Daka) [2014=15 Data)
WMo
ForeswilleMiimry | : e AKTMENT WERSITE
Academy [converted N0 DATAON 5TATE OF MARYLAND EDUCATION DEPARTMENT WEBSITE
hack to & traditonal
high schoal in 2013]
\Missouri;
S ELAD
SO ELAT T.08%: 4-Year
T1.5%: 16.9%: Math Scienoe F1E% Sclemon: 46.29% Rt
%% Schaal Proficient” Proficient” or Proficient™ or | Soctal Stodies: 2270 | Social Snsdies 3808% TE35%: S-Year 0% School 11.9%: School
Cleveland Jumiar Naval % [Mstrict ar above ahbove above “Proficent” or above | “Praficient” ar above 93.2M% Rate % District 18.2%: District
Academy [2015 I.l.:u_r.a" [2015 I.I.:|_|:|" 2015 Data] (2015 Data) [2015 Daka) (2015 IZ'a_L1'| [2015 Data) [2015 Daka) (3015 Drata) (2015 I.la_h" {3015 Data)
|Mew lorsey.
1010 [Mstrict lewel
Proficient’ 1036 data not found
Marize Academy of ar above Preficient” ar | on M| Education GE 3% 4-Year
Science and Techmology (201314 ahbowe Department Rate
[MAST] [ata) (01314 Data) weehsitn [2013-14 Data)
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% Smdents

%% of Students Scoring Scoring
"Proficient” "Proficient” Graduation Rate
Loecal District Local District Local District | Expulsion
Name of School Attendance Math ELA Comparison | Other Subjects Comparison 4-Vear 5-Vear Comparison Hate Drop-Out Rate
[y Meicos
95.1%: Schoaol 50%: Reading S6.8%: 4-Year B8 4=Year
Bataan Military 97.4%: Disirict 24%: Heading #1%: Math Scienpe: 19% Scwemce: 445% Rate R.ate
Academy (201314 Data] [ata) (201314 Data] | (2013-14 Data) (301314 Data) 201314 Drata] (301314 Data) [2013-14 Data}
ow Yoric
Global Historyand | Global History and
Geograpiy: 0% Geography: &1%
LS. History & U5 History &
91%: Zchoal B Math 4% ELA Governmient: B (s rTime 2% L 4% 57%: 4-Year Hate
Western New Yark BE%: [hstrict (201314 H1%: ELA Fa%: Math Scienpe: Y% Scie e 1 [ Cohort) Cohort) | &1%: 5-¥ear Rate A% Schoal
Maritime Charter School] (201314 Data) [ata) (201314 Data] | (2013-14 Data) (301314 Data) 201314 Drata] 11314 Data) 104 Data) | (200314 Data) [2013-14 Data)
955%: Schoal 92.6%: 4-Year
Military & Global : Dristrict Binlogy: 565% Fialogy: 47.7% Rate B13%: #4-Year Rate
Leadership Academy [2012-13 Data) (201213 Darta) [2012-13 Data) (201213 Data) (201213 Dat)
Eennsvivania
Mot availabde on Not available on
PA Education Mot avallable om PA FA Education 0.62%: School
Philadelphia Military SH.BT% Dhepartment Scence: 27.54% Education 97.5% Department Tib1%: Diistrict
Academy Data) wehsiin (2015 Data) Department website (201314 Data) welsibe (2013-14 Daka)
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% Students

b of Students Scoring Srcoring
"Proficient” "Proficient” Graduation Rate
Local District Loeal District Local District | Expulsion
Name of School Attendance Math ELA Comparison | (Other Subjects Comparison 4-Year 5-Year Comparison Rate Drop-Out Rate
south Carel
% Schiood
2 5%: District
far expulsion
Algebra l: Biclogy: Be4% Biglogy: 87.7% aed out of
97.5%: Lchoal G450 Alpebral: 92.7% | LUE History &the 115, History & the B2 4-Year schoal 1.8%: School
Military Magmet S Lhstrict [2015 5C Ll LA A% Comstitutios: 57.1% | Comstitstion: T6.7% Hi.4% L0158 B3 4% S-Year SUSPENSHIES 2.1%: [nstrict
Acsdemy [2015 Data) Data) (2015 5C Data] | [ 5 5C Data) (2015 5C Data) (2005 5C Data) [2015 Data) [201% Data) (3015 Data) [2015 Data)
Lilwslihy

59%: ELA History & Social History & Social

Schiood: '26% ELA: 30% 4% Wridng Scence i holemon: T2 0% School
Franklin Military District 93% [2014-15 Writing: 545% h2%: Math Science: BOM% Lolemon: GRS 100 T1%: #-Year Rate 11.8%: District
Academy [3014-15 Data) [ata) [2014=15 Data]) | (2004=15 Data) [3014=15 [ata) [2014-15 Dhata) [3014=15 [ata) [2014=15 Data) [20714=15 Dat)
LTI
Kesasha Military 92.3%: School Sclence: B5.2% 1.1%: Schoaol
Academy (Izdian Traill High 30.1%: Reading Soctal Stodues: T44% 88.55% {Indtian Trail High
Data reported is for  [Schoal) (201314 Data (201314 Data for Scemce: 61.3% [2013-14 Data BT d=Year Schoal)
entire Indian Trail 94.1%: District Indian Trail | fior Indiam Trail Indiam Trail High  |Social Studies: 7001%| for Endian Trail Kate 13%: Ddstrict
High School (2013-14 Data) High School) High Schaal) [2013-14 Daks) o e | | [2313-14 Data) High Schoal | [2012-14 Daka) [2013-14 Dat)
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Appendix C — Survey Instruments

Military School Community Input Survey

A Special Advisory Committes s studying the feasibiity of estabishing a milltary style school
In Rochester, NY. The proposa Includes establishing a school, which could be public or charter,
that would voluniarly enroll students and would be free fo parents. (This IS not 3 private school
study.) The programs being consldered do NOT Include recrultment Into the milltary as part of
the cumculum {10 U.S. Code § 2031). This sunvey Is designed fo gather Input from a wids
'!'EI'I-E'[}' of stakehaigars In the Greater Rochestar l:lH‘ﬂml.II'"}'. Your MEEpONSES are andmymaus,

unless you provide your contact Infemation to be Included a5 part of a separaie focus group to

be conducted af 3 later date. The Input will b2 used fo Infom the work of the Speclal Advisory
Caommittee to Expiore Educational Spportuniies .

* Requined

Skip to question 14,

Demographic Information

In this section, you will Espond to 3 seres of quesilons about your backgmound and

charactenstics. The Information will be used to analyze responses by warous categores and
subgroups of Individusls.

1. &rs you or any member of your Immediats family 3 mamber of the US miltary? [check
all that apply) *

Check all that apply.

[] ne
[] mysair
[] parent
[] chia
|:| slbling

[] =pouse

2. &rg any members of your extended family or closs friends & membar of the US
millltary? [check all that apply) *

Check all that apply.
|:| no

[ ] grandparent
|:| uncledaunt

|:| COUSIn

[ ] mephewmiece

[] intaws

[ ] elose fiend or glose family fiend

[[] other

*Note: also translated into Spanish
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3. Which stakeholder group|s] do you most represent as you anawer this survey? *
Check all that apply.

Parent
Community resident (not a parent)
Businsss ['-EII'I'II'I'ILﬂ"Z]'

Non-profitchunchiservice agency
Education Community

HiE[Eninn

Milltary C:ommunity

4 What s your gendar? ¢
Liark only one oval.

%, o

5. What la your ags? *
Liark only one oval.

-~

() Under 18 years old
(" 1B-29 years old

e =

) 30-49 years old
) 5064 years oid

.
-
%,
i
%,

-

() B5% years and over

&. Whare oo you llva? *
Mark only one aval.

[: :: Within the City of Rochester

e

(") Monme County, outside of the city

%,

-~

.

Greater Rochester area, outside of Monmse County

)]
") Dutside of the Rochesier area

h

7. Plgags anter your home zip cods
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4. Whare oo you work? *
Mark only one oval.

() not applicable

) Inthe City of Rochester

") In Monroe County, outside of the city

) In the Greater Rochester area, outside of Monme COunty

%,

[: :. Cutslde of the Greater Rochester area

II.
LS
-
LY

9. What la the highsst lswsl of sducation you have complated? *
sk only one oval.

i

L

Less than high school
Some high school

High school graduate

Some college

Trade'tachnical/vocational training

2 year college graduate (Assoclate’s degres)
4 year college graduzste (Bachelors degree)
Some post graduate study

Masiers degree

Doctoral gegres

ot

&

R Y
5,

-

Fo T Ty
LU A W N W

et

N
b R A

10. &re thers any childran under the age of 18 cumantly living In your housshold? *
Mark oniy one aval.
|:_:| yes
7 ono

-y

1. RacalEthnlcity *
Mark onfy one oval.

() Black or African American

(" ) Hispanic

() White

() Asian

e =

" ) Amenrcan Indlan or Mative Amesican
() Matlve Hawallan or other Pacific Isiander

-~

(") Mixed Race

(" ) Prefer not to answer

) Other:

o
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12. Housshold Income laval (ysarly) *
sk MI}" one ayval.

(") Less than $10,000
(") 10,001 fo 524,999
(" ) 525,000 to 534,999
(") 535,000 to 548,389
.;:_j. $50,000 to §74,999
() 575,000 to §99,999
(") $1D0.000 to $149,999
() §150,000 or more

(") Prefer not to answer

13. Would you bs Intsrested In belng part of a Focus Group of approximataly 12 paopls fo
discuss thls proposal In more detall (date/iime/place io be determined — mid-March) *

Mark only one aval.
7 yes Skip to question 20
) no Stop Mling out this fomm.

5,

Skip to question 20.

Opinion questions

In this section, you will respond to questions related to your support of or objection to
establishment of a military school In Rochester, NY. You will be presented with both closed-
ended and open-ended questions to respond to.

14, Dhx yoeu think & millitary style acadsmy should be offsred &8 an opflen In the Rechaater
City School District? *

Liark only one aval.
|:____| yE&

o =

O ) no

() undecided

15. If @ millitary style acadsmy |= approved, should snroliment be Imited to Rochaster Clty
School Matrict students, or showld If be open fo students from surrounding disiricts
as wall¥ =

Mark onfy one oval.
() RCSD students only

-

(") Students from bath city and sumounding communities
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15. If @ milltkary styls academy was an option at thle point, would you consider It for your
child? *

&k only one oval.
[ Definitely yes
() Undeclded

(" ) Definitely no

-

(") mot applicable (not 3 parent)

17. In thinking about a military acadamy, what bansfits, poaltives or opporfunities do you
balleve axlsty

13. In thinking about a miltary academy, what concerne or negativea do you have7 *

13. Plgasa liet any additional comments or questions balow.

Skip to question 1.

Contact Information for Focus Group

ol hawe reached this secilon only If you Indicated that you wish o be considered as pant of a
small Focus Group. Please check the appropriate box below. If you would prefer NOT o Include
your Imformation here (since [ will Igentify you with your survey responsss ), choose the Emall
direc:t opbon and send the requined informiation in an emall to

BosDmiltaniocusomupddgnall com. Please be sune to wile down this emall address, and

send your nams, phone nember and stakehoider group 35 5000 35 possible. 17 you choos: to
submit information within this survey, choosing the second option will take you to the next

section.
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0. How would you llke fo submit your contact Infermationy *
Mark onfy one aval.

o

() Emal direct to BCSIMINANToCUS OUDEamal.com Stop Ming Sut fAls fom.
() Complete the information In the next section

L=

Contact Information

21. Hama *

2. Stakeholdsr Group *

Which stakehalder focus group would you be interested In participating In?
Mark I.'.'."Il}" one aval.

F

|
%

C

&

Parent

%,

Community resident (not a parent)
Business Community
ChurchiMonprofit'Community Service Agency

__
LT W L

Milltary Community

&

Education Commumity

-
5

23. Phng number *

24. Emall addrass *

25. Would you ba avallable for a mesting on a Saturday morning at a convenlently located
city achool? *
Mark onfy one aval.
) yes

Fa Ty

L) no

Fowered by

h Google Forms
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Military School Student Survey, RCSD

This survey Is designed to gather stugant Input on a proposal In the Rochester Clty School
District to establlsh a pubdlc milltary style school (may be public or charter) that stusents would
voluntanly choose to attend, and would be free to parents. By law, the school would NOT be
FEI'I"H”'[EH to naciun Tor the rTI|||tﬂ'}' SEMICEs 38 |:-art of & curmcwum. Your EEpONEEs are
anonymous, and will be used solely fo Inform the work of the Speclal Advisory Committee to
Expiore Educational Opportunitles.

* Requirad

1. D you think ihat a miltary achool should be offersd as an opflon In RCSDT *
Mark only one oval.

7 yes

7 nn

o

2. If a millttary school was opsned, should It bs opsn only to RCSD students, or fo
students from all ower Monroe County? *

Mark only one aval.
(7 RCSD only
e -

(" 7y Al aver Mannos County
s -

3. If a miltary school option was avallable whan you wers chooslng a achood for
yoursslf, would you have consldersd applying?
sk only one aval.

i :_:l YEE

4. It @ miltary school was opansd, should It be single gendsr or co-ad? *
Mark only one oval.

-

(" Boys only
() Gz only

.
L

I :'j Coed

5. Why do you think a millfary school would be & good Idea?

*Note: also translated into Spanish
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&. Why do you think a milliary school would be & bad ldaa?

7.

are any of your Immediate famlly members In the US military jactve duty, Natlonal
Guard/Rasarve or valeraniretired)? jcheck all that apply) *

Check all thal appl)y

[ ] Parentistep parent

[ ] other Guardlan

[ | Sibing (Srother'sisier'sten or hall brothess or sisters)

|:| Mone

& &re any of your axtended family or closs frisnds members of the US millltary (aciive
duty, Hatlonal GuardiRessrve or veteranirafirad)? [check 3l that apply) ©

Check all that apply.

[ | ermandparent
|:| Auntiincle

|:| Cousin

|:| Ohier refative

[ ] Close triend or family friend

|:| Mone

9. &re you a high school or middle school studsnts *
Mark oniy one oval.

() High school
() Migdle school

10. ender *
Mark only one oval.

=

I.-_ll l.-_\'\.\. I.-

1 Male
‘| Famals
-
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11. Race/Ethnlclty [check all that apply)
Check all thar apply.

Elack or African Amercan

Hispanic

White

Aslan

Amerdcan Indlan or AlaEkan natlve
Matlve Hawallan or other Paciflic Isiander

Frafer to not answer

Oriher

O oooodot

FPowered by

H'Eunodeﬁ:mmi
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Appendix D — Focus Group Protocols

Large Group Session

Good morning, and welcome to our Focus Group session. | would like to thank East Upper &
Lower Schools for hosting us today. In the event of an emergency, please exit the building
through the nearest doorway. Restrooms can be found across the hall from this Forum room,
and in the hallway near the classrooms we will be using. We are members of the Advisory
Committee making a recommendation to the Board of Education about whether to establish a
military-style academy in Rochester. Mr. Van White, president of the Board of Education, asked
us to gather information from community residents about your thoughts related to the
proposed school. The Board wants to know whether this proposal is feasible in the Rochester
City School District. We are having discussions with multiple groups this morning.

Introduce Mr. Van White and ask him to say a few words of welcome.....

You are here because you responded to the community survey and indicated that you would
like to be part of a more in depth discussion about the issue. You are all members of the
Rochester community and your input is very valuable to us.

Please remember that there are no right or wrong answers but rather differing points of view.
Please feel free to share your point of view even if it differs from what others have said. Keep in
mind that we're just as interested in your concerns as your supportive comments, and at times
the concerns are the most helpful.

The group leaders will review the guidelines for participation when you get into your breakout
sessions. Your discussion should take approximately one hour. When your group finishes, you
are free to go. If you are waiting for people from other focus groups, you may wait in the main
atrium by the security desk.

To find the rooms for your focus group, please follow the signs in the hallways directing you to
the D wing.

Thank you for participating in the discussions today. We are looking forward to hearing your
input.
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Small Group Sessions

Good morning, and thank you for coming to participate today. My name is

, and my assistant is . This group is the
. Is everyone in the right place? If not, you can step out
into the hall and someone will help direct you to the proper room.

You’'ll notice we are recording the session today because we don't want to miss any of your
comments. People often say very helpful things in these discussions and we can't write fast
enough to get them all down. We will be on a first name basis today, and we won't use any
names in our reports. You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The reports will go back
to the advisory committee staff to help them in the recommendation to the Board of
Education.

I will quickly review the guidelines for our discussion, and then we will get started.

e There are no right or wrong answers, only differing points of view

e We are recording, so one person speaking at a time

e We are on a first name basis

e You don't need to agree with others, but please listen respectfully as others share their
views

e We ask that you turn off your cell phones. If you cannot and if you must respond to a
call, please step out of the room into the hallway as quietly as possible and rejoin us as
quickly as you can.

e My role as moderator will be to guide the discussion

e You will talk to each other

Let's begin. We've given you name tags to wear to help us remember each other's names. Let's
find out some more about each other by going around the room. Tell us your first name and
where you went to high school.

See your specific stakeholder group protocol for questions .... Remember to keep the discussion
moving and try to get every person to give their opinion on each question. Probe simple
answers by asking “why”, or asking people to elaborate on their response (“can you tell me a
little more about that?”). You should be aiming to complete the discussion in 60 minutes.

As the final question, ask:

Is there anything additional you would like us to know that you have not had a chance to talk
about today?
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Parent Group questions

What do you think the advantages would be to opening this kind of school in the Rochester
area?

What concerns would you have about opening a military school in the Rochester City School
District and the Monroe County area?

Imagine your child attending a military academy.... How do you think your child would be
affected?

Do you think the decision to choose a school like this should be made by the student, the
parent, or both? What if the parent wanted the student to attend but the student was
reluctant, or vice versa?

Do you think a school like this should involve some kind of compact that parents, students and

the school sign spelling out the expectations and obligations?

As a parent, what educational focus would you want in a school like this? For instance, would
you want to see a rigorous college prep curriculum with AP and dual college credit classes, or
perhaps a vocational training focus? Would you want to see a CTE (career and technical
education) track?

CTE studies are organized in New York in the following content areas:

e Agricultural education

e Business & Marketing education

e Family & Consumer Sciences education
e Health Occupations education

¢ Technology education

e Trade, Technical & Industrial education
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A military school would almost certainly involve uniforms for students. What is your opinion
about that? If uniforms are required, do you think parents should be required to pay for some
or all of the uniform costs?

One of the main characteristics of a military school is generally strict discipline. What would
you want this to look like? If it involved physical tasks such as push ups or walking tours after
school for tardiness to class, how would you feel about that?

What after school and extracurricular activities would you be interested in seeing?
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Community Resident group questions

What advantages do you think there would be to the community if a military school opened in
Rochester?

What concerns would you have about opening a military school in the Rochester City School
District and the Monroe County area?

As a taxpayer, how would you feel about your tax money supporting such a school?

What location or area of the city do you think would be best for this type of a school?

How would you feel about having a school like this located in your neighborhood?
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Education Community questions

What benefits do you think a military school would bring to RCSD? The Monroe County area as
a whole?

What concerns would you have about opening a military school in the Rochester City School
District and the Monroe County area?

What educational focus would you want in a school like this? What types of course beyond the
core academics and military training would you want to see (i.e. AP/college credit/ CTE/
vocational/ electives)?

What extracurricular activities would you want to see included?

At a military school, structure, orderliness and discipline are emphasized. If that structure
included uniforms for teachers, how would you feel about it? What would be an acceptable
uniform — military-like dress, civilian dress but uniform, other?

Knowing that discipline and structure are an expected part of a military school, what do you
envision this looking like? What are your concerns with this model? What would you like about
this?

How likely do you think educators would be to participate in extracurricular activities to support
the mission of the school?

Do you think educators would support a longer school day or year than is currently offered in
RCSD?

Do you think teachers and administrators would be likely to want to teach in a school like this?

If this school opened, do you feel it should be a public school or a charter school?
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Business Community questions

What benefits do you think a military school would bring to RCSD? The Monroe County area as
a whole?

What concerns would you have about opening a military school in the Rochester City School
District and the Monroe County area?

Assuming many of the students from a military school would not join the military and may go
straight into the workforce, what outcomes and attributes would you expect to see for students
of a school like this?

In what ways do you envision business organizations partnering with a school like this? Is there
an opportunity for co-op or internship, volunteers, mentors, tutors, guest speakers, field trips?
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Military Community questions

What benefits do you think a military school would bring to RCSD? The Monroe County area as
a whole?

From your military experience, what would you NOT want to see in a military school in the
Rochester area?

What inherent value do you think there is in military-like training, even if students from the
school choose not to enter the military?

From your military experience, what are the best ways to develop leadership skills in young
people?

How do you see the local military community supporting a school like this?

If students at the school are not cutting it, either behaviorally or academically, what do you
think should be done with them?
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Church/non-profit/service organization questions

What benefits do you think a military school would bring to RCSD? The Monroe County area as
a whole?

What concerns would you have about opening a military school in the Rochester City School
District and the Monroe County area?

What outcomes and attributes would you expect to see for students of a school like this?

In what ways do you envision your agencies and organizations partnering with a school like
this? Is there an opportunity for service projects, volunteers, mentors, tutors?

Part of the instruction in the JROTC curriculum includes multicultural instruction about different
cultures and religions. In the military, it is important to understand the traditions and cultures
of the people you are working with, or working against. How do you feel about this type of
instruction being included in the curriculum?
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Student questions

In your opinion, what is the greatest benefit to military style education?

What concerns would you have about a military school?

If you attended a military-style school, what do you think you would miss from a traditional
school?

What extracurricular activities would you want to see offered as part of a school like this?

New students would need to be trained in what to expect and how to behave in a military
school. Imagine there was some kind of “boot camp” for incoming students. How would you
structure it?

Imagine you were going into 9™ grade and you were filling out your selection paper. If this
military school was an option, would you rank it in your top 3? Why or why not?

A military school would probably involve wearing some kind of military uniform every day. How
would that affect your thinking?

A military school would probably involve physical training beyond the usual physical education
requirements. It would probably be based on the activities new military recruits are expected
to do, like push ups, sit ups and running a mile in a certain time. How do you feel about that?

Some of the discipline activities in a military school might involve things like doing jumping
jacks, push ups, walking tours (laps) for a certain amount of time for misbehavior like being late
to class or being rude to a teacher. How would you feel about that? What if it meant you had
to come to school on a Saturday to serve your discipline?
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Appendix E — Interview Protocol

Special Advisory Committee to Explore Educational Opportunities
Interview Questions

School Board Members, Local Government Leaders, Umion Leaders

Interviewer: Thank vou for taking the time to meet with me today to discuss the RCSD proposal to open a
military school 1n Rochester. Your mput 1s TEII}’ valuable to the committee as we work to make a
recommendation to the Board of Education. I will ask you a short series of questions, and would like you to
respond with any and all thoughits you have related to the question. Your responses will be used only by the
committee in making its recommendation to the Board of Education, and will not be released publicly. Before
we begin, do yvou mind if [ record our interview for transcription? (If it is ok, start recording. If not, do not

record and take notes as completely as possible.)

1. Are vou generally in favor of or opposed to the idea of a military school in Rochester? On a scale of 1
to 3, 1 being not at all supportive and 5 being completely supportive, where would vou rate yourself?
2. For question 2, choose the appropriate option based on their answer to #1.
a. Ifyou are supportive (4 or 3): Please describe the environment vou would expect at the proposed
school, and why vou are in favor of it.
b. Ifyou are not supportive (1 or 2)- Please describe the environment you would expect at the

proposed school, and why you are opposed to it.

c. Ifyou are neither in favor or opposed (3): Please explain which aspects of the proposed school
appeal to vou, and which do not appeal to you.

3. Regardless of whether vou are in favor of or opposed to the idea, what opportunities do vou see for
students as a result of this school that do not exist now in RCSD?

4. Regardless of whether vou are in favor of or opposed to the idea, what concerns do you have about the
proposed military school model?

5. If the committes recommends that the district pursue the military school option, do vou feel that the
school should be open only to RCSD students, or to students from across the county? What advantages
or disadvantages do vou foresee? Describe yvour vision of what that school climate would be like if 1t
included both city and countywide students.

6. If the committee recommends against opening a military school, what other school type options would

vou like to see considered instead?
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Appendix F =Survey Results

Community Survey

Survey results were collected anonymously via a Google Form. Timestamping shows results
received between February 22 and March 20, 2016. Results from respondents under 18 years of age
were combined with student survey results for analysis purposes. Obvious duplicate results and blank
submissions were removed, leaving a total of 653 unique responses.

Demographics
Respondents were 50% male, 49% female and 1% other, including transgender, agender, cis woman,
non-binary and prefer not to answer. Forty seven percent of the respondents indicated there were

children under the age of 18 living in the household.

Ages of respondents were broken down as follows:

Age of Respondent Percent of Total
18-29 years old 11%
30-49 years old 48%
50-64 years old 31%
65+ years and over 10%

Racial/ethnic breakdown of respondents is:

Race/Ethnicity Percent of Total
Black or African American 10%
Hispanic 6%
White 67%
Asian 1%
American Indian or Native American 0%
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0%
Mixed Race 3%
Prefer not to answer 11%

Other 1%



Annual household income level breakdown of respondents:

Annual Household Income
Less than $10,000

$10,001 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 or more

Prefer not to answer

Highest education level of respondents is:

Highest Education Level

Less than high school

Some high school

High school graduate

Some college
Trade/technical/vocational training

Percent of Total

2%

5%

8%

13%
22%
17%
16%
7%
12%

Percent of Total

2 year college graduate (Associate's degree)

4 year college graduate (Bachelor's degree)
Some post graduate study

Master's degree

Doctoral degree

Survey respondents reported living in the following locations:
Residence

Within the City of Rochester
Monroe County, outside of the city

Greater Rochester area, outside of Monroe County

Outside of the Rochester area

Survey respondents reported working in the following locations:

Work Location
In the City of Rochester
In Monroe County, outside of the city

In the Greater Rochester area, outside of Monroe County

Outside of the Greater Rochester area
not applicable

0%
1%
7%
10%
4%
13%
22%
6%
32%
5%

Percent of Total

44%
43%
8%
4%

Percent of Total

51%
26%
4%
4%
16%
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The breakdown of stakeholder groups represented by the survey responses is shown below. The total is
greater than 100% because respondents could choose more than one stakeholder group.

Stakeholders Percent of Total
Parent 52%
Community resident (not a parent) 33%
Business community 5%
Non-profit/church/service agency 8%
Education Community 27%
Military Community 9%

Results
The answers to the main question posed by the survey, should the RCSD offer a military style school,

were as follows:

Should RCSD offer a Military style

School?
Should RCSD offer a Military style School? cnoe

yes 70.3% 459
no 24.3% 159
undecided 5.4% 35 ano

undecided

A more detailed analysis of the response to the main survey question shows the breakdown of
responses by residence location as well as by parental status. Of the 70.3% “yes” responses:

Number

Residence Percentages

Parents Non- Parents Non-
parents parents

Within the City of 34.2% 40.8% 59.2% 157 64 93
Rochester
Monroe County, 51.4% 30.5% 69.5% 236 72 164
outside of the city
Greater Rochester 9.4% 48.8% 51.2% 43 21 22
area, outside of
Monroe County
Outside of the 5.0% 30.4% 69.6% 23 7 16
Rochester area
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Of the 24.3% “no” responses:

Residence Percentages Number

Parents Non- Parents Non-
parents parents

Within the City of 71.7% 42.1% 57.9% 114 48 66
Rochester
Monroe County, 21.4% 38.2% 61.8% 34 13 21
outside of the city
Greater Rochester 6.9% 9.1% 90.9% 11 1 10
area, outside of
Monroe County
Outside of the 0 n/a n/a 0 N/a N/a
Rochester area

Of the 5.4% “undecided” responses:

Number

Residence Percentages

Non- Parents Non-
parents parents

Parents

Within the City of

Rochester 54.3% 52.6% 47.4% 19 10 9
Monroe County,
outside of the city 40.0% 21.4% 78.6% 14 3 11

Greater Rochester
area, outside of

Monroe County 2.9% 0.0% 100.0% 1 0 1
Outside of the
Rochester area 2.9% 0.0% 100.0% 1 0 1

In consideration of enrollment, the respondents were mostly in favor of a regional approach over an
RCSD limited school.

Who should enrollment be open to?

m RCSD students only  m Students from both city and surrounding communities
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A different viewpoint considers the responses of each geographic area separately (on the left the total
response from that area, and on the right, only the parents in each area):

Within the City of Rochester

Myes Mno ®undecided

Monroe County, outside of the city

Myes HMno W undecided

Greater Rochester area, outside
Monroe County

myes mno wundecided

Outside the Rochester area

%

-]
-3

myes mno mundecided

Parents within City of Rochester

Hyes
=no

© undecided

Parents in Monroe County, outside
city of Rochester

Hyes
Hno

 undecided

Parents in Greater Rochester area,
outside Monroe County

Hyes
Eno

 undecided

Parents outside greater Rochester
area

Hyes
Hno

' undecided
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A related question asked whether the respondent would enroll their child in a military style school if it
was available in RCSD. Of those who reported being a parent, results are shown below.

Number Percentage
Definitely yes 232 46%
Definitely no 174 35%
Undecided 96 19%

Of the 232 parents who would
definitely send their child:

M Within the City of Rochester

B Monroe County, outside of
the city

W Greater Rochester area,
outside of Monroe County

1 Outside of the Rochester
area

Of the 174 parents who would
definitely not send their child:

® Within the City of Rochester

® Monroe County, outside of
the city

m Greater Rochester area,
outside of Monroe County

© Outside of the Rochester
area

B Within the City of Rochester

® Monroe County, outside of
the city

m Greater Rochester area,
outside of Monroe County

= Outside of the Rochester
area
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To determine exactly where the interest in military school enroliment was emanating from, self-
reported home zip code data was used to create maps indicating numbers of respondents who
answered “definitely yes” to whether they would send their child to the school. Maps were created
using www.easymapmaker.com. The maps below show different levels of zooming to represent the
interest.
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Answers to the open-ended survey questions revealed much about the respondents’ thoughts

and attitudes related to the proposed military school. In answer to the question “In thinking about a
military academy, what benefits, positives or opportunities do you believe exist?”, a word frequency
analysis resulted in the following words and phrases expressed most often.

Frequency of occurrence Word or phrase

251 Discipline/self-discipline
181 structure/ed
97 Respect/ respect for others
(8) / respect for authority (7)
82 None/no benefits
43 opportunity/ies
28 Leadership
27 Responsibility
24 Pride
20 Values
17 Teamwork
17 Accountability
9 Work ethic
6 Self confidence
6 Self esteem
6 Self-respect
6 Physical fitness
4 Sense of belonging

Selected key phrases used in expressing the benefits of a military school included the following direct

quotes:

“The benefits of helping to create US citizens who take pride in their neighborhood,
community, country and world.”

“Better education, better preparation for college, better training for life.”

“Give kids with less options and troubled students a structure they can excel and be
proud to be a part of rather than dropping out”

“Self discipline should be taught in other venues, not just the home. Students might
also see a wider range of options open to them after graduation that might not have
been visible in their current school setting.”

“Not for everyone, obviously. But it can be beginnings of a great career path, as well as
can be a highly structured environment that can be very good for kids that need it for
learning style/behavioral issues.”

“The ability for parents to have more options to choose from which THEY may believe is
appropriate for THEIR child”

“I am concerned that people would have the misconception that this prepares a student
only for the military. A military academy would prepare them for LIFE.”
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“Good to encourage self discipline and intrinsic motivation for students. Expose them to
other opportunities that can help them escape poverty.”

“This is a project that the RCSD can't afford to not do.”

“I’'m currently looking for a military school for my son. So it can be wonderful if is here in

Rochester.”

“I work with at risk youth in RCSD and would LOVE to see this become an option for your
youth!! Would there be a selection process?”

“As a parent who would benefit from this, | pray this comes to pass. It would be a god
send for those of us with no options.”

In response to the question “In thinking about a military academy, what concerns or negatives do you
have?”, a number of themes emerged.

Pipeline to military/recruiting/limited options for students (~55)

students will see the military as the only option for their career

students will not be adequately prepared for college or career other than
military

urban students being targeted by the military

Selection procedures/punishment/students forced to attend/capacity issues (~55)

students being placed at the school as a punishment for bad behavior by either
parents or the district

strong feeling that students should WANT to be at the school; if students are
placed there against their will, a recipe for disastrous results

not enough seats for all who would want to attend

not enough students would want to attend to fill it

what are the criteria? Don’t want it to become an “elite” school

Hazing/bullying/abusive disciplinary tactics (~35)

hazing by students
physically/mentally/emotionally abusive tactics by staff

Funding and costs associated with such a school (~30)

money better spent elsewhere

objections to any spending related to military in schools
costs for JROTC instructors and program in general
taking money away from other options

Equal opportunities — females, students with disabilities (~15)

clear preference by majority for co-educational school
inclusion of students with disabilities — equal opportunities
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Weapons/guns (~10)

e discomfort with any training in weapons use
e school would teach students to use firearms — could then use in community

Oversight —who is in charge? (~10)

e suggestion of an “office of integrity”
e who will maintain control over excessive military tactics
e who will assure that academics are up to par?

Interference by RCSD/School Board/parents into school operations (~10)

e desire to allow school the freedom to operate according to the military model
without undue interference

e fear that district will impede the very thing that would make this school
different

Curriculum focus, including arts and creativity (~10)

e overemphasis on military culture to the exclusion of arts and creativity
e what will the academic focus be?

Need for social emotional supports (~5)

No concerns: a large number of people indicated no concerns (~200).

Selected key phrases used in expressing concerns about a military school included the following direct

quotes:

“A military type school may not be right for every child - especially ones with some sort
of disability.”

“any internal punishments should be closely monitored”

“Children in this city don't need anymore instruction on violence and control. They
need chances to be artistic and explore their own potential.”

“Concern that people think military based school are for troubled inner city children
which is a bias and far from the truth”

“Concerned that it will not have enough academic rigor and will not lead to good
outcomes for students who decide to not enlist in the military; concerned that spots will
not be prioritized to students who need the structure (i.e. have poor home life);
concerned that an insular culture could lead to hazing, bullying and other violence”

“Could counsel out underperformers/ problem students- should not receive public funds
unless all students (inc. special needs) are included, and could not be filtered out to
public schools”

“Creating additional pipelines for youth to enter the military industrial complex. Also,
military schools have a lot of history engaging in physical and sexual abuse.”
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“Economic mobility for Rochester's youth should not involve a pipeline to be put in
danger overseas.”

“Educators with think they are all-knowing sending kids there as punishment rather than
making it a choice”

“For many children that would benefit from this style of education, there are likely
significant issues or situations in their personal lives that may directly conflict with
successful school performance. If efforts aren't made to address these concerns while
providing this structure, the chances of success for those students will be greatly
reduced”

“I'd be concerned about this being seen as an opportunity to place troubled youth in
order to fix the behavioral ills of the district, similar to what has been done in the past
with alternative school programs. This should be an elective place that students and
parents WANT and DECIDE to place a child, and NOT a dumping ground for children that
cannot control themselves in a school environment.”

“it should not just be focused entirely on military. sure, if military is the end goal, this
would be a great way to get the student pointed in that direction. however, there
should be a depth of teaching, in a military-type environment, that would help the
student to become well-rounded in all aspects, not just military. the student should not
be negatively affected if military career (ie, sighing up for service while in high school) is
not sought after.”

“Lack of buy-in for the population you would want to target”

“Limiting students at a young age to the perception that they are military bound and
potentially closing off other options”

“Military culture is very sexist and homophobic, in addition to being inherently violent.
It's not something | believe our culture should admire and romanticize the way we do.
I'm also concerned that "military-style" discipline would create a prison-like setting.
And for that to be something that we as a district celebrate--and other schools within
the district to decide to emulate--is troubling to me.”

“needs good oversight to also provide the nurturing needed for age and stage”
“Not everyone who needs this type of education will take advantage of it.”

“Only allowing certain children to attend and "cherry picking" only students that will
definitely conform to the structure of the school. | believe that all students should have
an equal opportunity to enroll and attend. Students that do not conform to other school
settings and have behavioral situations should be greatly encouraged to attend.”

“Opportunity for abuse and turning it into a recruitment mill instead of a school.”

“Pigeon-holing students of color, with disabilities, or from low-income backgrounds into
the military field”

“That already disadvantaged children are being prepped for military service and made
ripe for military recruiters vs. college recruiters or job recruiters. We can have a
disciplined school WITHOUT militarism.”

“The model is too focused on conformity and tradition, making it an archaic hiccup in
21st century education. We need to build schools that foster autonomy, get youth
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involved in their communities and their interests, and prepare students to create any
path they desire after graduation. We should not limit the scope of youth and stunt the
development of youth by funneling them through military academy.”

A number of people expressed negative feelings about the military in general, and as a result, lack of
support for this type of school. (~40) Many of these people were quite vehement in their opposition to
the proposal, as evidenced by the following direct quotes:

“In a world where success is increasingly linked with creativity, independent thought,
science, and enlightenment, the thought of a "school" which emphasizes drudgery,
authoritarianism, and dogma is repugnant. In a world so in need of understanding,
cooperation, and love, the thought of a "school" which promotes xenophobia, hatred,
and violence is unthinkable.”

“More efficiently siphoning children from poor communities and communities of color
into an organization that uses them as cannon fodder in savage wars against innocent
civilians in order to further benefit the wealthy. To create such a school would be not
only egregiously immoral, but also fiscally foolish. The Department of Defense if one of
the most well-funded organizations in the history of humanity. If they want a military
academy here then they should pay for every single dollar of it, not leech money from
our woefully underfunded school system.”

“My concern is that we are continuing to push the military industrial complex on the
minds of our youth. They need to understand that military ultimately leads to war and
death. Indoctrinating them before they are capable of making a rational decision about
this negative and tyrannical US military regime is a disservice to the students and our
country.”

“I will organize and protest such a school.”

Some common assumptions that were stated multiple times included the idea that the school would be
(or should be) a boarding school, the idea that the school would not follow standard academic
curriculum, and that only military (uncertified) personnel would be instructors.

Student surveys

Student surveys were distributed to Rochester City School District middle and high schools through
principals, as well as to Monroe County school districts through superintendents and to private and
charter schools through school leaders. Survey results were obtained between February 22 and March
16, 2016 from RCSD schools. No results were obtained from county or private/charter schools. Some
students provided input via the larger community survey. Those results were culled from the
community survey and combined with the student surveys.
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Demographics
Approximately 200 student responses were received. Student survey respondents were 53% male, 46%
female and 1% other. Of the responses, 67% were from high school students, and 33% from middle

school students. Racial/ethnic breakdown of respondents is (students could select more than
one category):

Race/Ethnicity Percent of Total
Black or African American 43%
Hispanic 41.3%
White 15.7%
Asian 5.2%
American Indian or Native American 6.4%
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 2.3%
Prefer not to answer 4.7%
Other 9.9%

Only 30% of students reported having an immediate family member serving in the military, but 53%
reported having a close friend or family member currently serving or having formerly served in the

military.

Results
The answers to the main question posed by the survey, “Do you think that a military school should be

offered as an option in RCSD?” were as follows:

Student response:
Should RCSD offer a military school?

140
120
100
80
60
40
20

1

Hyes EMNO
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When asked about enrollment, student response indicated:

RCSD only or Regional?

180
160
140
120
100

80

60

40
0

ERCSDonly  mAll over Monroe County

1

Students were also polled on whether the proposed school should be single gender or co-ed.

Co-ed or Single Gender?

180

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0 I
1

W Co-ed MBoysonly Girls only

Finally, students were polled on whether they would have wanted to apply to a military style school, if it

had been available as an option when they were selecting a school. Results were as follows:

Would you have applied to a military school?
120

100

80

Hyes EnNO
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Appendix G — Focus Group Results

Parent Focus Group: The parent group consisted of all women with male children. Two were city

parents and one was a suburban parent. The discussion was summarized by the facilitators as being
lively with more discussion of the concerns than the pros of the school. The overall tone was described
as mixed, leaning toward “against” due to opposition to war in general and use of weapons in any form
within the school. One parent seemed to make a connection between crime and the military. Another
parent had a pro-military stance, and expressed concerns about selection process (what are the
entrance specifications?), noting that she wouldn’t want everyone to get in but did not want to see a
waiting list either. Parents were clear that they felt students should want to be at the school, and
should be fully informed about the expectations before signing up. One parent expressed that she liked
the idea of the strictness, comradery and knowledge that would be part of the school. Concerns were
expressed about the credentials of the teachers and whether they would be military only or certified
content teachers. All three parents were not knowledgeable about the military structure and options

(JROTC, ROTC, different branches of the service, active duty vs. National Guard and Reserves, etc.)

Student Focus Group: The student focus group consisted of eleven students, most of whom were JROTC

cadets from the two JROTC programs in RCSD. One student was from an RCSD school without JROTC but
who is doing her senior project on her desire to implement JROTC within her school. The focus group
was definitely biased toward a pro-military slant. Unsurprisingly, the group agreed that a military school
would be a good thing, citing the discipline, and the unity of purpose in being there as long as students
chose to be there. Discussion about an incoming student “boot camp” of sorts revealed ideas about
how to structure it so the students would understand what they were getting into without scaring them
off. A desire was expressed that is not be “all serious, all the time” and that there be some fun days,

dress down days, and opportunities for normal teenage fun.

Military Community Focus Group: The military focus group consisted of six military or retired military

members, all male. Unsurprisingly, this group was unanimously in favor of a military school. The group
clearly felt that the discipline and structure of the military environment would be beneficial, though they
cautioned against overly harsh disciplinary tactics and “hazing” type behaviors. Discussion focused on
correcting and retraining behaviors rather than exclusion of students not living up to standards. There

was generally agreement that the school should be all-inclusive in terms of types and backgrounds of
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students, though with mixed opinions on segregation by gender for classes. The group felt that a mix of
suburban and urban students would be mutually beneficial and may provide networking opportunities

for future life options.

Education Community Focus Group: The education focus group consisted of five educators from

various schools and backgrounds. Overall, the group was mixed to positive in their opinion about a
military school. In general, educators are interested in students having choices and options, but are
concerned about the RCSD track record of trying different things only to give them up and move on to
something else. The group would like to see less focus on standardized testing. The educators had a
belief that this would be a school that was primarily a feeder to the military. The concept of it being a

boarding school came up multiple times.

Business Community Focus Group: This group consisted of three men from various business

backgrounds. Overall, the group was mixed to positive in support of a military school. The group had
concerns about how admissions would be handled, and stressed that there should be voluntary
enrollment by the student rather than punishment or being forced to attend. The group was interested
in moving away from standardized testing and into a more experiential/discovery based curriculum.
Other concerns included labeling of students and disciplinary policies. The group acknowledged that
family support would be an integral part of making the school successful while noting that family

support is often lacking within the city community. This will be a challenge to address.

Community Residents (non-parent) Focus Group: This group consisted of six individuals who were

community members, but not parents. Overall, the group was not favorable to the idea of a military
school, with the exception of one person. The group was concerned about the lack of diversity among
the people in the focus group discussions. Overall, there was more support for expanding options for
creativity and community service. Concerns were expressed about taking students out of the
community (into the military) and send them into harm’s way. Most of the group members would not
be in favor of this school being located in their community, and questioned why this is being proposed in
the city and not in suburban communities. Much of the discussion focused on topics around education

but unrelated to the military school itself.
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One group member stated that seeing the JROTC cadets in uniform standing at ease in the hallway made

her uncomfortable, and commented “they shouldn’t be acting like that”.

Church/non-profit/community agency Focus Group: This group included just two young men. Overall,

the feeling of the group was neutral, neither supportive nor opposed to the idea. The individuals wished
there had been more information shared about the proposal for the school (structure, curriculum, etc)
so that they would respond to the specifics. They were interested in knowing how the school would be
run and how the students would be selected, as well as whether the main focus would be on military

discipline or academics.
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Appendix H — Interviews

Interview 1: Union leader

Interview 2: Union Leader

Interview 3: Union Leader

Interview 4: Urban Suburban Program Leader
Interview 5: Union Leader

Interview 6: Rochester Business Community Leader
Interview 7: Rochester Business Community Leader
Interview 8: RCSD Upper Level District Administrator
Interview 9: RCSD School Level Leaders

Interview 10: Rochester Community Leader
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Community Leader Interviews
Interview One- Union Leader
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 5
Wonderful idea. 1 would describe the environment as having a rigid structure.

I am concerned with what happens to our schools if this doesn’t work. District schools are bad
now. What is going to happen if this doesn’t work?

Another concern is who is going to signup for this type of school?

My greatest fear is what is going to happen with kids that have great issues. There must be
structure.

My rating is neutral (3 on scale from 1 being not at all supportive and 5 being completely
supportive) because I don’t know very much about what a military school is or how it operates.

We must have a pleasant environment. There should be discipline, but supportive.
Expectations are that the military school will be clean. Cleanliness with a caring environment.

There should be self-worth and values. Kids these days don’t have values, but the military may
instill self-values through this type of school.

This school will provide greater opportunities.

In the military, kids will be marching. Younger kids march, but not that they are a child, but
better a part of something.

Principals will obtain respect by kids standing at attention as opposed to other schools.

The administration should have tours of the school after it starts to inform parents. More then
simple open houses, this military school should have many tours of the campus so that parents
can be informed and stay informed about the school and what it does.

Students at a military school should do more listening then talking. Start a dialog with parents
everyone will have something to contribute.

There must be a measurable difference over time because this school is going to be a change.

This school should not be limited to just RCSD. It will be so awesome that everyone should
come. Just like church, all are welcome!

There should be no boundaries for this school.
This school should have a pleasant environment. This makes you want to come.

Staff should be able to resolve issues before it gets to the administrative level. Military staff
should be men-of-their-word.
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Community Leader Interviews
Interview Two- Union Leader
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 4.

The expectations | would have for the military school is structured, respectful for leadership and
peers.

Apathy and respecting the values of others is another expectation.

Attention to the idea that the environment may create anxiety. We need to make sure everyone is
okay.

Highly engaged a structural would be words that | would use to describe the expectations of this
school.

I have little contact with military people. My only contact is with an uncle in WWII. Other then
that my contact is with friends of my children.

The military schools are good for students who need structure. For some kinds of kids this can
be a major success story.

I think this military school can be for everybody. It is for everybody! My children’s friends
entered the military at a late age. After exhausting other things, the military is what he decided
upon. That’s what it took. He thought that the military would be a different world. So he did it
and it was the step he needed to experience.

The male brain is less mature so the military was a different experience for him after exhausting
other things.

Career opportunities for young kids- now that’s what we need. Kids need the opportunity to
enter a career after high school. They need to graduate high school and have a career. Military
schools will provide an “eye opening” enlightenment. They are going to give the military some
thought at this school.

Urban kids do not have a close tie to the military so having a military school will provide a tie-in.

Some concerns that | would have revolve around the military school NOT being exclusive to
JROTC. The ideas must be inclusive for everyone.

Resources at large- The resources need to be there and need to be for all kids.

The military school concept should retain seats for a majority of kids. | am not opposed to have
kids attend from all over Monroe County.

The advantages of drawing kids from all over Monroe County is that there should always be a
mix of kids from different poverty levels and different backgrounds etc. There are no
disadvantages.
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Community Leader Interviews
Interview Three- Union Leader
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 4 or 5.
The expectations are that it will be co-educational.
Girls are tougher than males. Girls are very hard to teach and discipline.
Expectations are that this school is not just for behavioral issues, there should be a mix.
There should be good peer influence in such a school.
The opportunity is that kids may be more likely to go into the military.

This school could be a greater connection with emergency preparedness occupations, police, fire
community government.

There should be a family atmosphere allowing them to be part of a group- part of something
bigger.

There should be a life- line of hope.

There should be a balance of structure- there should be a time for “we love you” but also a time
for tough discipline- a time for everything.

Choices, the more choices the better.
If we are going to have a military academy, it should be structured very structured.
The younger the students are, the better from the start.

Boarding school option should be considered. If they are going to do this, let’s do a boarding
school.

My concern is that we must educate parents about this. How are we going to inform and train
parents. Parents will need to “step- up” at a military school.

How will the staffing be offered? Are the teachers that apply going to be trained to teach and be
in a military environment?

What will be the selection requirements for students and teachers?

How will students be dismissed from the school or expelled? How will students at a military
school be asked to leave?

You should promote the military school to elementary students (6" Grade) so there will be an
expectation of what the military school is all about and the students and families may look
forward to this different experience.
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Community Leader Interviews
Interview Four- Urban Suburban Program
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 3.

My kids were never given the opportunity to attend a military school, but they had a positive
experience with friends.

My assumption of a military school is that it will provide discipline.

The military school will be a better option then going to jail.

It will be effective in making a man out of them.

The appeal will be discipline.

I define discipline as time management, study, and listening to somebody (authority).
It will give them life skills.

I would also include in the definition of discipline, physical fitness.

My concern is that if a student does decide to go and it gets too hard for them, what happens?
What happens to them and how does that impact. So, what would happen?

What safety net will be in place to if the program doesn’t work out for them?

| think that the RCSD already offers a huge amount of programs for each student. The problem
is that the Parents don’t know what will work the best for their own child. One size does not fit
all. So the concern is that parents may not be engaged with the child and may not know what is
best for their child.

If parents don’t know their child, then they will not know where to send their child.
Parents need to be involved.

The RCSD needs supports in place to help target where their kid should go- is it the arts, mucic,
culinary arts etc. ? It doesn’t work without parental support.

School teachers and all school personnel are doing too much for parents and their kids. Parents
need to get involved. “what are you going to do Parents?” So we may be doing too much for
parents.

The more you do, the less the parents will do.

The trades are missing within the Suburban schools. Suburban schools in the surrounding area
are concerned more with graduation rates and future 4 year college attendance. So this may
change as we adopt the military school.
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Community Leader Interviews

Union Leadership Interview

Descriptive Statements:

Supportive rating is 3

I like choice, discipline

Can negotiate a contract within the school, if 80% of the teachers find it beneficial
Creating a military school may be a good idea

Must help address the district's achievement problem

Coding Key Words:
choice

discipline

negotiate a contract

achievement problem
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Community Leader Interviews
Rochester Business Community Leader Interview
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 5
Union has lots of control
Great concept
Secure as much time as possible - it will take about five years to turn the culture
Principal needs operational control - do not say you're going to lead by title only
Flexibility in facility, work hours, parent involvement
You want veterans in the school district
Build job skills job
Give experience
Give them a tablet - be technology focused
Involve the board curriculum
Physical fitness training is key
Find a bunch of success stories
Summer program — must have involvement - Williams program
Give a clear path of future options
Make it exciting
Crossroad Park has lots of building space
Make this a place everyone wants to come to

West Point

Coding Key Words:

union

exciting place
summer program
physical fitness
job skills
flexibility
control
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Community Leader Interviews

Rochester Business Community Leader Interview
Descriptive Statements:

Supportive rating is 3

Field trips to Rochester Institute of Technology, U of R — spend time on the campus

SAT Prep

Farash Charitable Foundation Grants

Mindful meditation

Yale connection

Steal the best when you visit other schools, visit Chicago
Business community realizes quality education of charter schools
Focus on time management, study skills and test taking

Charter schools are not restrained by tenure, unions or seniority

Students at failing schools should get preference

Coding Key Words:
RIT & Uof R

SAT Prep

Business community

Charter schools not restrained
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Community Leader Interviews
RCSD District Level Leader Interview
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 5
People chose schools based on the sense of community more than more the curriculum
Have to build the sense of community
Keeping things general, try to find a good middle ground for the kids
School within a school
Create ramps for kids to move towards once they are grounded in the school, give the options,
get some general experiences and slow them down to make turns within the same school
You get bigger than 400 you can't stay tight 100-125 per grade level max
Giving a sense of future and purpose
What are the outcomes, the draw for students and parents - RIT feeders, college credits, ASVAB,
SAT...some kind of outcome on state tests
Not a fan of application process, the neediest are deselected as the process is difficult to navigate
through, selection part of summer program to select in
Take a planning year. Hire your principal well ahead of time.
Leadership and technology are key goals, you can build a culture around them, not so much
robotics
When team teaching you will teach at the lowest common denominator
Have your SME’s teach with strong support as needed, provide a boost to the teacher
If you utilize dual leadership you need one boss, a principal, commandant leads military

education

Coding Key Words:
Sense of community
ramps for kids
application process
outcomes

100-125 per grade level
team teaching

one boss
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Community Leader Interviews
RCSD School Leaders Interview
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 5
Principal handling school, Commandant runs military programs for Principal
Dual teaching - could increase student ratio
Selection process for teachers, military instructors, students
Love competitions
All male recommendation
Success and retention rate
Teacher morale would go up
Setting standard early
Uniform - kiss, B's one day

Work with neighborhoods around the schools

Coding Key Words:
principal

dual teaching
competitions

all male

teacher morale
neighborhoods
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Community Leader Interviews
Rochester City Government Leader Interview
Descriptive Statements:
Supportive rating is 5
Would rather family courts (pins) students be brought into the program, not just the elite
Focus on kids in 6th and 7™ grade who may show signs of problems
Don't want it to become school just for the elite
Recondition a person till they are successful
District Charter School is an option - still maintain funding, but get flexibility

Location option old School Without Walls building- on Clinton — Owned by the City, run by the
RCSD

Wonderful idea.

Coding Key Words:
wonderful

firm

supportive
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Appendix | — Comparison of School Models

DISCUSSION
RCSD PUBLIC SCHOOL

v" Own BEDS code v Accountability system could lead to closure if
¥ Autonomy school falls into accountability status
¥ Sense of Identity v Number of Students to enroll?
v Access to Independent Facility v Difficult to get buy-in for @ stand-aloneif no
v Location on a district campus current record of success
¥ Gainrecognition as an outstanding public v' Limited Resources

school in the RCSD portfolio of schools ¥' Shared campus

DISCUSSION

RCSD PROGRAM SCHOOL WITHIN A SCHOOL

EX. PTECH @ EDISON
S

v’ Attend all classes in program with students v' Cultural challenges: Double standards for
affiliated with the JROTC codes of conduct, age ranges, expectations,
¥ Develop an identity as a program and school culture
¥ Curriculum and electives could be focused around v Requires alignment, respect, and
the JROTC model communication between administration teams
v' Peer relationships and support strengthened in and faculty of both programs (not
this model insurmountable)
¥ Growth opportunity within the high school {start v Student envy/rivalry or jealousy
small and high growth potential) v’ Student management/inequitable disciplinary
v Incubation practices
v' Share facilities and amenities with the home v “trespassing” or territory issues
school v' Shared space may limit access during certain
¥ Shared use of staff between schools to increase times; cross-over and traffic patterns may
efficiency of resource use and allocation need to be aligned
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DISCUSSION- STAND-ALONE RCSD PROGRAM SCHOOL

EX. ALL CITY HIGH SCHOOL
Pros

v Psychology of identity and allegiance to the ¥ Identity formation can be challenging
"Roots” of the home school v Demographics/rivalries between areas of the city
v’ At start-up, allows students to maintain identity “gangs” or territories ...can happen when students
with @ home school draw from all around the city
v Enrollment
v Simplify the enroliment process Suburban-Urban Grant:
v’ Allow for wider canvassing of students from the West Irondequoit, Brighton, Webster
entire city
¥’ Common interest in military education and * Pre-K plans for Suburban-Urban Programming:
strong discipline McKinney Vento- Funding- Could it support?
v Public relations: Presents as an inclusive school
for all students
v Any student who wants this opportunity could
participate

DISCUSSION- CHARTER SCHOOL
L L

v’ Autenomy/identity v Buildinglocation- Must seek, find, lease or own
v’ Buffalo Model exists as a prototype and pay from per pupil aid
¥ Hiring and Scheduling autonomy ¥ Pay retirement (no TRS)
v Flexibility over curricular programming and ¥ Staffing: novice teaching staff, high turnover
school day ¥ Funding limited
v Removes resources and students from the RCSD

76



Appendix J —JROTC Planning Worksheet

EVALUATION WORKSHEET DATE
POTENTIAL ARMY JUNIOR ROTC PROGRAM
For uss of this form, see AR 145-2; tha proponent agency is DCSPER

The public reporting bundsn for this colection of information is estimated 1o sverage one howr per response, inciuding The time for reviswing instruetions, searching existing data sources,
gatharing and mainteining the data nesded. and campleting and reviewing te eollsetion af information. Sand comments ragarding this burden sstimats or eny sthar sapact of this collection
of infarmatien, inchuding suggestions for reducing the burden, 10 Department of Defense, Washinglon L1 Services, Tt and Reparis . 1215
Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Adingon, VA 22202-4302. Responderis should be aware that rotwith ety ather provision of law, no persan shall be subject 1o any penaty
far fafing to comely with a ollsstion of informanion if it doss not displey & eurrantly valid OMB control number, Flaase DO NOT RETURN your form ta the sbovs sddress, Seed your fam 1o
the approprists ROTEC Region,

Where insufficiont space is provided on this form to record complets observations, comments of recommendations, additional blank shests will be used,
identifying iterms by corresponding number.

1. SCHOOL INFORMATION

& MNAME OF SCHOOL b. ADDRESS OF SCHOOL (f P.0. Box must afso provide & street sddress for
shipping purpeses}

t. TYPE OF INSTITUTION

d. DATE OF LAST ACCREDITATION (e, ACCREDITATION EVALUATION BY
EVALUATION

1. SUPERINTEMDENT INFORMATION
(1} Name

2] Address

13} Talephone Mumber

g. PRINCIPAL INFORMATION
111 Name (2) Address

i3] Telephona Number

h. GRADE LEVELS i. STUDENT CAPACITY ] SCHOOL'S STUDENT/TEACHER RATIO

k. ENROLLMENT I. PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES ENTERING COLLEGE fapproximatelyl

Grade Male Fermale Tatal

m. HAS THE SCHOOL EVER APPLIED FOR A JROTC PROGRAM SUPPORTED BY ANDTHER SERVICE? | _| YES ::l NO
Bth IF 50, WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THAT APPLICATION?

10th
11th
12th

Tatal |

Estimated JROTC Enscllmant:

n. HAS A JROTC PROGRAM EVER BEEM DISESTABLISHED AT THIS SCHOOL? CJves [Ino
IF 50, WHEN AND WHY,

2. COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENT

a. TYPE OF COMMUNITY b. SIZE OF COMMUNITY ©. ARE STUDENTS BUSED? [Ives [ Ino

IF 50, ARE THERE ACTIVITY BUSES? [ves D NO

d. ARE THERE ANY PROBLEMS RELATIVE TO AVAILABILITY F HOUSING FOR | &, WILL JROTC INSTRUCTORS BE PERMITTED TO CONDLCT RECRUITING VISITS
INSTRUCTORS? - T0 FEEDER SCHOOLST __
Ives [ w0 [ves [ Ino

. NUMBER OF JROTEC UNITS IN THE 9. SPECIFY SERVICESS] OF JROTC UNITS
CITY/DISTRICT

DA FORM 7410, MAR 2000 USAPA V1.00



EVALUATION WORKSHEET POTENTIAL ARMY JUNIOR ROTC PROGRAM (Continued)

a FACILITIES

Dedicated Sole Shared Administrative Dedicatad Sole Shared Adminlstrative

Classiooms Offiee Space Usa of Classrooms Dffice Space
Classrooms Classrooms
a(1) i1} el1) a2y B2 cil

[al Proximity to the remainder
of the schocl and 10 ether 1g) Noise control
JROTC areas,
{bl Seating Capacity thi Maintenance of facilities
(el Type Canstruction 2‘Ia!5!nngu area for training
[d} Type and condition
of f\.rmm [k) Size
le} Lighting Il Telephone svailable to SAI
{fl Heating, coaling,
wentilation
d. SUPPLY STORAGE AREA
1] Siza (2] Proximity to ather JROTC areas (3] Construction

14} Envirenmantal cansidersiions - heat, humidity, seapage, ste.

15} Sesurity considerations

&, ARMS STORAGE

f. MARKSMANSHIP FACILITIES

1] Describe existing facility area

1) Deseribe existing facility,

121 List modification required

12} List modification required

[3) Prowimity to other Junicr ROTC araas

{3} Proximity to other Junior ROTC areas

14} If an area is not currently svailable, describe plan 1o provide one to Includs
methed of funding and timeframe for completion,

[4) IF a facility Is not currently available, describe plan 1o meet the

marksmanship training and competition portion of the program, to inciude funding,
timeframe for completion, pellet or rifle program.

g. DRILL AREA
(1} Dutside 12 Inside
|8} Size [a) Size

(b} Proximity to athar JROTC arcas

B9 Froximity 1o the JROTC sroas

le) Surface conditions

(e} Limitatians on use fi.e.. gym shoes, sifles prohibited, rime avaitabls)

fd) Limitation on use

PAGE 2, DA FORM 7470, MAR 2000
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EVALUATION WORKSHEET POTENTIAL ARMY JUNIOR ROTC PROGRAM (Continued)

FACILITIES fContinued)

h. ARE THE FACILITIES COMPLETELY IDENTIFIED BY THE SCHOOL OM THE DA FORM 31267 [Tves [ Imo
I. MAY INSTRUCTORS RENOVATE FACILITIES IF REQUIRED? [ Jves [ |no

4. PROJECTED SUPPORT

a. IS A RIFLE RANGE A PART OF THE SCHOOL FACILITY? Tves [|no

IF NOT, WHERE IS THE RANGE WHICH WILL BE USED FOR JROTC MARKSMANSHIP INSTRUCTION AND RIFLE TEAM PRACTICE finclude on DA Farm 3276/7

b, WILL THE SCHOOL PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION TO/FROM THE RANGE, DURING REGULAR SCHOOL HOURS, AT IT5 OWN EXFENSE finclude on OA Form
31267 rl I
Ives [ Ino

c. WILL SCHOOL PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION, AT ITS OWN EXPENSE, FOR JROTC ACTIVITIES [such a3 parades, colar guard, rifle matches, dll meets] AWAY
FROM THE MAIN CAMPUS? [lves | |no

WITHIN WHAT RADIUS?

d. WILL SELECTED RIFLE TEAM/DRILL TEAM MEMBERS BE AWARDED A SCHOOL LETTER? l: YES :I No

5. ADMINISTRATION

a. DO SCHOOL OFFICIALS UNDERSTAND THE PROCEDURES FOR PAYMENT/REIMBURSEMENT OF JROTC INSTRUCTORS? —l YES ::| MO

b. WHAT LENGTH CONTRACT WILL JROTC INSTRUCTORS BE OFFERED? 1 11 mONTH ] 12 MONTH

€. WILL THE SCHOOL PAY JROTC INSTRUCTORS THE MINIMUM, OR DOES THE SCHOOL SYSTEM HAVE PAY SCALES ABOVE THOSE FIGUREST

d. WILL THE SCHOOL PAY JROTC INSTRUCTORS FOR COACHING DUTIES riffe/drill reams)? Tlves [ | no

8. WILL THE JROTC DEPARTMENT BE ALLOCATED A PORTION OF THE SCHOOL'S BUDGET? [ves [ |wo
WHAT IS THE ESTIMATED ANNUAL FIGURE?

f, WILL CREDIT BE AWARDED FOR JROTC PARTICIPATION? | | YES | | NO HOW MUCH PER YEAR?
WILL THIS CREDIT COUNT TOWARD || GPA | | GRADUATION

g WILL JROTC INSTRUCTORS BE REQUIRED TO MEET CERTAIN STANDARDS FOR CERTIFICATION? | YES j [1s]
h. WILL JROTC INSTRUCTORS BE REQUIRED TO JOIM A TEACHERS' UNIONT? I_l YES : NO
PAGE 3, DA FORM 7410, MAR 2000 UEARA V1.50
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EVALUATION WORKSHEET POTENTIAL ARMY JUNIOR ROTC PROGRAM (Continued)

RECOMMENDATIONS

f. REMARKS

a. j RECOMMEND IMMEDIATE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ARMY JROTC UNIT AT THIS SCHOOL,

¢ | | RECOMMEND AGAINST ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ARMY JROTC UNIT AT THIS SCHOOL FOR THE REASDNS SPECIFIED BELOW.

d. | | IS SCHOOL ENROLLMENT APPROACHING CAPACITY? (Explain expansion plan in remarks.)

b. _] THE SCHOOL DOES NOT PRESENTLY HAVE ALL REQUIRED FACILITIES AVAILABLE, BUT SCHOOL AUTHORITIES HAVE AGREED TO PROVIDE SUCH
FACILITIES BEFORE OR DURING THE FIRST YEAR OF JROTC TRAINING, WITHIN THE TIME-TABLE SPECIFIED BELOW. RECOMMEND IMMEDIATE
ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ARMY JROTC UNIT AT THIS SCHOOL.

e L LIST VOCATIONAL ELECTIVES AND EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL OF A JROTC PROGRAM TO COMPETE FOR A CROSS SECTION OF THE SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT. (Explain in remarks.)

7.

EVALUATING OFFICER

TYPE NAME AND TITLE

SIGNATURE

DATE

PAGE 4, DA FORM 7410, MAR 2000
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Appendix K—NDCC/JROTC Application
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Appendix L — Staffing Projections

SALARY | YR1 | Projected Salary, YR 2 | Projected Salary, 2% | YR3 | Projected Salary, YR4 | Projected
Cost 2% Cost increase Cost 2% Cost
increase increase

Academy Director 130,000 | 1 $130,000 $132,600 |1 $132,600 $135,252 1 $135,252 $137,957 | 1 $137,957
(Overall leader)
Principal - Secondary | 130,000 | O S0 $132,600 | O SO $135,252 1 $135,252 $137,957 | 1 $137,957
Principal - Middle 130,000 | O S0 $132,600 | O SO $135,252 1 $135,252 $137,957 | 1 $137,957
Assistant Principal 104,000 | O S0 $106,080 | O SO $108,202 1 $108,202 $110,366 | 2 $220,731
Commandant 117,000 | 1 $117,000 $119,340 |1 $119,340 $121,727 1 $121,727 $124,161 | 1 $124,161
JROTC Instructor 66,000 2 $132,000 $67,320 3 $201,960 $68,666 4 $274,666 $70,040 |5 $350,199
(Under JROTC, 50%
cost shared by US
Army)
Leadership 66,000 0 S0 $67,320 0 SO $68,666 1 $68,666 $70,040 |1 $70,040
Instructor (Medal of
Honor Instructor,
MS level)
Home School 38,000 1 $38,000 $38,760 1 $38,760 $39,535 1 $39,535 $40,326 |1 $40,326
Assistant
Office Clerk 44,000 1 $44,000 $44,880 1 $44,880 $45,778 2 $91,555 $46,693 | 2 $93,386
Sr. School Secretary | 56,000 1 $56,000 $57,120 1 $57,120 $58,262 2 $116,525 $59,428 | 2 $118,855
Custodial Assistants | 32,000 2 $64,000 $32,640 2 $65,280 $33,293 3 $99,878 $33,959 | 4 $135,835
Assistant Custodian 40,000 0 SO $40,800 1 $40,800 $41,616 1 $41,616 $42,448 | 1 $42,448
Engineer
Custodian Engineer 58,000 1 $58,000 $59,160 1 $59,160 $60,343 $60,343 $61,550 $61,550
School Sentry (Crisis | 28,000 2 $56,000 $28,560 3 $85,680 $29,131 4 $116,525 $29,714 | 4 $118,855
Interventionist
Model)
Teacher Assistant (1 | 30,000 7 $210,000 $30,600 13 $397,800 $31,212 22 $686,664 $31,836 | 30 $955,087
per core teacher, .3
per other electives
and non-core)
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TCHR - Vocal Music 63,000 0 S0 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 | 1 $66,856
TCHR - Phys Ed 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 2 $131,090 $66,856 | 3 $200,568
TCHR - Art 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 | 1 $66,856
TCHR - Instr Music 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 | 1 $66,856
TCHR - Technology 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 2 $131,090 $66,856 | 3 $200,568
TCHR - 63,000 0 S0 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 | 2 $133,712
Business/Marketing

TCHR - English 63,000 1.5 $94,500 $64,260 3 $192,780 $65,545 5 $327,726 $66,856 | 6 $401,137
TCHR - Health 63,000 $0 $64,260 0.5 | $32,130 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 $133,712
TCHR - Foreign 63,000 $63,000 $64,260 2 $128,520 $65,545 3 $196,636 $66,856 | 4 $267,424
Language

TCHR - Math 63,000 1.5 $94,500 $64,260 3 $192,780 $65,545 $327,726 $66,856 | 6 $401,137
TCHR - Science 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 2 $128,520 $65,545 $262,181 $66,856 | 6 $401,137
TCHR - Social Studies | 63,000 $63,000 $64,260 2 $128,520 $65,545 $262,181 $66,856 | 6 $401,137
TCHR - ESOL 63,000 0.5 $31,500 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 1.5 $98,318 $66,856 | 2 $133,712
TCHR - Special Ed 63,000 $126,000 $64,260 4 $257,040 $65,545 6 $393,271 $66,856 | 8 $534,849
Per diem building 42,000 0 S0 $42,840 1 $42,840 $43,697 $43,697 $44,571 2 $89,141
Teacher

Counselor 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 1 $64,260 $65,545 3 $196,636 $66,856 $267,424
School Psychologist 63,000 0.3 $18,900 $64,260 0.5 | S$32,130 $65,545 $65,545 $66,856 $66,856
School Social 63,000 1 $63,000 $64,260 2 $128,520 $65,545 3 $196,636 $66,856 | 4 $267,424
Worker

Nurse 50,000 0.5 $25,000 $51,000 0.5 | $25,500 $52,020 1 $52,020 $53,060 | 1.5 $79,591
Librarian 63,000 0.5 $31,500 $64,260 0.5 | S$32,130 $65,545 1 $65,545 $66,856 | 1 $66,856
TOTALS 34.8 | $1,893,900 57 $3,078,870 93.5 | $5,309,681 121.5 | $6,992,300
Administrative Staff 2 247,000 2 251,940 5 635,684 6 758,764
Teaching Staff 14.5 | 919,500 27.5 | 1,754,910 43,5 | 2,844,974 59 3,919,041
Non-teaching Staff 33 201,400 4.5 | 282,540 9 576,382 11.5 | 748,152
Support Staff 15 526,000 23 789,480 36 1,252,642 45 1,566,343
Teacher:student 5.2 55 6.9 7.6

ratio
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