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About The Finance Project
Helping leader finance and sustain initiatives that lead to better futures for children, families,
and communities.

The Finance Project is an independent nonprofit research, consulting, technical assistance, and
training firm for public-and private-sector leaders nationwide. It specializes in helping leaders
plan and implement financing and sustainability strategies for initiatives that benefit children,
families, and communities. Through a broad array of tools, products, and services, The Finance
Project helps leaders make smart investment decisions, develop sound financing strategies, and
build solid partnerships. To learn more, visit www.financeproject.org.

About Augenblick, Palaich and Associates

Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) is a Denver based education policy consulting firm.
Over the firm’s 30 year history APA has worked in all fifty states and the District of Columbia.
It provides consulting on school finance, teacher quality, and early-childhood education along
with providing evaluation services for large and small scale programs. APA is also a partner in
the Central States Regional Education Lab (REL Central).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the past two decades, increased accountability for student, school, and district
performance has increased pressure on public education systems to ensure all students enter
school ready to learn and leave school with the tools and skills they need to succeed in life. In
this environment of increased rigor and accountability, the adequacy of public education funding
is being debated across the nation. More recently, states that have adopted the Common Core
State Standards are grappling with the relationship between higher performance expectations and
the adequacy of public education funding.

The District of Columbia (DC), which adopted the common standards in 2010, is no stranger to
this debate. As in many states, DC officials have developed academic standards and timetables to
achieve performance expectations. They also have created accountability systems with
consequences for schools that fail to meet the targets. Unfortunately, however, these expectations
and ramifications have been created without a sound, data-driven understanding of what it
actually costs for schools to meet desired outcomes based on current standards and, when they
are fully implemented, the new Common Core State Standards.

The District is at the forefront of another emerging trend—namely, the growth of the public
charter school sector. In 2013, charter schools are educating nearly half of the public school
population. For several years now, differences in the level of resources allocated to District of
Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) and public charter schools have been particularly concerning.
DC law requires the use of a uniform enrollment-based funding formula for operating expenses
that is applicable to both sectors, the Uniform Per Student Funding Formula (UPSFF).!
Additionally, it requires that any costs funded within the formula should not also be funded
outside the formula. Moreover, services provided by DC government agencies outside the
UPSFF must be equally available to DCPS and public charter schools.? Charter school advocates
and leaders have expressed concern that DC officials have not always followed these mandates.

This education adequacy study addresses the fundamental question of what it actually costs to
provide an educational experience that will enable all DC three-year-olds in prekindergarten
(pre-K3 and pre-K4), students in kindergarten, students in grades 1 through 12, and adult
learners to meet not only current academic performance standards, but also the new common
standards. It also addresses the issue of equity between DCPS and public charter schools and
gives policymakers recommendations for meeting the District’s obligation to provide equitable
funding across sectors. Finally, the study aims to ensure that transparency exists on what costs
are included in the UPSFF and what costs are covered outside the formula in the District of
Columbia.

The Deputy Mayor for Education (DME) selected The Finance Project (TFP), a Washington,
DC-based social policy research and technical assistance firm, in partnership with Augenblick,
Palaich and Associates, Inc. (APA), a Denver-based education consulting firm, through a request
for proposal process to undertake the education adequacy study. The study was recommended by

! DC Official Code §1804.01.
2 DC Official Code § 38-2913.
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the DC Public Education Finance Reform Commission in its February 2012 report to the Mayor
and the DC Council. The TFP/APA study team produced the findings in this report based on a
rigorous 15-month study.

Background and Context

The UPSFF was established pursuant to legislation enacted in 1996 that mandated uniform
funding for all public education students, regardless of the school they attend. The funding
formula calculates funding based on students and their characteristics, not on school or local
educational agency (LEA) differences or sector differences. This uniformity requirement applies
only to local funding, not to federal or private funding. It only affects the operating budgets of
DCPS and public charter schools, not capital budgets and investments.

The UPSFF is intended to fund all the school-level and system-level operations for which DCPS
and public charter schools are responsible, including instructional programs, student support
services, noninstructional services (e.g., facilities maintenance and operations), and
administrative functions. It is not, however, the only local source through which DCPS or public
charter schools are funded. Both sectors also receive services—and the related monetary
benefit—from other DC government agencies, though DCPS receives a significantly larger
share, in total and on a per-student basis. Additionally, both DCPS and charter schools receive
federal categorical program funding, private funding, and in-kind benefits from foundations,
private donors, and community partner organizations that supplement funding through the
UPSFF.

Beginning in 1996, DC education and other government officials, along with local education
experts and advocates and representatives of the OCFO, the Mayor’s office, the DC Council,
conducted several common practice studies to calculate the costs of a market basket of
educational goods and services to be covered by the UPSFF foundation amount. The market
basket had nine general categories of expenses:*
= Classroom staff: teachers and aides;
= School administration: principal, assistant principal, administrative aide, business
manager, and clerks;
= Direct services to students: texts, instructional technology, sports/athletics, and student
services;
= Facility operations support: utilities, maintenance, custodial, and security;
= Central management: central administration, instructional support, business, and
noninstructional services;
= Schoolwide staff: substitute teachers, coaches, librarian, program coordinator, counselors,
social workers, and psychologists;
= Nonpersonal services/programs: field trips and supplies and materials;
= Instructional support: professional development and school improvement efforts; and
= Other school-based costs: technology, food service, and miscellaneous.

These common practice studies provided a rough baseline for per-student education funding, but
they had several significant weaknesses. For example, they illustrated but did not define

® Deborah Gist, Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “The Uniform Per Student Funding Formula,”
PowerPoint presentation to the Executive Office of the Mayor, January 30, 2008.
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functions that should be covered by uniformity and adequacy. Most importantly, they did not
take into consideration educational requirements to adequately prepare students with different
characteristics and learning needs to meet District academic standards. The DC Education
Adequacy Study marks the first time the DC government has commissioned a methodologically
rigorous analysis of the costs of providing an educational program that supports all students in
meeting academic performance standards.

Methodology
The TFP/APA study team employed a blend of two nationally recognized and accepted
methodologies and incorporated elements of a third methodology:

= A professional judgment panel (PJ), which relies on the expertise and experience of
professional educators to specify the resources, staff, and programs that schools at each
level need to enable students to meet academic performance expectations as well as the
system-level resources to support effective educational operations in single and
multicampus systems. Ten PJ panels were convened to address school-specific resource
needs for general education students and for students with identified learning needs.
Three additional system-level panels were convened to identify sector-specific resources.
This approach also incorporated elements of the evidence-based approach (EB), which
draws on education research to help determine how resources should be deployed in
schools so students can best meet performance expectations. Resource specifications
documented in educational research were used as a starting point for the PJ panel
deliberations and to benchmark results.* However, the study team did not undertake a full
independent review of the evidence base.

= A successful schools study (SS), which provides information about the cost of serving
students without identified learning needs in a general education setting with no special
circumstances; the SS study does not provide information on students with identified
learning needs. This approach was used to examine the spending of high-performing
schools—both DCPS and public charter schools—as measured against DC academic
performance standards, growth in student performance, and the whole school
environment.

Additionally, the study team conducted several focus groups and individual interviews with key
stakeholders, who contributed specific information to help fill gaps, clarify issues, and verify
findings from other sources. Additional revenue and cost analyses were conducted using data
provided by DCPS, the Public Charter School Board (PCSB), and various city agencies,
including the :

= Department of General Services (DGS),

= Department of Health (DOH),

= Department of Behavioral Health (DBH),

= Department of Transportation (DDOT),

= Metropolitan Police Department (MPD),

* Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available Evidence to Estimate the Cost of
Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.
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= Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO),

= Office of the Attorney General (OAG),

= Office of Contracting and Procurement (OCP),

= Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTQO), and

= Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).

The study also ensured broad outreach and participation among DC education audiences and
constituencies at all stages of the work, including public officials in relevant positions across DC
government (e.g., including the Executive Office of the Mayor, the DC Council), OCFO, OSSE,
DCPS, PCSB, public charter school leaders and administrators, professional educators at all
levels, and public and charter school advocates. Finally, the study team relied on an Advisory
Group of national and local experts in education policy, education programs, and education
finance to provide input on the design and execution of the study and on the interpretation of the
findings.

School-Level Resource Specifications
The school-level professional judgment panels—informed by the evidence base—developed
specifications on the quantity and types of resources required to provide an adequate education to
all DC students at each school level®:

= Elementary Schools—prekindergarten for three- and four-year-olds, kindergarten, and

grades 1 through 5

= Middle Schools—grades 6 through 8

= High Schools—grades 9 through 12

= Adult Education Programs

= Alternative Schools

For each school level, the panelists worked together to achieve consensus on resource
requirements, including instructional staff, student support staff, and administrative staff, as well
as other educational resources and technology hardware, for representative schools at each level.
Throughout the panels’ deliberations, DCPS and public charter school educators and
administrators consistently agreed on the general quantity, quality, and types of resources
required for all students to succeed in representative schools, even though no one panelist might
allocate resources specifically as they are listed. These resource specifications are not intended to
serve as a prescription for how individual schools should be staffed and how school leaders
should expend their budget. Instead, the resources identified by the PJ panels are specifications
for the purpose of costing out education adequacy. In the best-case scenario, LEAs would receive
adequate funding and school leaders would have discretion to allocate resources for staff and
other direct costs according to their school’s specific needs and priorities.

The school-level PJ panels, using the education research evidence base as a point of departure,
developed detailed resource specifications for instructional programs, student support services,
administration, technology hardware, and other educational resources at each school level (i.e.,
elementary, middle, high, adult, and alternative). PJ panels for students with identified needs
were appointed to specify additional school-level and other resources needed to educate students

® The professional judgment panels did not develop specifications for special education schools. The weight for
special education schools was held constant.
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with identified learning needs, including English language learners (ELLS), students at risk of
academic failure, and special education students, Levels 1-4.° The judgments of these panels
were supplemented with information from interviews and additional data analysis.

These school-level PJ panel resource specifications were subsequently reviewed by the system-
level panels (the DCPS- and public charter school-specific panels that were composed of central
office staff and other individuals who provide administrative support to DCPS and public charter
schools). The results of all 10 PJ panels were subsequently reviewed by the Advisory Group. In
some cases, the school-level specifications were adjusted based on the recommendations of other
panels. The resource specifications were finalized based on the Advisory Group review and were
adopted as the study recommendations for costing out purposes. They include extended-day and
extended-year programs for at-risk students, summer bridge programs for transitioning 9th
graders, and comprehensive technology to support differentiated classroom instruction (see
Table 1).

Table ES1: Instructional and Student Support Specifications
Included in the Proposed UPSFF Base Funding Level and Weights®

e Small class sizes: 15:1 in K-grade 3 and 25:1 in all other grades (consistent with evidence-based
work).

e Block schedule in middle schools and high schools.

e Teacher planning time (through use of nonclassroom teacher staffing at elementary schools and
block schedule in secondary schools).

o Librarians and media specialists.

o Support for embedded educator effectiveness, including 3 to 5 additional days (13 to 15 days total)
of professional development and instructional coaching for teachers.

¢ Ahigh level of noninstructional pupil support (counselors, social workers, and psychologists) for all
students (280:1 in elementary school to 140:1 in high school).

¢ School-level administration, including principals and at least a 0.5 assistant principal at each school
(1.0 at high school), plus deans, department chairs, and data managers at the high school level.

o Office support, including office managers, business managers, registrars, and additional clerical
staff,

o Full-time substitutes at the elementary school and middle school levels.

o Additional staff to support special needs students---at-risk students, English language learners, and
special education students.

o At-risk students: additional teachers to lower class sizes for at-risk students in secondary
schools; additional pupil support positions (roughly 100:1); interventionists (100:1); and district-
level services.

o English language learners: ELL teachers (15:1 for Levels 1 and 2, 22:1 for Level 3); pupil
support positions (100:1); bilingual aides (50:1); bilingual service provider (ELL coordinator)
positions; and district-level services.

® Special education students are categorized into four levels of need, according to the number of hours per week they
require specialized services.
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Table ES1: Instructional and Student Support Specifications
Included in the Proposed UPSFF Base Funding Level and Weights, continued”

o Special education students: Special education teachers (ranging from 22:1 to 8:1 by level of
need); instructional aides for higher need levels; additional pupil support (psychologists and
social workers) and therapist support (speech, occupational, and physical therapy); school-level
special education coordinators; and district-level services.

o Before- and after-school programs for at-risk students and ELL students (100% of at risk and Level
1 and Level 2 ELL students).

e Summer school for at-risk and ELL students (100% of at-risk students and all Level 1 and Level 2
ELL students); and summer bridge programs for students entering 9th grade.

e Prekindergarten for three- and four-year-olds (program the same for both age groups).

o A technology-rich environment, including all classrooms with computer(s), document cameras, and
SMART Boards/projectors; fixed and mobile labs; faculty laptops; and 1:1 mobile devices
(tablets/netbooks) for high school students that can be used, for example, for blended learning and
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) assessments.

e District- level administration and services at current levels.

Note: * These specifications are not intended to be prescriptive for how individual schools should be staffed or how school
leaders should expend their budget.

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

School Sizes and Profiles for Costing Out
The PJ panels developed resource specifications for representative schools of two sizes at each
level: elementary, middle, and high school. They also developed specifications for adult
education and alternative schools/programs. These sizes were determined based on an initial
review of DCPS and public charter schools at each level, which showed the size range and
distribution. For example, the PJ panels provided resource specifications for an elementary
school with 210 students (i.e., a small elementary school) and another for 420 students (i.e., a
large elementary school).

Based on the profile of DC students citywide, these representative schools were assumed to have
students with the following characteristics:
= 70 percent of students eligible for free and reduced-price school meals;
= 9 percent of students who are English language learners; and
= 17 percent of students who are identified as requiring special education and having
individualized education plans (IEPs) designed to address their learning needs.

Class Sizes

Using a combination of information from the evidence base, legal mandates, and professional
judgments, class sizes were identified for each grade level for costing out purposes. For
elementary students, the PJ panel called for class sizes in pre-K3 and pre-K4 of 15:1, with a
teacher and an aide. For kindergarten through grade 3, the panels specified a student class size of
15:1. For grades 4 and 5, the panelists called for a class size of 25:1. The middle school and high
school panels also specified a class size of 25:1, with a block schedule that enables teachers to
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have ample time for planning and coordinating with other teachers and specialists. For adult
learning centers and alternative schools and education programs for students who have not been
successful in regular high schools, panelists specified small class sizes of 15:1. In calculating the
school-level base cost, the study team used the DCPS average salary scale.

Students At Risk of Academic Failure

Each school-level and identified learning needs panel specified additional instructional and
student support resources for students at risk of academic failure because of different risk factors,
including economic disadvantage and disconnection from families and other key institutional
supports. Typically, in studies of this kind, these at-risk students are identified by low-income
status based on their eligibility for free and reduced-price school meals. In the District, however,
using such eligibility as a proxy for at risk is problematic. Many DC schools have a very high
proportion of students who qualify for free and reduced-price school meals. Moreover, in recent
years, the city has moved toward the Community Eligibility Option (CEO) under the National
School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School Breakfast Program (SBP) and away from identifying
individual students’ eligibility for free and reduced-priced school meals. Adopting a presumptive
community eligibility policy declares that entire schools can qualify to receive free meals if 40
percent or more of their student population receives Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) or Supplemental Nutrition Assistance (SNAP or food stamps), are homeless, or are in
foster care.

As a result, the study team determined that a more targeted definition of at risk of academic
failure is needed for purposes of allocating additional education funding beyond the base-level
amount. Accordingly, the study team recommended a working definition based on three relevant
criteria:

= Students who are in foster care;

= Students who are homeless; and

= Students who live in low-income families eligible for TANF.

Many stakeholders have expressed concern that these criteria are too narrow and will exclude
some students who are genuinely at risk. Others remarked that using eligibility for free and
reduced-price school meals as a proxy for at risk would overfund schools that have a high
percentage of low- and moderate-income students who would qualify for subsidized meals but
are not truly at risk of academic failure. The study team recognizes the deficiencies in the
proposed working definition. Therefore, as it is ultimately a policy decision for the Mayor and
the DC Council to define at-risk status, the study team urges DC education leaders to engage
stakeholders further to help refine the definition of at risk so it is targeted to the District’s needs;
and align the criteria for determining eligibility with the early warning system for identifying
students at risk of academic failure that OSSE is developing.

Across elementary, middle, and high schools, the PJ panels specified significant additional
instructional, student support, administrative, and other personnel to be dedicated to serving and
supporting students at risk of academic failure.
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Students with Other Identified Learning Needs

Developing resource specifications for Levels 1-4 special education students proved difficult. In
part, this reflects different professional perspectives on the levels and balance of additional
instructional programming, student support, and therapeutic services these students need to be
successful learners. However, based on the PJ deliberations; significant additional information
and review by staff at OSSE, DCPS, and PCSB; and review by outside experts in special
education programs, the study team concluded that increases above the base level of funding for
general education students are needed to pay for additional instructional staff—special education
teachers, instructional aides, and a part-time adaptive physical education teacher—as well as
student support staff—social workers and specialized therapists (e.g., behavioral, occupational,
and speech therapists) for Levels 1-4 special education students. Panelists also called for
additional administrative support from a special education coordinator.

The PJ panel went through the same process for English language learners and adult education
and alternative students, identifying specific resources needed to effectively support successful
learning. This included adding additional instructional and student support resources as well as
administrative resources.

The elementary and middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panels highlighted the
importance of offering appropriate educational opportunities to gifted and talented students at
each grade level as well as to those with other learning needs. Although the panelists did not
offer detailed resource specifications for this category of students, they urged greater attention
and investment in developing appropriate programs and learning opportunities for exceptionally
able students and ensuring that adequate resources are available to fully implement them.

Technology and Hardware

All of the school-level PJ panels highlighted the importance of significant investments in
computer technology hardware, software, and wireless capacity. Students need to develop
computer literacy to be successful in a digital age. Technology plays an increasingly greater role
in the classroom, in the workplace, and in all domains of daily life. The PJ panels for all school
levels and for students with identified learning needs recognized that the use of technology can
be an effective tool for instructional differentiation and engagement for students with different
learning needs. Also, the elementary, middle, and high school PJ panels noted that, to administer
the new Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) exams,
schools will need the capacity to have all students complete the assessments online. The adult
education and alternative schools PJ panel called for the development of hybrid learning
programs that enable students to complete coursework and testing virtually as well as in the
classroom.

System-Level Resource Specifications

The system-level PJ panels were charged with identifying LEA support, services, and resources
that are needed above those specified at the school level to ensure schools can address the
learning needs of general education students and students with identified learning needs. All
LEAs, regardless of size, have the same responsibilities to provide management, administrative,
and oversight functions, such as governance, budgeting and financial management, human
resources management, professional development, curriculum and program support, procurement
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of textbooks and supplies, communications and outreach, risk management, and legal assistance.
In addition, large LEASs also need funding for responsibilities related to coordination and
communication across schools in a multicampus system.

Because DCPS and public charter schools are structured and managed so differently, the system-
level PJ panels reviewed the work of the school-level panels and developed separate
specifications for costing out resources needed for each sector rather than developing a single
unified system-level cost estimate. The LEA-level resource specifications developed by the two
system-level PJ panels were reviewed by the Advisory Group. Where the Advisory Group raised
questions, the study team tried to gather relevant comparative data to refine the resource
specifications that were the basis for the cost estimates. To develop uniform system-level costs
across the sectors for the overall UPSFF base funding level, the study team calculated the
average of projected system costs for DCPS and charter schools.

Facilities Maintenance and Operations Costs

The study team’s analysis of system-level costs shows that facilities maintenance and operations
(M&O) costs are a significant cost driver. Additionally, these costs vary significantly between
DCPS and public charter schools, with DCPS M&O costs being much higher than those of
public charter schools.

Some of this difference may be due to the fact that LEASs in the District do not use a uniform
accounting protocol for categorizing M&O costs, which makes it difficult to isolate relevant
expenditures and compare levels of spending across LEAs. For example, custodial services are
underestimated in public charter school calculations because often they cannot be isolated from
lease costs or other vendor contracts. Similarly, M&O costs are likely overestimated for DCPS
because they include expenses for vacant and underutilized space in schools (see Table 2).

To some extent, M&O cost differences between the two sectors may also reflect the fact that
DCPS uses union labor for all engineers, technicians, custodians, and other maintenance
personnel and is subject to collective bargaining on compensation and work rules. In contrast,
public charter schools have the flexibility to negotiate contracts with outside vendors based on
lower wage rates.

To develop a uniform basis for calculating space costs for DCPS and public charter schools, the
study team developed a per-square-foot M&O cost rate based on the current rate for DCPS
schools. To derive an equitable per-student M&O cost at each school level, the study team
applied the per-square-foot rate to the number of square feet of space recommended for students
at each grade level in the DCPS design guidelines. It then used student enrollment data to
determine the amount of funding that should be allocated to DCPS and public charter schools.

The study team used DCPS design guidelines’ to identify the number of square feet of school
facility space per student that is needed to support an adequate education. These recommended
space requirements, which differ depending on the school level, are based on space
specifications that were developed for DCPS in conjunction with the DGS and are used to guide
the construction of DCPS buildings. Following are total per-student space requirements:

" «District of Columbia Public Schools Design Guidelines: 2009,” as amended in 2012, www.dcps.dc.gov.
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= Elementary schools: 150 square feet per student

= Middle schools: 170 square feet per student

= High schools: 192 square feet per student

= Adult education and alternative schools/programs: 170 square feet per student
= Special education schools: 192 square feet per student.?

The study team collected available M&O cost data for DCPS and public charter schools. Charter
school M&O costs also include property taxes and property insurance that are not charged to
DCPS. However, not all categories of maintenance and operations are reported uniformly for
charters. Because it was not possible to calculate an accurate actual M&O cost for public charter
schools, the study team used the DCPS average cost per weighted square foot for an average
elementary, middle, and high school to determine the relevant facilities M&O costs that should
be factored into the UPSFF. The cost was weighted by the total square feet for each school-level
building.

The study team developed an average M&O cost for three grade levels: elementary, middle, and
high school. (It applied either the middle school or the high school rate to other types of
programs that were not specifically called out in the DCPS design guidelines, such as alternative
and adult education programs/schools and stand-alone special education schools.) Following are
the average M&O costs:

= $1,071 for each elementary school student;

= $1,209 for each middle school student;

= $1,342 for each high school student;

= $1,209 for each adult education and alternative student; and

= $1,342 for students who attend stand-alone special education schools.

® The design guidelines do not include a recommended amount of square feet per adult education or alternative
student. After consulting with education experts, the study team determined the middle school specification was
sufficient, because these programs do not require the larger space requirements of a full high school education.
Stakeholders recommended that the high school specification be applied to special education schools.
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Table ES2: Total Facilities Maintenance and Operations Costs for

District of Columbia Public Schools and Public Charter Schools

(Fiscal 2013 and Fiscal 2014 Budgeted Amounts)

Charter School Leased and

Maintenance and Operations DCPS Owned Buildings

Cost Per Cost Per
Cost Category Total Cost Student! Total Cost Student?
Custodial3 $22,705,916 $493 N/A N/A
Facility maintenance and
Operations $45,503,000 $988 | $12,620,844 $263
Utilities $28,385,6374 $616 $7,542,441 $440
Real Estate Taxes
(if applicable) $553,784 $19
Property Insurance $1,063,241 $37
(otal laintenance and $96,594,553 |  $2,007* | $21,770,310° §759

perations

Notes:

1 Figure is based on projected DCPS enrollments for school year 2013-2014 of 46,059.

2 Figure is based on public charter school enrollment for school year 2012-2013 of 28,667 for schools with data.

3 Charter total M&O costs are underestimated, because custodial costs cannot accurately be determined.

4 Figure reflects costs for custodial and utilities in DCPS fiscal 2014 budget; utilities cost represents total for gas, water, and
electricity for DCPS portfolio, excluding main office.

Sources: Department of general services fiscal 2014 budget for Facilities—Public Education; and public charter facilities data
from the local educational agency’s annual report to the Public Charter School Board for 2012-2013.

Capital Investments

Although the study team examined information on facility and capital investments by DCPS and
public charter schools, available financial data were insufficient to fully assess public charter
school costs and develop a meaningful assessment of their adequacy. It was also impossible to
develop a sound comparison to DCPS spending.

DGS provides funding for new DCPS construction, renovation, and upgrading of school
buildings and grounds based on a capital improvement plan that prioritizes school improvement
projects. During the 22-year period for which actual and projected expenditure information is
available, the study team estimates DCPS capital investments of approximately $4,961 per
student per year.

Public charter schools receive an annual charter facilities allowance of $3,000 per student to
cover the acquisition, lease, and improvement of school facilities. Available data suggest that
facility-associated investments and indirect costs in leased and owned buildings and grounds are
approximately this amount on an annual per-student basis. However, facility investment and
lease costs for public charter schools are much more difficult to discern, because no standard
approach to investment or accepted method of accounting for costs exists. The lack of a single
accepted chart of accounts for presenting expenditures, including those for facility and capital
investment and leases, as well as facilities M&O, made it impossible for the study team to
develop a reliable facility and capital cost estimate for public charter schools.
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Due to these constraints, the study team determined it is not possible to effectively assess the
adequacy of current levels of capital investment for DCPS and facilities capital investment and
leases for public charter schools. Therefore, the District should maintain the current public
charter school facilities allowance pending further financial analysis based on uniform data
reporting by charter LEASs on their facility and capital expenditures.

Funding Outside the UPSFF

The system-level analysis examined how costs related to instructional operations and facilities
M&O for both sectors are currently covered within and outside the UPSFF. Several school-level
and system-level costs are covered—in whole or in part—by other DC government agencies for
both sectors, including student health and mental health personnel, crossing guards, and school
resource officers. Despite DC legal requirements that costs funded through the UPSFF should
not also be funded outside the formula, DCPS receives additional outside funding for various
administrative services. Moreover, DGS funds approximately 40 percent of DCPS facilities
M&O costs (see Table 3). Table 3 shows that DCPS is projected to receive more support overall
from these sources in school year 2013-2014, and it receives more than twice as much on a per-
student basis as public charter schools. These differences affect system-level resource
specifications and costs for DCPS and public charter schools.
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Table ES3: Comparison of Benefits Provided by DC Agencies to
District of Columbia Public Schools and Public Charter Schools

(Projected Total Value and Per-Student Share in Fiscal 2013 and Fiscal 2014)*

. Cost of Benefits
Cost of Benefits Provided to
DC Government Agency Provided to . Total
Public Charter
DCPS
Schools
$12,750,000 $4,250,000
Department of Health $17,000,000
($277) ($114)
i $3,420,594 $1,026,177
Department of Health and Behavioral $4.446,771
Health ($74) ($27)
$2,442,000
Office of the Attorney General $2,442,000
($53)
. $2,280
Office of Contracts and Procurement $2,280
($0.05)
, . , $1,914,110
Office of the Chief Technology Officer $1,914,110
($42)
Department of General Services $45,503,000 $45,503,000
($988)
Public Charter School Board $1,161,000
Appropriation ($31) §1,161,000
Total $66,031,984 $5,276,177 | $71,308,161
Per-Student Share of Cost $1,434 $141 $854

Notes:

*Additional resources to remain outside the UPSFF include school resource officers (SROs) allocated cross-sector, totaling
$8,186,239 in fiscal 2013; this includes 26 SROs allocated to DCPS, totaling $2,149,921; 15 SROs allocated to public charter
schools, totaling $1,240,339; and 58 roving officers and officials assigned cross-sector, totaling $4,795,979. It also includes
department of transportation crossing guards allocated cross-sector, totaling $3,050,000 in fiscal 2013.

" *Figures are calculated based on 2013-2014 projected enrollment numbers.

Sources: Data from office of contracting and procurement based on annual costs; data from department of health and
department of behavioral health based on fiscal 2013 costs; and data from Public Charter School Board, Office of the Attorney
General, Office of the Chief Technology Officer, and Department of General Services based on fiscal 2014 budget.
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Recommendations

At each stage of its work, from study design through data collection, analysis, and formulation of
findings and recommendations, the TFP/APA study team was guided by the principles outlined
in the introduction to this report. Of particular concern in formulating the recommendations was
ensuring that suggested changes in the Uniform Per Student Funding Formula are clearly focused
on achieving adequacy, equity, and transparency in education funding in the District of
Columbia.

The Mayor and DC Council have increased funding for general education and for special
education during the past several years. However, as shown in the successful schools study and
the cost estimation based on the professional judgment panels, current funding through the
UPSFF has not kept up with the cost of educating students in DCPS and public charter schools.
This is due to several factors that impact education costs:
= Characteristics of the student population. The District has a high proportion of students
from low-income, severely disadvantaged, and non-English-speaking families. These
students require additional instructional resources and student support services to be
successful learners.

= High labor costs. The high cost of living in the city and metropolitan area and the
predominance of a unionized workforce in DCPS means the District has a relatively high
wage scale for educators.

= Education reform. The District of Columbia, along with many states across the nation, is
taking steps to implement the Common Core State Standards for kindergarten through
grade 12. This will require significant investments in new and upgraded curricula,
instructional programs, assessment, and professional development. It will also require
increased coordination across grade levels and schools.

= Commitment to equity between sectors. By law, the District must provide operating funds
through the UPSFF to both DCPS and public charter schools. Meeting this obligation
requires additional resources because of past differences in funding between the sectors.

Despite the current level of education funding, the UPSFF will need to be increased to ensure all
schools have the resources they need to enable students to successfully meet DC academic
performance standards. The UPSFF should also include additional funding to address the
learning needs of students at risk of academic failure.

DC education funding also is inequitable, as shown in the study team’s analyses of current
spending on DCPS and public charter schools. The School Reform Act requires uniform funding
of operating expenses for both DCPS and public charter schools.® Both DCPS and public charter
schools depend on additional resources provided by other DC government agencies to cover the
costs of some school-based programs and services (e.g., school nurses, social workers, school
crossing guards, and school resource officers). To the extent additional services are available to
DCPS, they must be equally available to public charter schools. However, DCPS receives

® As noted in this report, there is no such requirement for capital expense.
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significantly more than public charter schools, in total and on a per-student basis. Additionally,
DGS funds approximately 40 percent of facilities maintenance and operations costs for DCPS
schools and some of its administrative offices. Other city agencies subsidize or perform various
central office functions for DCPS.

These disparities in funding are contrary to DC law, which mandates that DCPS and public
charter schools be funded through the UPSFF for operating expenses, that services be provided
by DC government agencies on an equal basis, and that costs covered by the UPSFF should not
also be funded by other DC agencies and offices.'® The differences also have become a source of
significant tension between the two sectors. Against this backdrop, the study team was keenly
focused on ensuring that its recommendations for restructuring and resetting the UPSFF address
these issues and create greater equity between DCPS and public charter schools. The study team
also sought to ensure all schools are funded at a level that will enable all students to meet
academic performance standards.

Recommendations based on the findings of the DC Education Adequacy Study are organized
under six broad headings:
= Restructuring education funding through the UPSFF to explicitly address facilities
maintenance and operations costs;
= Resetting the UPSFF base level and weights;
= Maintaining the capital facilities allowance for public charter schools pending further
analysis;
= Ensuring local funding flows through the UPSFF with specific and limited exceptions;
= Creating greater transparency and accountability in education budgeting, resource
allocation, and reporting; and
= Updating the UPSFF regularly.

Restructuring the UPSFF to Explicitly Address Facilities Maintenance and Operations Costs
Currently, the UPSFF includes funding to cover the per-student costs for both instructional
operating allocations and facilities M&O allocations, though they are not disaggregated.
However, to understand the relative impact of these costs, the study team analyzed the two
components independently.

To develop a uniform basis for calculating space costs for DCPS and public charter school LEAs
as required by law, the study team developed a per-square-foot M&O cost rate based on the
current costs for DCPS schools at each grade level—elementary school, middle school, high
school, and adult/alternative school. No established space standard exists for adult learning
centers, alternative schools, and special education schools where students are ungraded, so the
study team applied the middle school M&O cost rate for adult and alternative schools and the
high school cost rate for stand-alone special education schools.

To derive a uniform per-student M&O cost at each school level, the study team applied the
grade-level-specific per-square-foot cost rate to the number of square feet of space recommended

9 b Official Code §§38-1804.01, 2902, and 2913.
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for students at each school level in the DCPS design guidelines.™ It is this grade-level-specific
per-square-foot cost rate that is applied in the UPSFF and used to determine the amount of
funding that should be allocated to DCPS and public charter school LEASs for each student. This
approach provides the foundation for several related recommendations to restructure the UPSFF
to explicitly address facilities M&O costs:

= The study team recommends that the two components of the UPSFF per-student payment
(i.e., the instructional operating allocation and the facility M&O allocation) should be
calculated and presented separately within the formula. The instructional operating
allocation is structured as a base funding level. Weights added to the base address cost
differences for students at different grade levels and students with identified learning
needs (similar to the current configuration). The M&O allocation is structured as an
actual grade-level-specific dollar amount to be added to the amount of the instructional
base funding and weights for each student. Table 4 presents the recommended UPSFF,
including both the instructional and facility M&O costs.

= The study team recommends that school-level-specific M&O costs should be structured

as an actual per-student dollar amount rather than as a weight. Based on DCPS actual
and fiscal 2014 projected M&O costs, the study team recommends the following per-
student facilities M&O costs as a component of the UPSFF:

o $1,071 for each elementary school student;

o $1,209 for each middle school student;

o $1,342 for each high school student;

o $1,209 for each student attending an adult education program or alternative

school; and
o $1,342 for each student attending a stand-alone special education school.

= Calculating the M&O costs in this way, based on actual costs applied to recommended
space criteria, enables funding to flow through the formula on a per-student basis in a
transparent way. However, given the different cost structures for DCPS and public
charter schools, the study team recommends that DC leaders develop a uniform reporting
structure for facilities M&O costs in both sectors so, going forward, the M&O payment
can be built on cost estimates that include actual costs for DCPS and public charter
schools.

= Paying facility M&O costs using the recommended per-square-foot-per-student allocation
approach through the UPSFF will not cover the full costs of DCPS facilities M&O
expenses, mostly due to the large amount of underutilized space in city-owned school
buildings and grounds that must be maintained. Applying the recommended square
footage per student to the school year 20122013 audited enrollment for DCPS shows
that DCPS requires only about 7.4 million square feet, or roughly 70 percent, of the

1 According to the “District of Columbia Public Schools Design Guidelines: 2009,” as amended in 2012, the total
per-student space requirements are as follows: elementary schools: 150 square feet per student; middle schools: 170
square feet per student; and high schools: 192 square feet per student. The study team assigned adult education and
alternative schools to the middle school rate of 170 square feet per student and special education schools to the high
school rate of 192 square feet per student. See www.dcps.dc.gov.
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approximately 10.6 million square feet of active school building space in its current
portfolio.*?

Yet DCPS operates as a system of right, which requires that schools be available across the city
to serve every neighborhood at every grade level. In addition, though it is difficult to quantify the
monetary value of benefits, DCPS school buildings and grounds represent community assets that
serve diverse purposes for community residents beyond educating neighborhood children and
youth. DCPS’s pools, fields, and athletic spaces provide community recreation resources.
Auditoriums, multipurpose rooms, and classrooms provide community performance and meeting
space. Schools also house other community services, such as health care and child care, in
school-based facilities, with their M&O costs attributed to DCPS.

Beyond increasing enrollment in DCPS schools, the study team recommends that city leaders
aggressively pursue policies to use underutilized space in DC-owned school buildings and
grounds more efficiently. Not only will this help defray DCPS’s M&QO costs in the long term, but
it will also benefit the communities surrounding underutilized DCPS schools. As the first and
most important step in this direction, DCPS should, where appropriate, collocate with other
LEAs, city agencies, or community-based organizations. Although collocation requires
substantial management and oversight, the city should aggressively move to lease space in
underutilized DCPS buildings to other appropriate entities. It should also support DCPS and
prospective tenants in planning for successful collocations.

= The study team recommends a strong focus on more efficient use of DCPS buildings by
releasing surplus buildings for use by charter schools and aggressively pursuing
collocation opportunities, even as DCPS continues to work to build its enrollment.
During a reasonable transition period, DGS should provide M&O services to make up
the difference for some portion of DCPS'’s facilities M&QO costs.

Resetting Instructional Education Funding Levels Through the UPSFF
The process for developing the proposed instructional base funding level and weights was the
result of a rigorous, multimethod analysis that included input and review by multiple local and
national experts. The recommended formula is structured to take account of the resource needs
of general education students and students with identified learning needs at every grade level—
from prekindergarten for three-year-olds through grade 12—and the needs of adult learners. The
UPSFF base-level funding and weights for students at different grade levels and students with
identified needs are the same for all DC students, regardless of whether they attend DCPS or
public charter schools. This includes costs for the full range of resources that students need to be
successful in light of the District’s performance standards, including those currently provided
outside the UPSFF. Accordingly, the study team offers several related recommendations for
resetting the UPSFF:
= The study team recommends that the proposed UPSFF base funding level should reflect
a combined cost of $10,557 per student for instructional purposes and $1,071 per student
for facility maintenance and operations, totaling $11,628 (see Table 4). This is equal to

2 DCPS has approximately another 1.5 million square feet of space for DCPS future use, swing space, and
administrative space.
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the per-student base cost at the least costly grade level—kindergarten through grade 5.
The instructional and facility M&O portions of the UPSFF are reported separately for
purposes of transparency.

= The study team recommends that the instructional portion of the UPSFF should be
adjusted in two fundamental ways:

o The new instructional base funding level and weights should provide adequate
resources to address the needs of all students to meet current academic performance
standards and the new Common Core State Standards. This includes instructional
programs, student support services, administrative capacity, and other educational
resources, as described in Chapters 3 and 4.

o The total costs of serving students, including those with identified learning needs,
should be partially offset by federal categorical funding that flows from federal
entitlement programs, formula grant programs, and other categorical programs that
benefit students with particular needs and characteristics. As a result, in calculating
the new UPSFF base funding level and weights, the study team deducted the
projected amount of these federal funds from the estimated costs.

= Weights beyond the base level of funding represent additional percentages of the base for
students at other grade levels and for students with identified learning needs that entail
costs above the base. In addition to grade-level weights, the study team recommends
maintaining the current categories of special education and English language learners.
These weights should continue to be cumulative.

The recommended weights and levels of required funding, based on the cost analysis, are
higher than current levels for English language learners. They also are significantly
higher for adult education and alternative school students. These higher weights reflect
the need for increased specialized resources. The special education Levels 1, 2, 3, and 4
weights are approximately the same as current funding levels. The weights appear higher
than the current weights, but that is mostly due to the fact that they now incorporate the
special education capacity fund weight that is consequently recommended to be
eliminated. The total costs of serving students with identified learning needs is partially
offset by federal categorical funding that flows from several federal entitlement
programs, formula block grants, and other nonlocally funded categorical programs
benefiting students with particular needs and characteristics. In calculating the net new
base-level cost and weights, the study team deducted these funds from the gross cost
figures.

= The study team recommends adding a new weight of 0.37 for students at risk of academic
failure. An initial working definition of at risk should focus on three primary criteria:

o Students who are in foster care,
o Students who are homeless, and

o Students who are living in low-income families eligible for Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families.
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This weight can be combined with weights for other applicable identified learning needs,
except for alternative or adult education students because, by definition, these students
are at risk and additional resources have been factored into their relevant weights.

Many stakeholders have raised questions about whether this set of criteria too narrowly limits the
definition of educational risk, particularly the use of TANF eligibility, because the program sets
income limits at 100 percent of the federal poverty level and families will eventually time out of
the program. However, use of the traditional metric for low-income status—eligibility for free
and reduced-price school meals—may be overly broad and result in overfunding some schools as
the District moves toward the new community eligibility system. Under this system, information
on students’ income levels is no longer collected. Instead, the entire school population is deemed
eligible when 40 percent or more of the students are eligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program or are identified as homeless or in
the Child and Family Services system.

The study team recognizes the deficiencies in the proposed working definition. As it is ultimately
a policy decision for the Mayor and the DC Council to determine the definition of at risk, the
study team recommends that education leaders engage stakeholders further to decide on a
definition of at risk that is targeted to the District’s needs and that is based on available data
sources. Additionally, as work by OSSE to develop an early warning system for identifying
students at risk of academic failure is completed, the at-risk definition should take account of
relevant evidence-based indicators that will be tracked (e.g., truancy, over-age, and behind-
grade).

= The study team recommends excluding two current weights and instead accounting for
these needs in other weights: the current summer school weight, which is accounted for
in the new at-risk weight and in the ELL weight in the proposed UPSFF; and the special
education capacity fund weight, because it is now accounted for in the proposed special
education weights.

= The study team recommends developing a weight for gifted and talented students. The PJ
panels did not outline comprehensive resource specifications for high-performing
students as they did for other students with identified learning needs, though such a
weight frequently is a component of a comprehensive weighted student funding formula.
Accordingly, the study team recommends that the Office of the Deputy Mayor for
Education explore the feasibility of developing and costing out specifications for
additional specialized educational resources and opportunities for gifted and talented
students.
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Table ES4: Recommended UPSFF Base Funding Level and Weights
(With Facilities Maintenance and Operations Payments)

GENERAL EDUCATION AND ADD-ON WEIGHTING INCLUDING M&0O

Proposed Proposed
UPSFF Per- UPSFF Per
Proposed Pupil Pupil
Current UPSFF Allocations | Facility M&O Allocations
Current UPSFF Per- | Weight After After UPSFF Per | After Revenue
UPSFF Pupil Revenue Revenue Pupil Adjustments
Category Weight allocation Adjustments | Adjustments | Allocations with M&0
Foundation $9,306 $10,557 $1,071 $11,628
General Education
Preschool 1.34 $12,470 1.15 $12,141 $1,071 $13,212
Prekindergarten 1.30 $12,098 1.15 $12,141 $1,071 $13,212
Kindergarten 1.30 $12,098 1.00 $10,557 $1,071 $11,628
Grades 1-3 1.00 $9,306 1.00 $10,557 $1,071 $11,628
Grades 4-5 1.00 $9,306 1.00 $10,557 $1,071 $11,628
Grades 6-8 1.03 $9,585 1.01 $10,663 $1,209 $11,872
Grades 9-12 1.16 $10,795 1.10 $11,613 $1,342 $12,955
Alternative! 1.17 $10,888 1.73 $18,264 $1,209 $19,473
Adult Education? 0.75 $6,980 1.00 $10,557 $1,209 $11,766
Special Education Schools 1.17 $10,888 1.17 $12,352 $1,342 $13,694
Special Needs Add-on
Weightings
Special Education Level 1 0.58 $5,397 0.88 $9,290
Special Education Level 2 0.81 $7,538 1.08 $11,402
Special Education Level 3 1.58 $14,703 1.77 $18,686
Special Education Level 4 3.10 $28,849 3.13 $33,043
Special Education
Capacity Fund 0.40 $3,722 N/A
English Language
Learners 0.45 $4,188 0.61 $6,440
At Risk N/A N/A 0.37 $3,906
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Table ES4: Recommended UPSFF Base Funding Level and Weights, continued

SUMMER SCHOOL, EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR, AND RESIDENTIAL
Proposed
Proposed UPSFF Per-Pupil

Current Current UPSFF UPSFF Weight | Allocations After

UPSFF Per-Pupil After Revenue Revenue
Category Weight Allocation Adjustments Adjustments
Foundation $9,306 $10,557
Special Education Compliance
Blackman-Jones Compliance 0.07 $651 0.06 $651
Attorneys' Fee Supplement 0.09 $838 0.08 $838
Summer School
Summer School® 0.17 $15,820 N/A N/A
Extended School Year Level 1 0.064 $596 0.056 $596
Extended School Year Level 2 0.231 $2,150 0.204 $2,150
Extended School Year Level 3 0.500 $4,653 0.441 $4,653
Extended School Year Level 4 0.497 $4,625 0.438 $4,625
Residential Add-Ons
Residential Weight 1.70 $15,820 1.50 $15,820
Special Education Residential
Level 1 0.374 $3,480 0.330 $3,480
Level 2 1.360 $12,656 1.199 $12,656
Level 3 2.941 $27,369 2.592 $27,369
Level 4 2.924 $27,211 2.578 $27,211
English Language Learner Residential 0.68 $6,328 0.60 $6,328

Notes:

1 The proposed weight assumes alternative school students would not receive an at-risk weight.

2 The proposed weight assumes adult education students would not receive an at-risk weight. The adult weight was also
prorated to take into account that an adult full-time equivalent (FTE) student requires fewer hours and weeks in school than a
full-time general education student.

3 Summer school is not assigned a specific weight in the proposed UPSFF because it is included in the at-risk and English
language learner weight.

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’

deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.
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Maintaining the Capital Facility Allowance for Public Charters Pending Further Analysis

Although the study team examined information on capital investments by DCPS and public
charter schools, available financial data were insufficient to fully assess public charter school
costs and develop a meaningful comparison to DCPS spending. DGS provides funding for new
DCPS construction, renovation, and upgrading of school buildings and grounds based on a
capital plan that prioritizes school improvement projects. Public charter schools receive an
annual facilities allowance of $3,000 per student to cover the acquisition, lease, and
improvement of school facilities. However, capital investment and lease costs for public charter
schools are much more difficult to discern, because no standard approach for investment or
accepted method of accounting for costs exists. The lack of a single accepted chart of accounts
for presenting expenditures, including those for capital investment, leases, and facilities M&O,
made it impossible for the study team to develop a reliable capital cost estimate for public
charter schools. Due to these constraints, the study team recommends that:

» The Mayor and DC Council should maintain the current capital allowance for public
charter schools, pending further financial analysis based on uniform data reporting by
charter LEASs on their capital and facility expenditures.

Ensuring Local Funding Flows Through the UPSFF with Specific and Limited Exceptions

To comply with current DC law, which requires that costs covered by the UPSFF should not also
be funded by other DC agencies and offices, and to achieve greater funding equity between
DCPS and public charter schools, the study team worked with the PJ panels to examine the flow
of funding within and outside the UPSFF. One goal was to determine which student support
services currently funded outside the UPSFF should be covered by funds that flow through the
formula. A second goal was to determine whether any benefits should continue to be funded
outside the UPSFF by other DC government agencies.

The study team recommends that the UPSFF provide comprehensive funding for all DC students
that adequately covers instructional programs, student support services, administrative services,
and other educational resource needs at the school and system levels as well as funding for
facilities M&O costs. To ensure this happens, the study team recommends the following
modifications to current arrangements that provide resources to DCPS and public charter schools
through other DC government agencies:

= Most resources currently provided by city agencies to both DCPS and/or charter schools
should be funded through the UPSFF. These resources are included in the recommended
new base funding level for all students and in weights for students with identified
learning needs. These services include:
o School nurses for DCPS and public charter schools (Department of Health);
o School social workers for DCPS and public charter schools (Department of
Behavioral Health);
o Public Charter School Board appropriation for charter schools (Public Charter
School Board);
Technology systems for DCPS (Office of the Chief Technology Officer);
Procurement services for DCPS (Office of Contracting and Procurement);
Legal services for DCPS (Office of the Attorney General); and
Facilities maintenance and repairs for DCPS (Department of General Services).

0 O O O
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In the future, DCPS and public charter school LEASs should be responsible for purchasing
these services for their schools using UPSFF funds. If mutually agreeable arrangements
are in place for other DC government agencies to supply services, DCPS and/or public
charter schools can enter into a memorandum of understanding or contract with these
agencies to continue the arrangements. LEAs should cover the costs through an
interagency transfer.

= School safety resources provided to both DCPS and public charter schools should
continue to be paid for and allocated by city agencies, outside the UPSFF. These include
school resource officers supplied by the Metropolitan Police Department to prevent and
respond to juvenile delinquency and school violence and school crossing guards supplied
by the Department of Transportation to reduce pedestrian injuries and fatalities in traffic
accidents. Because decisions on the allocation of these resources are based on
considerations for student safety, local traffic patterns, neighborhood environments,
school culture, and imminent threats of violence that have little to do with a per-student
share of costs, they are less amenable to allocation through the UPSFF. Therefore, MPD
and DDOT should continue to provide these services and should be accountable for
funding them at a level that is adequate to meet the needs of DCPS and public charter
schools citywide. In addition, MPD and DDOT should develop clear criteria to
determine which LEASs or schools qualify for these services in order to reduce confusion
and inequity between the two sectors.

Creating Greater Transparency and Accountability in Education Budgeting, Resource Allocation,
and Reporting

The purpose of this research was not to undertake an audit of DCPS or public charter school
income and expenditures. Nevertheless, the study team spent considerable time gathering and
analyzing financial data and information provided by DCPS, PCSB, individual charter schools,
and other DC government agencies and executive offices to inform the cost estimates presented
in this report. As the study team learned in the course of its work, education budgeting, resource
allocation, and financial reporting are not clear and easily traceable processes in DCPS or public
charter schools. The state of financial recordkeeping makes it difficult to determine the total
amount spent by cost category or to assess cost drivers and cost variations within and among
DCPS and public charter schools. It is also difficult to trace funding from the source to the
student and to understand the total amount of education spending in the city and how it is
allocated to individual schools and to central office functions. These issues are particularly
pronounced for facilities maintenance and operations costs and capital investments. Accordingly,
the study team recommends that:

= The Public Charter School Board should require all charter schools to adopt a
standardized chart of accounts that provides clarity and accountability and enables
comparisons among charters and between DCPS and the charter school LEAS.
Currently, all charter schools submit annual financial reports to the PCSB, but these
reports are not standardized and account for spending inconsistently.
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= The city should establish an online public education funding reporting system that
provides annual education budget information (e.q., local and nonlocal sources of
funding; allocation of resources to LEAs and from LEAS to individual schools; and
individual school-level expenditures for instruction, student support services,
administration, and other educational resources).

Updating the UPSFF Regularly

This education adequacy study represents the DC government’s first effort to undertake a
rigorous analysis to develop a data-driven estimate of the costs of providing pre-K 3 through
grade 12 students and adult education and alternative school students in the District of Columbia
with an educational experience that will enable them to meet academic standards. To keep the
UPSFF formulas and funding levels up to date, adequate, and equitable, the study team offers
three related recommendations:

e OSSE should reconvene the technical work group (TWG) to monitor the base and weights
of the UPSFF and identify, study, and make recommendations on any issues that impact
the effectiveness and efficiency of these mechanisms and any concerns that raise
guestions about their adequacy, equity, uniformity, and transparency. The TWG should
be composed of local educators, education finance experts, DCPS and public charter
school representatives, DC government officials, and community leaders. It should serve
as an advisory group to OSSE and the DME.

e The DC government should undertake a rigorous assessment of the adequacy of
education funding through the UPSFF every five years. As conditions change in the city
and as educational practice advances, city leaders should periodically assess the
alignment of education funding with the city’s education goals and the adequacy of
funding to achieve them. The Mayor and DC Council should consider restructuring and
resetting the UPSFF based on changing economic and demographic conditions, evolving
educational norms and best practices, and information on educational resource needs and
spending. On a more frequent basis, the city should review the facility M&O costs
portion of the UPSFF in order to update them based on actual costs for DCPS and public
charter schools.

e Inthe interim years, the UPSFF should be updated based on an indexed cost-of-living
adjustment that is relevant to the cost of living in the District of Columbia.

Implementation

Under any scenario, the path toward funding the study team’s recommendations will require a
significant new financial commitment to education. Fully implementing these provisions is likely
to be a multiyear process. The city’s leaders will have to wrestle with the real limitations of fiscal
feasibility and educational need. As they consider a phase-in approach, they should take into
account the parallel priorities of increasing the foundational level of resources to address new
standards, targeting the highest-need students, and increasing equity between DCPS and public
charter schools.
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1. INTRODUCTION

During the past two decades, increased accountability for student, school, and district
performance has increased pressure on public education systems to ensure all students enter
school ready to learn and leave school with the tools and skills they need to succeed in life. Such
increased pressure can have a positive influence on performance, but only if policymakers and
school officials can ensure that schools have the resources they need to meet performance
expectations.

Concepts of education adequacy have shifted dramatically in recent years. Prior to the 1990s,
common presumptions were that median spending was adequate and that states should strive to
bring all districts and schools up to the average or median level of expenditure. With the growing
prevalence of state standards and assessments, however, policymakers, educators, and advocates
have redefined adequacy to mean the average level of spending required by districts and schools
to meet prescribed academic outcome standards.*

The adequacy of education funding is hotly debated in the District of Columbia (DC) and across
the nation. Some observers believe public schools already have considerable resources to fulfill
their missions and, as evidence, they point to the significant increases in education funding
during the past decade. Others, however, believe schools need additional funds to address
uncontrollable and rapidly growing cost pressures. Still others assert that while some schools
need more resources to successfully carry out their missions, other schools are already
sufficiently funded.? Moreover, differences in the level of resources allocated to traditional
public schools and public charter schools are a source of significant tension in the District of
Columbia, where both sectors must be funded on an equal basis by law.’

Regardless of one’s view on the current condition of school funding, what is true is that, until
now, DC policymakers and education leaders have not addressed in a rigorous way the question
of what it costs to meet performance expectations for students in District of Columbia Public
Schools (DCPS) and public charter schools. As in many states, DC officials have developed
academic standards and timetables to achieve performance expectations and have created
accountability systems with consequences for schools that fail to meet the targets. Unfortunately,
however, these expectations and repercussions have been crafted without a sound, data-driven
understanding of what it costs for schools to meet desired outcomes based on current academic
standards and, when they are fully implemented, the new Common Core State Standards.

Purpose of the Study

Accordingly, this costing out study aims to develop a sound basis for policymakers and
education leaders to understand what it will cost for all schools in the city—DCPS and public
charter schools—to achieve expected performance targets. To do so, it focuses on:

! Bruce Baker, Lori Taylor, and Arnold Vedlitz, Measuring Educational Adequacy in Public Schools: Report to the
Texas Legislature Joint Committee on Public School Finance (College Station, TX: George Bush School of Public
Service, Texas A&M University, September 2005).

2 Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc., Costing Out the Resources Needed to Meet Pennsylvania’s Public
Education Goals (Denver, CO: Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc., December 2007), i.

* DC Official Code §38-1804.01.

DC Education Adequacy Study The Finance Project 1



e Estimating the resources needed so all DC students can meet academic performance
standards, including the Common Core State Standards;

e ldentifying needed changes in the structure and policies governing education funding to
ensure equity between DCPS and public charter schools as required by law in all areas of
funding, except for capital investment in school buildings and grounds and pensions for
certified educators; and

e Ensuring transparency with regard to what costs are included in the District’s Uniform
Per Student Funding Formula (UPSFF) and with regard to local funding to DCPS and
public charter schools that flows outside the UPSFF.

Do schools have the resources they need to

meet performance expectations? In the District's
case, this means estimating the resources needed
so all elementary, middle, and high school

students can achieve proficiency in reading and
mathematics. It also means ensuring that funding to
DCPS and public charter schools is allocated
equally in all areas, except capital investment and
pensions for certified educators.

The findings in this report were produced based on a rigorous 15-month study initiated by the
Deputy Mayor for Education (DME) at the recommendation of the Public Education Finance
Reform Commission (PERFC) in its February 2012 report to the Mayor and City Council. In
response to a request for proposals, The Finance Project (TFP), a Washington, DC-based social
policy research and technical assistance firm, in partnership with Augenblick, Palaich and
Associates, Inc. (APA), a Denver-based education consulting firm, proposed a comprehensive
research study to:

e Develop a data-driven estimate of the cost of an adequate prekindergarten (pre-K)
through grade 12 education in the District of Columbia in order to meet DC academic
standards and Common Core State Standards;

e Recommend changes to the structure and level of foundation funding in the Uniform Per
Student Funding Formula as well as to the weightings for students with identified
learning needs who require services that entail additional costs;

e Recommend changes to the way capital investments, maintenance, utilities, and custodial
services for school buildings and facilities are financed and managed; and

e Develop guidance for updating the study’s basic elements on a continuing periodic basis.

The TFP/APA study team used nationally recognized research methodologies—described in
more detail in Chapter 2—to examine the cost of all resources required for DCPS and public
charter schools to meet DC academic standards, including:
= Cost analyses of school-level resource requirements (i.e., related to instructional
programs and activities, student support services, administrative services, and other
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educational resources in individual schools) and system-level resource requirements (i.e.,
related to governance, policy-setting, program support, coordination, and
communications across schools in a multicampus system) for students without identified
learning needs;

= Cost analyses of school-level and system-level resource requirements to serve students
with identified learning needs who require specialized instruction, resources, and staff
that entail additional costs (e.g., special education students, students with limited
English language proficiency, and students at risk of academic failure);

= Cost analyses of system-level and school-level data on facilities maintenance, utilities,
and custodial services for school buildings and grounds and a review of capital
investments for DCPS and public charter schools; and

= Analysis of the anticipated fiscal impact—over a three-year period from fiscal 2015
through fiscal 2017—of recommended policy, program, and system changes to achieve
education adequacy for all DC students.

Background and Context for the Study

The requirement that education for all students be funded on a uniform per-student basis, with
the dollars following students into and out of whatever school they attend, was enacted into DC
law in 1995.* The UPSFF was established to carry out the mandate. The formula calculates
funding based on students and their characteristics, not on school or local educational agency
(LEA) differences. This uniformity requirement applies only to local funding, not to federal or
private funding. It affects only DCPS and public charter school operating budgets, not capital
budgets and investments. The UPSFF is intended to fund all traditional school-level and system-
level operations for which DCPS and public charter schools are responsible, including
instructional, noninstructional (facilities maintenance and operations), and administrative
operations.

The UPSFF is not the only local source through which DCPS or public charter schools are
funded, however. Schools also receive benefits from local funding that flows through other DC
government agencies. Additionally, they receive federal categorical program funding, private
funding, and in-kind benefits from foundations, private donors, and community partner
organizations.

Unlike many states, the District of Columbia has never commissioned a methodologically
rigorous analysis of the costs of providing an adequate education. Beginning in 1996, several
studies were conducted by DC education officials; other government officials (e.g.,
representatives from the OCFO, the Mayor’s office, the City Council and local education experts
and advocates to calculate the costs of a market basket of educational goods and services to be
covered by the USPFF foundation amount. The market basket included nine general categories
of expense:®

= Classroom staff: teachers and aides;

* DC Official Code § 38-1804.01.
® Deborah Gist, Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “The Uniform Per Student Funding Formula,”
PowerPoint presentation to the Executive Office of the Mayor, January 30, 2008.
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= School administration: principal, assistant principal, administrative aide, business
manager, and clerks;

= Direct services to students: texts, instructional technology, sports/athletics, and student
services;

= Qperations support: utilities, maintenance, and security;

= Central management: central administration, instructional support, and services;

= Schoolwide staff: substitute teachers, coaches, librarians, program coordinator,
counselors, social workers, and psychologists;

= Nonpersonal services/programs: supplies and materials, field trips, and career and
technological education;

= Instructional support: professional development and school improvement efforts; and

= QOther school-based costs: technology, food service, and miscellaneous.

These common practice studies provided a rough baseline for per-student education funding, but
they had several weaknesses. For example, they illustrated but did not define functions that
should be covered by uniformity and adequacy. They did not address the dramatic differences
between DCPS and public charter schools in funding for maintenance, utilities, and custodial
services for school buildings and facilities. Most importantly, they did not take into account the
requirements for schools to adequately prepare students with different characteristics and
learning needs to meet the DC academic standards.®

The most immediate and urgent recommendation

of the District’'s Public Education Finance Reform Commission
was commissioning a full-scale education adequacy

study to enable the Mayor and DC City Council to

reassess the structure and level of foundation

funding specified in the UPSFF.

In July 2010, the D.C. City Council passed legislation to establish a Public Education Finance
Reform Commission in order to study and report on revisions to the UPSFF that would lead to
improvements in equity, adequacy, affordability, and transparency.’ The commission was not
tasked with conducting a full-scale adequacy study because of time and resource limitations.
Nevertheless, it identified several issues regarding the structure of the UPSFF that affect funding
adeguacy for DC students. Among the most important of these issues was the lack of provision
for:
= Identified learning needs of students at risk of academic failure because they are in low-
income families or face other conditions that affect their school performance;
= |dentified learning needs of students returning to DC schools after leaving the public
education system for a period;

® District of Columbia Public Education Finance Reform Commission, Equity and Recommendations Report
(Washington, DC, February 17, 2012), 23-24.

" DC Official Code §38-2916

8 District of Columbia Public Education Finance Reform Commission.
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Adult education, alternative education programs, and summer school programs;
Special programs for gifted and talented students;

Students enrolled in virtual learning programs; and

Processes for updating the cost basis for the UPSFF.

Assessing the adequacy of facilities occupied by DCPS and public charter schools, as well as
policies governing space allocation in DC school buildings and capital investments in
renovations and new construction, also was beyond PEFRC’s mandate. However, the
commissioners agreed that space costs and facilities maintenance and operations are some of the
most significant, complicated, and urgent education financing issues facing city leaders.

PEFRC found that the DC government needs to make significant financial investments in the
maintenance and modernization of its aging stock of school buildings and grounds as well as
construct new facilities to meet changing educational needs and ensure high-quality programs are
located in all neighborhoods across the city. The commission also found that as the DC
government consolidates and closes DCPS schools that are underutilized, city officials need to
create and manage more effective, efficient, timely, and transparent processes for making the
best use of excess space in DC-owned school properties and covering the costs of maintenance,
utilities, and custodial services. This can include making vacant school buildings and space in
under-occupied buildings available to charter schools and nonprofit organizations that serve the
community through a request for offers process. Alternatively, it can mean selling vacant
buildings to developers for other purposes.

Additionally, even though facilities maintenance and operations (M&O) funding flows through
the UPSFF, DCPS cannot independently cover the M&O costs related to its large stock of
buildings and grounds, including those that are not in use. Consequently, it receives a significant
subsidy from the Department of General Services to cover these costs outside the formula, which
public charter schools do not receive. Against this backdrop, the topic of facilities funding raises
several important questions on whether the current allocation of resources equitably and
adequately supports the learning needs of students in both DCPS and public charter schools.

The District of Columbia Public Education Finance Reform
Commission agreed that space costs and

facilities maintenance and operations are some

of the most significant, complicated, and urgent

education financing issues facing city leaders.

PEFRC completed its work in two phases between September 2011 and February 2012, and it
made several recommendations to address these education financing issues. The most immediate
and urgent among them was commissioning a full-scale education adequacy study. Based on the
results of this study, the commission recommended that the Mayor and the City Council reassess
the structure and level of foundation funding specified in the USPFF to ensure all DC schools
have adequate funding to provide students with an education that will enable them to meet DC
academic standards. It also recommended that weightings for students with identified learning
needs be revised based on the study findings and recommendations. In addition, PEFRC urged
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city leaders to consider revising and restructuring the basis on which maintenance, utilities, and
custodial services for school buildings and grounds are set to ensure all school facilities are
adequate to meet student learning needs. Finally, the commission recommended that a plan be
created for ongoing review of what constitutes adequate funding for DC students and for a
process for updating the UPSFF foundation funding level and weightings periodically over time.

The DC Education Adequacy Study, initiated by DME, was a direct result of PEFRC
recommendations. The study offers an important opportunity for city leaders and educators to
develop a sound understanding of the financial requirements for providing an adequate education
for all students in the District of Columbia and setting a path toward achieving this funding level.
To the extent the study lays the groundwork for a fair distribution of funding for education
programs and school facilities, it may also help reduce tension and competition between DCPS
and public charters for limited resources and foster more collaborative relationships that benefit
students across the city.

The DC Education Adequacy Study addresses

key issues related to the adequacy and equality

of education funding. Not all these issues can

be remedied by making adjustments to the UPSFF and
changing the flow of funds to LEAs.

The DC Education Adequacy Study addresses key issues related to the adequacy and equity of
education funding in the District of Columbia. It also presents recommendations for addressing
these issues through restructuring and resetting the UPSFF and taking other financial steps.
However, not all the issues and challenges highlighted in this introduction can be remedied by
adjustments to the funding formula and the flow of funds to LEAs. Accordingly, in addition to
the findings and recommendations from this study on the adequacy of education funding, the
Mayor and the City Council need to consider other policy proposals to address concerns about
educational programming, facilities allocation and management, and student support.

Guiding Principles
Several key principles guided this study at every stage—from design and data collection through
analysis, formulation of findings and recommendations, and report drafting and dissemination.
Of primary concern was ensuring the findings and recommendations:
= Reflect the resources that all schools—DCPS and public charter schools—need to ensure
students can meet desired performance standards;
= Are data-driven and are based on sound analysis of information from multiple sources;
= Are aimed at achieving adequacy, equity, and transparency in education funding for
DCPS and public charter schools;
= Reflect broad outreach and participation among DC education audiences and
constituencies at all stages of the work, including public officials in relevant positions
across DC government (e.g., the Mayor, the D.C. City Council, the Office of the Chief
Financial Officer, the Office of the State Superintendent of Schools (OSSE), DCPS
officials, the DC Public Charter School Board (PCSB) and public charter school leaders
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and administrators, professional educators at all levels, public school and charter school
advocates, and parents;

= Incorporate input from local and national experts engaged as advisors on all aspects of
the study;

= Can be used by the Mayor and DC City Council to update the UPSFF and its weights to
properly align education spending in the District of Columbia with resource requirements
to enable all DC students to meet academic performance standards; and

= Offer a plan for phasing in recommended funding levels and policy changes over a period
of up to five years, if needed.

Advisory Group

To ensure diverse and regular stakeholder and expert input in the study design and
implementation, as well as the study findings and recommendations, the study team appointed an
Advisory Group that brought together 12 national and local experts to provide advice, guidance,
and feedback on all aspects of the DC Education Adequacy Study. Advisory Group members
included educators and education policy and finance experts from universities, national and local
leadership organizations, DCPS, and local public charter schools. (A list of Advisory Group
members is presented in Appendix A.) This group reviewed the results from professional
judgment panels that were informed by evidence-based research, a successful schools study, and
data collected from DC government agencies, PCSB, and schools. It helped the study team
integrate the school-level and system-level findings and develop relevant conclusions.

Throughout the study, the Advisory Group convened regularly by phone conference to review
and comment on the methodology, data collection, and analysis. Members also met in person to
review and comment on findings from the data analyses from each component of the study and
to weigh in on the implications for recommendations.

Timeline and Work Plan

The DC Education Adequacy Study was conducted over a 15-month period beginning in
September 2012 and continuing through December 2013. The TFP/APA study team worked
closely with the DME staff in planning, designing, and implementing the study to ensure it
would meet the needs of the Mayor and DC City Council as they make decisions on changes to
the UPSFF and other related policies governing education financing.

Organization of the Report

This report presents the findings and recommendations that flow from the study. It is organized
into six chapters. An executive summary that highlights the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations is presented at the beginning of the report. Appendices at the end of the report
provide detailed background information related to the DC Education Adequacy Study.

1. Introduction: provides an overview of the purpose, origins, and context for the DC
Education Adequacy Study.

2. Overview of the Methodological Approach: describes the complementary blend of
research approaches that were used to gather and analyze cost data and other relevant
information on the resources required to adequately fund education in the District of
Columbia. These included professional judgment panels informed by evidence-based
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research, a successful schools study, focus groups, and extensive analysis of budget and
expenditure data provided by DC agencies and schools.

3. School-Level Findings: presents the findings related to the school-level resource
requirements and associated costs for providing an adequate education to students at
different grade levels without and with identified learning needs in DCPS and public
charter schools.

4. System-Level Findings: presents the findings related to the system-level resource
requirements and associated costs for DCPS and public charter schools.

5. Cost of Education Adequacy: offers conclusions on the appropriate UPSFF base funding
level and the weights for serving students with identified learning needs, including costs
that are and are not covered by the UPSFF. It also offers conclusions on the appropriate
funding level and formula for facilities M&O costs and conclusions on the allocation of
costs within and outside the UPSFF. In addition, this chapter contains three-year cost
projections and fiscal impacts based on anticipated enroliment trends and other
foreseeable factors that are likely to drive education costs.

6. Recommendations: makes recommendations on restructuring the UPSFF formula;
resetting the UPSFF base level and weights to ensure they cover the current cost of
education adequacy in the District of Columbia; ensuring local funding flows through the
UPSFF with specific and limited exceptions in order to ensure equity between DCPS and
public charter school LEAS; creating greater transparency and accountability in education
budgeting, resource allocation, and reporting; and updating the UPSFF on a periodic
basis.
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY

The Finance Project (TFP), with its partner Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA),
developed a rigorous methodological approach to analyze the adequacy of public education
funding at the system and school levels for public schools and public charter schools in the
District of Columbia (DC). Over a 15-month period beginning in September 2012, the TFP/APA
study team created and implemented a complex, multimethod study design aimed at developing a
sound, data-driven assessment of the costs of providing an adequate public education to all DC
students, prekindergarten (pre-K) through grade 12, including those with identified learning
needs who require specialized resources that entail additional costs.

Defining Adequacy

As a first step toward defining and measuring the costs of required resources, the study team
addressed the question of what constitutes adequacy and what this term means in the context of
funding for District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) and public charter schools. DC
policymakers and education leaders wanted to study education adequacy as a basis for resetting
the parameters of the District’s Uniform Per Student Funding Formula (UPSFF). Their aim was
to clearly define educational standards and requirements and the inputs needed to meet them.
Inputs include all school-level and system-level instructional, student support, and administration
resources, as well as other education resources (e.g., course requirements, time objectives,
educational experiences, strategic planning, and coordination), so all schools have a sufficient
amount of funding and other resources to achieve educational outcomes (e.g., achieving certain
proficiency levels in core subjects and earning a high school diploma). Based on this definition,
the specification of standards for measuring student performance was a critical first step to
conduct the costing out analysis.

“Adequacy” is defined as the educational
input requirements to achieve desired
student outcomes, based on specified
performance objectives.

For costing out purposes, the study team determined the cost of ensuring that DCPS and public
charter schools at all grade levels have adequate resources to meet the expectations associated
with the specified standards and to avoid any consequences associated with not meeting those
standards. Two widely accepted, but philosophically different, approaches to determining
relevant costs exist:
= The first approach focuses on the costs of providing necessary inputs associated with
standards and requirements (e.g., schools are required to ensure certain services can be
provided or certain procedures can be implemented). The costs of compliance express the
burden of meeting those requirements. However, compliance does not ensure that the
basic objectives are fulfilled.

= The second approach focuses on the costs of achieving desired academic outcomes (e.g.,

that student performance increases at a particular rate, or that schools will avoid the
sanctions created as part of standards-based reform, which are designed to sanction
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schools that fail to meet those objectives). If schools are to fulfill the underlying
objectives of DC law that all students receive “adequate regular [general] education
services,”! student performance must increase sufficiently across all schools, grade
levels, and neighborhoods throughout the city. Although student performance results
cannot be guaranteed, sufficient resources can be provided so all students have a
meaningful opportunity to meet the objectives.

The TFP/APA study team employed the second approach. The DC Education Adequacy Study
focused on clarifying resources required to reasonably prepare all students to achieve proficiency
based on DC academic standards at each grade level, as measured through the DC
Comprehensive Assessment System (DC CAS) and the additional quality school assessment for
public charter schools implemented by the District’s Public Charter School Board (PCSB). It
also took into account requirements for meeting the Common Core State Standards and the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC),? when they are
implemented beginning in school year 2014-2015. The study team worked closely with multiple
stakeholders, including the Advisory Group, DCPS, PCSB, the Office of the State
Superintendent of Education (OSSE), and the state board of education, to specify the standards
that guided the study. The detailed standards framework the study team adopted is presented in
Appendix B.

The standards set clarified the resources
required to reasonably prepare all students
to achieve proficiency based on DC
academic standards at each grade level.

The standards guiding the study encompassed requirements for all students and additional
provisions and requirements for students with identified learning needs. Following are
requirements for all students:
= Instructional inputs, including mandated services or programs that must be provided
(e.g., the minimum number of days students must attend school), curricula that must be
taught, and educational experiences that must be offered.

= Student achievement outputs/outcomes, including requirements focused on the
completion of academic programs of study and the level of proficiency students must
achieve on standardized tests, such as the DC CAS assessments and the anticipated
PARCC.

= Additional system-level requirements, including requirements that affect educational
operations across schools in a multicampus system (e.g., those related to student services,
data systems, strategic planning, and coordination).

! DC Official Code §38.2901, definitions paragraph 5.
2 PARCC is one of two assessment consortia that have developed achievement tests aligned to the Common Core
Standards.
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Additional requirements for students with identified learning needs include provisions for
instructional inputs, adaptive educational programs and technology, student achievement
outputs/outcomes, and system-level requirements for:

Special education students, including students with varying physical, psychological,
social-emotional, communication, and learning disabilities or challenges who require
different approaches to teaching, the use of technology, and a specifically adapted
classroom or other facilities to be a successful learner. These students are categorized into
four levels of need, according to the number of hours per week they require specialized
services. Developing resource specifications for these special education students at all
school levels—elementary through high school—proved difficult. The difficulty arose, in
part, because of different professional perspectives on the levels and balance of additional
instructional programming, student support, and therapeutic services these students need
to be successful learners. It also reflects the challenges of assigning system-level
resources to specific special education levels of need. In some cases, adjustments were
made to the recommended staffing or supports based on additional stakeholder input.

English language learners, including students who are not proficient in English. These
are students with difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, and understanding English
because they were born outside the United States, their native language is not English,
and/or their home or community environment has made it difficult for them to develop
English proficiency.

Students at risk of academic failure, including students from poor and severely
economically disadvantaged families and communities. The study team initially used
students’ eligibility for free and reduced-price school meals (FARM) as a proxy to
identify those with multiple academic or behavioral risk characteristics. A direct one-to-
one correlation between low-income status and risk of academic failure does not exist;
however, poverty and poor school performance are closely associated, as is experience in
the child welfare system. Initially, the study team used this proxy to develop the resource
specifications that were costed out to develop the at-risk weight. However, three other
criteria were later used to calculate and project funding amounts using a more targeted
definition of at risk that identifies students with the lowest income levels who are more
likely most at risk:

o Students who are in foster care;
o Students who are homeless; and

o Students who are living in low-income families receiving Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF).

Several stakeholders have raised concerns that these criteria are too narrow and would
significantly under-count the number of students who are truly at-risk of academic
failure. Others remarked that using eligibility for FARM as a proxy for at-risk status—
which was a definition initially considered by the study team—would over-fund schools
with a high percentage of low- and moderate-income students who will qualify for
subsidized meals but are not truly at -risk of academic failure. The study team recognizes
that these deficiencies exist in the proposed working definition. Therefore, as it is
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ultimately a policy decision for the Mayor and the City Council to define at-risk status,
Therefore, the study team urges DC education leaders to:

o Engage stakeholders further to help refine the definition of at -risk, so that it is
targeted to the District’s needs;, and

o Align eligibility determination criteria the criteria for determining eligibility with
the OSSE’s early warning system for identifying students at risk of academic
failure., when it is completed.

Alternative schools students, including students who have multiple risk characteristics
that cause them to be over-age, under-credited, and behind-grade in academic
performance. The study team relied on OSSE’s proposed definition to define eligible
alternative education students. They are students who are eligible for a public school
education and are not academically proficient and fit one of the of the following
descriptions:

o Are under court supervision because of neglect, abuse, or a need for supervision;

o Have been incarcerated in an adult correctional facility;

o Are committed to the Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services as a

delinquent;

o Have received multiple short-term suspensions from DCPS or public charter

schools;

o Are on long-term suspension from a DCPS or public charter school;

o Have been expelled from a DCPS or public charter school, or another jurisdiction,

after the required expulsion period has expired;

o Are seeking admission to a DCPS or public charter school after withdrawing for a
period of one or more terms, during which they received no public or private
instruction;

Avre receiving treatment for drug abuse;

Have a history of violence;

Are chronically truant;

Are under-credited;

Are pregnant or parenting; or

Meet other criteria for at-risk status as defined by OSSE.

0O O O O O O

Adult education students, including students who are at least 18 years of age and have
family and work responsibilities that make it difficult for them to attend regular high
schools. These students require specialized supports and services to earn a high school
diploma or equivalency certificate, including a flexible school schedule.

Measuring Adequacy

To cost out the level of funding needed to meet performance expectations, the TFP/APA study
team gathered and analyzed data and information using two nationally recognized and accepted
methodologies and incorporated elements of a third methodology:

A professional judgment panel (PJ), which relies on the expertise and experience of
professional educators to specify the resources, staff, and programs that schools at each
level need to meet performance expectations and the system-level resources to support
effective educational operations in multicampus systems. In the DC Education Adequacy
Study, PJ panels used information from the education research—evidence base (EB)—to
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help answer questions about how resources should be deployed in schools so students can
meet performance expectations. This approach was used as a starting point for the PJ
panels and to benchmark results, but it was not fully implemented to produce independent
results. The evidence-based approach examines the academic research related to resource
allocation and student performance. Resource levels for personnel and other costs are
identified for resources that have been shown to contribute to significant statistical
improvements in student achievement.

= A successful schools study (SS), which provides information on the cost of serving
students in a general education setting with no special circumstances; the SS study does
not provide information on students with identified learning needs. This approach was
used to examine the spending of high-performing schools—both DCPS and public
charter schools—as measured against DC academic performance standards, growth in
student performance, and the whole school environment.

Each approach has strengths and weaknesses in producing information that can support sound
decisions on adequate education funding levels, but none is perfect. Consequently, the TFP/APA
study team employed a blended methodology that includes both the professional judgment panels
and the successful schools study and that incorporates elements of the evidence-based approach.
These approaches were used to analyze resource needs from different perspectives and to
triangulate findings in order to produce a single cost estimate. The results of data collection and
analysis employing these complementary methods were then compared, combined, and
interpolated to derive the most reasonable, reliable, data-driven cost estimates.

The study team employed a blend of
nationally recognized research approaches:
a professional judgment (PJ) approach

that brought together professional educators
to specify resource needs using evidence-
based research (EB) as a starting point and
a successful schools (SS) approach that
examined spending by high-performing DCPS
and public charter schools.

Data collected through these established
methods was supplemented with information
from focus groups and individual interviews.

Both PJ and SS approaches enable practitioners to examine the base cost of educating a student
(i.e., the cost of serving a student without identified learning needs in a general education setting
with no special circumstances) in two ways so the cost can be compared and validated. However,
these approaches vary in their capacity to identify additional resources needed to serve students
with identified learning needs and in their ability to identify the difference in resource costs
associated with different educational settings.
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For the District of Columbia, the successful schools study could not produce reliable information
on the costs of serving students with different types of identified learning needs because the
sample sizes for each category of need were too small. In contrast, the PJ panels were able to
focus extensive attention on each category of need and develop targeted resource specifications.
These specifications were then reviewed; adjustments were made based on input from
subsequent panels and data and information from interviews with OSSE, DCPS, and charter
school leaders. By employing multiple methods, the study team was able to ensure at least two
sources of relevant data and information for all critical cost estimation areas addressed in the
study (see Appendix C).

The study team also conducted several focus groups and held individual interviews with key
stakeholders. These sessions contributed additional information to help fill gaps, clarify issues
raised by the PJ panels and the SS study, and verify findings from other sources.

Additional fiscal analyses were conducted using data provided by DCPS, PCSB, and various city
agencies, including the:

= Department of General Services (DGS);

= Department of Health (DOH);

= Department of Behavioral Health (DBH),

= Department of Transportation (DDOT),

= Metropolitan Police Department (MPD),

= Chief Financial Officer (OCFO),

= Attorney General (OAG),

= Contracting and Procurement (OCP),

= Chief Technology Officer (OCTO), and

= Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).
These sources provided primary data relevant to other key costing issues, such as student support
staff (e.g., school nurses and social workers), school resource officers, facilities management,
and maintenance costs. These sources also provided information on funding that benefits DCPS
and public charter schools but flows through District agencies and DCPS/charter school-driven
cost differences.

Data and information from all of these sources were analyzed and synthesized with the results
from the analytic methods discussed earlier. (See Appendix D for a list of focus group
participants. See Appendix E for a list of individuals who provided data and information through
phone and face-to-face interviews and meetings.)

Together, all these data sources and analyses enabled the study team to identify the following
key cost elements for DC schools to meet performance expectations:
= The base cost of educating an average student to meet state performance expectations;
this base cost does not include capital costs, such as school building construction costs,
pension costs for certified educators, or debt service costs;

= Cost weights for educating students at different grade levels and with identified learning

needs (e.g., special education students, English language learners, and students at risk of
academic failure) to meet performance standards; and
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= Additional cost factors associated with differences between schools in terms of their size
and whether they are DCPS or public charter schools, including facilities maintenance
and operations (M&O) costs.

Using the Professional Judgment Approach

The professional judgment approach generally is regarded as the most robust methodology for
costing out education adequacy. It can be used to identify the base cost figure and adjustments
for students with identified learning needs and schools in unique settings. It relies on the
expertise and experience of practicing professional educators to specify the resources that
schools need to serve all students.

One of the approach’s greatest strengths is it brings together educators with diverse experiences,
expertise, and authority to address the question of which programs can provide an adequate
education and what resources would be required to do so. Panelists pool their talents, starting
with teachers and specialists articulating the standards of their field and their experience in
adapting to the needs of different students and different learning environments. This is followed
by resource specialists translating programs into personnel and is capped by administrators
focusing on the trade-offs among alternative programs. The outcome is not what any one
individual would have foreseen. Instead, it reflects a blending of diverse expertise from
professionals who are most aware of the academic standards and performance goals as well as
the types of resources and programs students need most to achieve those goals. The costs of all
resources are then determined based on locality-specific prices. (See Appendix F for a summary
of guidance to PJ panelists.)

The professional judgment approach is
based on the idea that panels of
experienced educators can identify the
programs and resources that schools need
to meet DC performance expectations.

Panel Composition

The Finance Project invited a wide array of current education practitioners in DCPS and public
charter schools, as well as other local education administrators and experts, to serve on the PJ
panels (see Table 2.1). These individuals were selected based on their professional experience
and areas of professional expertise.® Each panel was composed of five to eight members who

% professional judgment panel members were all DC educators and/or education support personnel currently
working in DCPS or public charter schools. They included individuals with experience and expertise in the
following areas:

e Teachers, all grade levels, public school and public charter schools;

e  Teachers in magnet programs;

e  Teachers in competitive and/or specialized school programs (e.g., Duke Ellington School for the Arts and
McKinley Technology High School);
Teachers in alternative school programs;
Teachers certified to teach special education;
Teachers certified to teach English language learners;
Teachers with experience teaching in adult education programs;
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worked collaboratively to specify resource needs. The study team sought educators with
experience working in schools with small and with large enroliments as well as experience with
specialized curricula and programs, such as magnet schools, alternative schools, adult education
programs, or special subject focuses. (See Appendix G for a list of professional judgment panel
members.)

Ten PJ panels were used for the DC Education Adequacy Study.

School-level panels: These three panels identified the resources needed at each school
level—elementary school, middle school, and high school. The panel members included
teachers, principals, instructional experts, and others most familiar with critical resource
needs.

o Elementary School Panel (prekindergarten for three- and four-year-olds [pre-K3

and pre-K4] and kindergarten [K] through grade 5)
o Middle School Panel (grades 6 through 8)
o High School Panel (grades 9 through 12)

Identified learning needs panels: These four panels focused on the additional resources
needed for students with identified learning needs, including students enrolled in special
education, English language learners, alternative and adult education students, and
students at risk of academic failure. This enabled a careful review of needs for different
categories of students and how they can best be met within DCPS and public charter
schools. Panel members included personnel familiar with the resources required to ensure
students with identified learning needs can meet education standards.

o ldentified Learning Needs Panel, Elementary School

o ldentified Learning Needs Panel, Middle School and High School

o ldentified Learning Needs Panel, Adult Education and Alternative Schools
o ldentified Learning Needs Panel, Levels 1-4 Special Education

System-level panels: These two panels reviewed the work of the school-level panels and
the identified learning needs panels. In addition, they specified the resources needed at
the central local educational agency (LEA) office level to ensure DCPS and public
charter schools are supported in a manner that ensures students can meet academic
standards. These panels included several system-level experts with deep knowledge of
the resources needed at the LEA level to ensure effective and efficient system-level
management for public schools and public charter schools.

o District of Columbia Public Schools System Panel

o Public Charter Schools System Panel

Facilities management and maintenance panel: Facilities management and maintenance
is an important education cost driver, so the study team appointed a PJ panel to focus
specifically on resource needs and related costs for school building and grounds. This

Principals, all levels, public school and public charter schools;

Chief financial officers/school business managers, public school and public charter schools; and

Other school support staff, such as school counselors, social workers, nurses, academic deans, and school
resource officers.
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panel was composed of DCPS and public charter school officials with deep knowledge of
facilities cost issues and policy. It also included Department of General Services (DGS)
officials who manage portions of DCPS school maintenance.

= Qverall review: The Advisory Group was responsible for reviewing all of the work done
during the course of the study and making final adjustments to the resource specifications
at the school and system levels. This group reviewed the work of all the PJ panels,
discussed resource prices, examined preliminary cost figures, and attempted to resolve
some of the inconsistencies that arose across panels in order to derive aggregate and per-
student costs for the representative schools.

Table 2.1: Composition of the Professional Judgment Panels

PANELS PANELISTS
School-Level Panels e Teachers
1. Elementary: Pre-K-Grade 5 o Principals
2. Middle School: Grades 6-8 e Instructional experts working in the schools (e.g.,
3. High School: Grades 9-12 resource teachers, mentor teachers, and accountability
specialists)
Identified Learning Needs Panels o Teachers
1. Elementary school identified learning o Principals
needs « Special education resource staff and instructional experts
2. Middle school/high school identified o Adult educators
learning needs o e Instructors and resource staff with expertise serving
3. Adult/alternative school identified English language learners and economically
learning needs disadvantaged children

4. Students in special education Levels 1-4
(with individualized education plans)

District of Columbia Public Schools System
Panel

DCPS instructional support staff
System-level administrative staff members
System-level budget office staff members
DCPS principals and/or administrators
Staff from the office of the chancellor and DCPS central
office staff
DC public charter schools instructional support staff
o DC public charter school principals and/or administrators
Contractors to charter management organizations that
provide administrative and financial management support
Public Charter School Board staff
DC department of general services staff
DCPS budget office staff
DC public charter school principals/chief executive
officers/chief financial officers
o DCPS school principals/chief financial officers
o DCPS, office of the chancellor
Advisory Group National experts in:

e  Education policy

e  Education programs

e  Education finance
Members of key DC stakeholder groups

Public Charter Schools System Panel

Facilities Management and Maintenance Panel
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Professional Judgment Panel Process

The panels followed a prescribed procedure in doing their work that included the following

steps:

Setting student performance standards. With input from DC education officials, the study
team developed a standard set of required instructional, student support, administrative,
technology, and other educational resources to guide the PJ panels. The document
catalogs the expectations for educational inputs to enable all DC students to achieve
outcomes that match state and federal performance levels (see Appendix B).

Launching and facilitating the PJ panels’ deliberations. Using uniform procedures, the
study team reviewed the student performance standards with each PJ panel and outlined
the task of creating representative schools. With facilitation support from the study team,
each panel convened for approximately one day to create representative schools and
specify resource needs. Panelists were instructed not to build their dream school, but to
identify the resources specifically needed to meet DC performance standards. However,
to the extent existing school resources are not adequate or up to date (e.g., technology),
they were encouraged to think broadly about resources that will be needed to provide
students with an adequate education in the coming years based on findings from existing
educational research and from their experience in DC schools and classrooms. Panelists
were instructed to “create a set of programs, curricula, or services designed to serve
students with particular needs in such a way that the indicated requirements/objectives
can be fulfilled,” and to “use [their] experience and expertise to organize personnel,
supplies and materials, and technology in an efficient way [they] feel confident will
produce desired outcomes” (see Appendix F).

Creating representative schools. As described in greater detail in Chapter 3, the study
team worked with the PJ panels to construct representative schools that reflect current
service levels, sizes, and student composition in DC public schools and public charter
schools, using available evidence-based research on resource needs as a starting point for
their deliberations. Panelists had access to actual quantities and monetary values where
these were found in the research literature. Where the research literature did not address
specific resources, panelists formed their own judgments. Panelists were instructed to
identify the types and amount of resources (e.g., number of teachers) needed to meet the
performance expectations, not to estimate the actual costs of providing those resources.
Each panel reached consensus on resource specifications, though not every member
would allocate funds strictly according to the specifications. At the time of the meetings,
no participant (either panel members or the study team) had a precise idea of the costs of
the resources that were being identified. This is not to say that panel members were
unaware that higher levels of resources would produce higher base cost figures or
weights. Yet, without specific price information and knowledge of how other panels were
proceeding, it would have been impossible for any individual or panel to suggest resource
levels that would have led to a specific base cost figure or weight, much less a cost that
was relatively higher or lower than another.

Synthesizing the results of multiple PJ panels. Each of the school-level and identified
learning needs panels, as well as the facilities panel, met with members of the TFP/APA
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team for approximately one day each to design initial representative schools and/or
program specifications. Subsequent system-level panels reviewed the conclusions of the
school-level panels and built in resources for central administration, management,
oversight, and support. The Advisory Group then reviewed, reconciled, and finalized the
specifications developed by all the other panels.

= Costing out the school-level resources needed to meet the District’s public education
goals. Based on the consensus achieved by each school-level panel on required resources,
the study team developed estimated costs based on current DC wage and price
information. School-level cost categories include:

o Instructional staff, including classroom teachers, other resource teachers, media
specialists, teacher aides, and substitute teachers;

o Student support staff, including school nurses, psychologists, counselors, social
workers, and family liaisons;

o Administrative staff, including principals, assistant principals, deans, technology
managers, business managers, registrars, and clerical staff;

o Technology, including hardware, software, local area and wireless networks, and
licensing fees;

o Other educational resources, including textbooks, supplies, and other consumables;
extra-curricular programs such as sports, music and performing arts, and student-run
clubs; and professional development;

o Additional programs to strengthen academic success, including preschool, extended-
day and extended-year programs, bridge programs, and college preparation programs;
and

o Other costs, including security.

The identified learning needs panels added to the resource specifications developed by
the regular school-level panels to address the needs of English language learners and at-
risk, adult, alternative, and special education students.

= Costing out the system-level resources needed to meet the District’s public education
goals. Based on the deliberations of the two system-level panels concerning required
resources, the study team developed estimated system costs for DCPS and public charter
schools. DCPS cost estimates were based on the DCPS fiscal 2014 budget. Public charter
school costs were based on panel specifications of resources for LEASs that serve one or a
small number of charter schools. A cost estimate was then developed based on current
DC wage and price information. System-level resources include maintaining key
capacities related to managing programs at multiple campuses, including:
o Strategic planning and management;
o Financial management;
o Procurement;
o Academic programming and support, including curriculum development, professional
development, and resources;
Outreach and coordination of programs and resources for students with identified
learning needs;
o Food service (resources needed above generated revenues);
o Youth engagement and support;

O
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o Family and public engagement;

Legal support and services, including risk management;

o Human resources management, including personnel policies and procedures,
recruitment, hiring, performance review, and recordkeeping; and

o Data management and accountability, including student tracking.

O

Panelists were instructed not to build their
dream school, but to identify the resources
needed to meet DC performance

standards, including the Common Core State
Standards when they are fully implemented.

In sum, the PJ approach enabled the study team to specify the resources needed for base-level
education spending, additional resources for students with identified learning needs, and the
resource costs associated with alternative settings. Convening multiple panels offered several
significant strengths:
= Convening multiple panels enabled the separation of school-level resources from system-
level resources.

= Multiple panels focused on schools at different levels and of different sizes and
composition, as well as students with different learning needs, so the study team could
determine whether and to what extent these factors impact school- and system-level
costs.

= Each panel’s work was reviewed by at least one other panel, which ensured broad
inclusiveness in the deliberative process and greater accountability for the final cost
estimates.

Incorporation of the Evidence-Based Approach

Although the TFP/APA study team did not undertake an independent analysis of relevant
evidence-based research as a component of the DC Education Adequacy Study, the evidence-
based approach was an integral part of the PJ approach. Built on the premise that education
research has reached certain conclusions on how resources should be deployed in schools to
improve student performance, it uses existing educational research to identify strategies that are
most likely to produce desired student performance outcomes. Strategies may include class size
reductions, interventions for special student populations, summer school, professional
development, changes in school-day and school-year scheduling, and supplementary support
services for students and their families.

The study team drew heavily on the work of other researchers who are reported in the seminal
meta-data research paper by Goetz, Odden, and Picus.” These authors located, read, evaluated,
and synthesized the findings from hundreds of studies, reports, and other sources on effective
educational strategies and practices. This included research that identified educational programs

* Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available Evidence to Estimate the Cost of
Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.
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and practices that demonstrate direct effects on improving academic performance. It also
included research on strategies that may have indirect effects on performance, such as behavioral
support programs that increase time on task. Although most of the research literature is state-
specific, this meta-analysis offered the most relevant evidence base for the DC Education
Adequacy Study.

The study team used this information as a starting point for the PJ panels’ efforts to develop
representative schools at each level (pre-K/elementary school, middle school, and high school)
and guide their deliberations on resource requirements for students without and with identified
learning needs. To overcome the disadvantages of using the EB approach alone—one being that
it speaks only to limited types of resources and treats all situations generically—the study team
incorporated the EB approach into the PJ panels’ design and work.

Using the Successful Schools Approach

The successful schools approach examined levels of spending in DCPS and public charter

schools that were identified as high-performing. The study team:

= Identified successful schools. The selection of schools for the SS study was not an
attempt to identify a representative sample of all DC schools. Instead, it was an effort to
identify schools presently regarded as successful compared with other schools. Both
DCPS and the District’s Public Charter School Board have created frameworks to assess
the overall performance of their schools. Each framework uses indicators to determine
the extent to which its schools, and the students enrolled in them, are meeting standards
set by the District of Columbia and the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
The frameworks’ indicators consider academic achievement data and other data, such as
graduation rates, re-enrollment rates, and attendance rates. They afford a balanced view
of school success, both in terms of student achievement and satisfaction. In consultation
with staff from the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education, DCPS officials, PCSB
staff, and other relevant stakeholders, the study team determined characteristics
demonstrated by high-performing DCPS and public charter schools. These criteria varied
slightly for the two sectors, but generally focused on a combination of:
o Student academic performance;

Student growth over time;

Graduation rates;

Gateway measures; and

Leading indicators.

©)
@)
©)
@)

These characteristics were used to identify schools in each sector that were asked to
provide detailed school- and system-level revenue and expenditure data to enable the
study team to analyze the current costs of educating students without identified learning
needs in high-performing schools. Not all schools that would be considered successful by
these criteria participated in the study. (For more details on selection criteria and how
they were applied to select DCPS and public charter schools, see Appendix H.)

This approach offered the inherent advantage of focusing the analysis on a selection of
schools across the city whose leaders have found ways to successfully educate students to
meet performance expectations. It was very helpful in clarifying expenditure levels for
students without identified learning needs. It did not, however, provide insight into the
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costs of serving students with identified learning needs who require specialized
instruction, resources, and staff that entail additional costs. Table 2.2 summarizes the key
characteristics of schools selected for the SS study. (Appendix I contains a profile of each
school in the SS study.)

Table 2.2: Key Characteristics of Schools Selected for the Successful Schools Study

Sector Representation

= District of Columbia Public Schools: 16
= Charter Schools: 21

Geographic Distribution

Ward 1: 5 schools (2 Charter, 3 DCPS)
Ward 2: 1 school (Charter)

Ward 3: 6 schools (DCPS)

Ward 4: 9 schools (7 Charter, 2 DCPS)
Ward 5: 3 schools (2 Charter, 1 DCPS)
Ward 6: 3 schools (2 Charter, 1 DCPS)
Ward 7: 6 Schools (3 Charter, 3 DCPS)
Ward 8: 4 Schools (4 Charter)

Grades Served

Pre-K3 to Grade3/Pre-K3 to Grade 5/Pre-K4 to Grade 5: 15 schools
Pre-K3 to Grade 8/Pre-K4 to Grade 8: 4 schools

Grades 4-8/Grades 5-8: 8 schools

Grades 6-8/Grades 6-9: 3 schools

Grades 6-12: 2 schools

Grades 9-11/Grades 9-12: 5 schools

Number of Students Enrolled
School enrollment ranges from 200 to
more than 1,200, with most of the
schools enrolling 250-450 students.

200-400: 26 schools
400-600: 7 schools
600-800: 2 schools
800-1000: 0 schools

1,001 and above: 2 schools

Identified Learning Needs

Low Income: In schools across the District, the average rate of low-income students, as
measured by eligibility for free and reduced-price school meals, is 71%. Among the identified
successful schools, low-income students account for:

= 45% of the student population in DCPS

= 64% of the student population in Public Charter Schools

Special Education: DCPA notes that approximately 17% of students receive special
education services. Among the identified successful schools, special education students
account for:

= 9% of the student population in DCPS

= 12% of the student population in Public Charter Schools

English Language Learners: The number of English language learners (ELLS) varies across
the identified successful schools:
= 28 schools have an ELL population that accounts for up to 15% of students.
= 7 schools have an ELL population that accounts for 15%-35% of students.
=  The remaining 2 schools have an ELL population that accounts for 36% and
58% of students, respectively.

Sources: Successful School Study data collection
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= Gathered school-level and system-level expenditure data. The study team prepared a data
collection template to gather detailed income and expenditure data from each of the
selected schools for school year (SY) 2011-2012. To the extent possible, charter school
LEAs successfully completed the templates to produce school-specific spending data that
included system-level costs associated with schools with multiple campuses. As needed,
this data was supplemented with PCSB audited information for all charter schools.
(PCSB audited information also was used for a few charter schools that did not report
complete data.) For the DCPS schools in the sample, the Office of the Chancellor
provided revenue and expenditure data for all schools. Total school spending was divided
by the number of students in each school to calculate per-student school costs. (Appendix
J presents the template and guidance for the collection of school-level and system-level
expenditure data for the SS study.)

= Collected data on supplemental funding and other resources. Leaders at each of the
schools participating in the successful schools study were asked to provide information
on additional cash, grants, and in-kind resources available to the school for the benefit of
all students and/or for categories of students. This includes, for example, contributions of
money, supplies, and volunteer time. It includes supplemental funding for additional
academic programs, such as after-school programs, summer school, and/or dual-credit
programs with local colleges and universities. Some school leaders were able to provide
this information; for others, the task was more challenging. By supplementing the basic
information on school revenues with information from the DC Office of Partnerships and
Grant Services and the DC Public Education Fund, the study team was able to identify
additional sources of revenue available to schools in the successful schools study. With
this information, the study team calculated a per-student supplemental spending estimate
that was added to the base level of per-student spending on education programs for
successful schools. (Appendix J provides a summary of guidance to leaders of successful
DCPS and public charter schools participating in the SS study.)

= Determined a base cost. To determine the base cost for educating students in high-
performing DCPS and public charter schools, the initial study design called for separating
expenditures related to serving students with identified learning needs from those related
to serving general education students. However, because the identification of these
expenditures was inconsistent across sectors and schools, the study team determined that
it was preferable to employ a weighted student approach that is often used for SS studies
where disaggregating costs for particular students or programs is difficult. Employing this
approach, weights were identified for each of the identified learning needs categories and
applied to total spending in order to derive a reasonable estimate of the amount of
funding that was allocated to students with identified learning needs in the SS study
schools.

To generate a base cost for educating students without identified learning needs, the study
team divided the total of identified expenditures by the weighted student counts.
Importantly, these expenditure totals included all spending by DCPS and public charter
schools in the SS study, not just spending that was specific to local UPSFF funding. All
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available funding from DC education appropriations, other city agencies, federal
programs, and private funds are taken into account in the SS study calculations.

The successful schools approach provided

a sound estimate of the amount high-
performing DCPS and public charter schools
currently spend per general education student.

In sum, the SS approach provided a sound estimate of the amount high-performing DCPS and
public charter schools currently spend per student to achieve results for general education
students who do not have identified learning needs and, therefore, do not require specialized
resources that entail additional costs.
= This estimate provides an important point of comparison to the estimated costs of
required resources identified by the PJ panels and confirms the results of the PJ cost
analysis.

= This component of the study did not address the costs of serving students with identified
learning needs.

= This approach did not allow for the separation of school-level resources from system-
level resources.

Comparing Expenditures Within and Outside the UPSFF
In addition to examining cost estimates resulting from the work of the PJ panels and from the SS
study, the TFP/APA study team carefully analyzed current education spending within and
outside the UPSFF for both DCPS and public charter schools to understand the level of current
per-student education spending. Although the formula was intended to cover all instructional and
noninstructional costs for educating DC students, both DCPS and public charter schools receive
supplemental benefits from other city agencies, though not on an equal per-student basis,
including the:

= Department of Health (DOH) for school nurses;

= Department of Behavioral Health (DBH) for social workers;

= Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) for school resource officers; and

= Department of Transportation (DDOT) for school crossing guards.

DCPS receives additional supplemental support from other DC agencies, including the:
= Office of the Attorney General (OAG) for legal support services;
= Office of Contracting and Procurement(OCP), for procurement services;
= Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTQ) for computer systems , and
= Department of General Services (DGS) for facilities maintenance.

These benefits do not show up as DCPS school-level or system-level expenses, because they are
paid directly by the referenced DC government agencies.
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In addition to UPSFF funding, public charter schools also receive an annual $3,000 per-student
facilities allowance. These funds are intended to cover capital investments and lease obligations.
However, public charter schools have wide discretion in how they allocate these nonlapsing
funds.

Differences in how the two systems are funded and what funds cover each expenditure category
complicate efforts to compute and compare costs between DCPS and public charter schools.
They also complicate efforts to develop a reasonable, standard, data-based estimate of the costs
of providing an adequate education to all DC students.

To address these complexities, the study team designated all expenditures for DCPS and public
charter schools by whether they were covered within or outside the UPSFF. The team also
assessed whether the expenditures were covered at the school level or the system level. For
public charter schools, this analysis included the facilities allowance. For both systems, the study
team identified funding from other public sources, including federal program funds and
supplemental appropriations, to take full account of all relevant sources of revenue and all
relevant expenditures in order to determine current per-student spending and compare it with
calculations on the required base and weights for spending to ensure all students can receive an
adequate education.

Blending Results Based on Multiple Methods
To develop sound data-driven cost estimates for the full range of costs associated with providing
an adequate education, the study team conducted a comprehensive analysis of data and
information from multiple sources, using multiple analytic methods. The study design was
created to measure adequacy as it is reflected in three fundamental cost components:
= A base cost per pupil common to all schools—the parameter that can be used to establish
the foundation per-student aid amount that is distributed under the District’s UPSFF;

= Adjustments to the base cost to reflect the cost pressures associated with different
students, different education programs, or different characteristics of schools reflected in
the weights; and

= Adjustments to the base cost to reflect cost pressures associated with maintenance and
operations, including utilities and custodial services for school facilities.

Data and information were gathered, aggregated, analyzed, and synthesized, with significant
input from the Advisory Group, to develop sound cost estimates for providing an adequate
education to all DC students. In some cases, this required reconciling differences in the results
produced using different research methods to present a single reasonable cost figure. Of
particular note:
= The new Common Core State Standards are just now being implemented nationwide, so
no reliable past experience exists to help set student performance benchmarks aligned
with the new approach. The SS study contributed important insights into how successful
schools can help boost student performance based on current standards, but it could not
shed light on the resource needs and related costs for meeting the new standards.
Accordingly, the PJ panels played an important role in helping the study team anticipate
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modifications and enhancements in educational programs, services, assessments, and
other resources that will be required and the related costs.

= Developing specifications for students with identified learning needs is challenging,
because it is difficult to distinguish the base level of resources needed by all students
from additional resources needed only by students with specific categories of identified
learning needs.

In addition, the study team started with identifying students at-risk of academic failure
using eligibility for free and reduced-price school meals. The study team recognized the
need to identify additional relevant low-income proxies because of the complication the
community eligibility option® introduces in identifying students qualifying for these
subsidized meals. The study team also recognized that a direct correlation between
poverty and educational risk does not exist but it decided to rely on low-income proxies
until the Office of the State Superintendent of Education fully develops and implements
an early warning system for identifying students at risk of academic failure. In the short
term, the study team determined that being in foster care, being homeless, and living in a
family that is TANF-eligible were reasonable factors identifying at-risk students.

= The specifications from the PJ panels, with some adjustments based on research evidence
and other data analyses, became the driving force for the recommended new base level of
UPSFF funding and the additional weights.

= The SS results provided an important point of comparison for determining the base level
of UPSFF funding and validated the findings of the PJ panels.

Employing multiple analytic methods enabled the study team to gain a broad perspective on
diverse factors that affect education costs and cost differences between DCPS and public charter
schools. It also afforded insights into possible strategies for reconciling differences to achieve
adequacy, equity, and transparency in DC education funding. To the extent the conclusions of
the PJ panels track closely to the findings in the existing educational research literature and are
reinforced by the SS study, DC policymakers who are faced with competing priorities and
limited budgets can have significant confidence in the study results.

> The Office of the State Superintendent of Education defines schools as eligible to participate in the community
eligibility option based on whether they have 40 percent or more of identified students who are direct certified for
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or Supplemental Nutrition Assistance, are homeless, or are in foster care,
according to data reported in the District of Columbia’s Direct Certification System, by the state agency homeless
coordinator, and/or by the department of child and family services as of April 1st of each year.
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3. SCHOOL-LEVEL FINDINGS

The professional judgment (PJ) panels—informed by the evidence base—sought to identify the
quantity and types of resources required to provide an adequate education to all District of
Columbia (DC) students at each school level. Their findings are an important foundation for
conclusions on the cost of education adequacy in the District, which are presented in Chapter 5,
as well as recommendations for restructuring and resetting the Uniform Per Student Funding
Formula (UPSFF) base and weights for students with identified learning needs, which are
presented in Chapter 6.

Importantly, the school-level PJ panelists worked together to achieve consensus on school-level
resource requirements, including instructional staff, student support staff, and administrative
staff, as well as other educational resources and technology hardware, for representative schools
at each level. Throughout the panels’ deliberations, District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
and public charter school educators and administrators agreed generally on the quantity, quality,
and types of resources required for all students to succeed in representative schools, even though
no panelists might allocate resources specifically as listed in this chapter.

The study team does not intend for these resource specifications to be a rigid prescription for
how individual schools should be staffed and how school leaders should expend their budget.
Instead, the resources identified by the PJ panels are the foundation for estimates of the costs of
effectively serving students. In the best-case scenario, schools would receive adequate funding
and school leaders could allocate resources for staff and other direct costs according to the
school’s needs and priorities. For example, the elementary school panel specified staffing levels
and student-teacher ratios at each grade level for costing purposes, but panelists unanimously
agreed that principals should have discretion in determining the most effective assignment of
teachers and instructional aides to classrooms based on school conditions and student learning
needs.

The resource specifications are estimates of the
costs of effectively serving students, not
prescriptions for how individual schools should

be staffed and how school leaders should expend
their budget. In the best scenario, schools would
receive sufficient funding and school leaders would
have discretion to allocate resources according to
the school’s needs and priorities.

Resource specifications for representative DCPS and public charter schools are organized as
follows:
= Elementary School—Prekindergarten for three-year-olds (Pre-K3), Prekindergarten for
four-year-olds (Pre-K4), Kindergarten, and Grades 1 through 5
= Middle School—Grades 6 through 8
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= High School—Grades 9 through 12
= Alternative and Adult Education Schools

Each school-level section (elementary, middle, and high school) presents:

= Base-level resource requirements for regular students without identified learning needs
that call for specialized supports and services;
Additional resource requirements for students with identified learning needs who fall into
several categories (English language learners, at risk of academic failure,* and special
education Levels 1-4);?
Additional school programs beyond the regular instructional program to boost academic
performance during the school year and prevent summer learning loss (e.g., before- or
after-school programs, summer school, and bridge programs for rising 9th graders); and

= Cumulative resource requirements at each level for representative schools of different
sizes.

The alternative and adult education schools section presents:
= Summary profiles of alternative and adult education programs in the District of
Columbiga;
= A summary of alternative and adult education needs; and
= Resource requirements for alternative and adult education programs.

These school-level PJ panel resource specifications were subsequently reviewed by the identified
learning needs panels, the system-level panels, and the Advisory Group. Results were also
reviewed by focus groups and through individual interviews with other stakeholders. In some
cases, these specifications were adjusted based on the recommendations of subsequent panels
and stakeholders (e.g., additional staffing to serve students with identified learning needs or
administrative costs specified at the local educational agency (LEA) level). Most resource
specifications were finalized based on the Advisory Group review and were adopted as the study
recommendations for costing out purposes.

Elementary Schools

DC elementary schools vary in size, with student enrollment ranging from 150 to 700. An initial
study team review showed that DCPS and public charter elementary schools seem to cluster at
two size levels, with larger schools of about 420 students and smaller schools of about 210
students for prekindergarten through grade 5. Accordingly, in developing profiles of

L A direct correlation between low-income status and risk of academic failure does not exist; however, poverty and
poor school performance are closely associated. The PJ panels used eligibility for free and reduced-price school
meals as the proxy for students at risk of academic failure. Later in the process, after the PJ panels completed their
work, the study team—in consultation with advisors and the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education—maodified
the proxy for students at risk of academic failure to include students who are in foster care, who are homeless,
and/or who live in low-income families qualifying for federal aid through Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families. These three factors were selected as a reasonable and relevant proxy for targeting educational risk until the
Office of the State Superintendent of Education implements its early warning system to identify students at risk of
academic failure.

“Special education students are categorized into four levels of need, according to number of hours per week they
require specialized services using 1-4 levels.
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representative schools for costing out purposes, the elementary PJ panel used these two school
sizes and determined student characteristics based on demographic data for school year 2012—
2013. Table 3.1 profiles the representative elementary schools.

The PJ panel developed resource specifications
for larger elementary schools with 420 students
and smaller schools with 210 students.

Table 3.1: School and Student Characteristics—Elementary School

Elementary Elementary
School 1: School 2:
(420 (210
Students— Students—
Sample School K-Grade 5)* | K-Grade 5)*
Total Enroliment 420 210
Enrollment Per Grade 70 35
Students Receiving Free and Reduced-
Price School Meals—At Risk (70%) 294 147
English Language Learners (9%) 38 19
Gifted/Talented Students (5%) 21 11
Special Education (17%)
Special Education Students—Level 1 26 13
Special Education Students—Level 2 23 12
Special Education Students—Level 3 8 4
Special Education Students—Level 4 15 7
Pre-K3 and Pre-K4 Classrooms™* 6 3

Note: *All figures are for kindergarten through grade 5; additional staff and resources for prekindergarten students were analyzed
separately.

Source: District of Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “FY 13 LEA and School Level Enroliment Audit
Reports,” http://osse.dc.gov/publication/fy13-Lea-and-school-level-enroliment-audit-reports.

Instructional Personnel

In determining resource requirements for students without identified learning needs, the
elementary PJ panel identified small class sizes in kindergarten and grades 1 through 3 as key to
successful academic performance for general education students without identified needs
requiring additional specialized support and services. The panelists felt that class ratios of 15:1 in
these lower grades would provide high-quality learning environments to ensure students are
performing at grade level by grade 3. For grades 4 and 5, panelists felt that higher class sizes of
25:1 were appropriate, depending on the level of other instructional staff in the school. However,
panelists agreed that principals should have flexibility to determine appropriate class sizes in
their school.

Panelists endorsed current DC school policy that provides full-day kindergarten for all students,

and they specified staff and other resources to support these programs in all elementary schools.
They also specified full-day early childhood education programs for three- and four-year olds in
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pre-K3 and pre-K4 classes, with class sizes of no more than 15 and a teacher and an instructional
aide in each classroom. This complies with the DC Official Code governing prekindergarten
education, which requires an adult-to-child ratio of 8:1 for children age three and 10:1 for
children ages four and older.® Schoolwide, panelists also identified the need for a full-time
roving substitute teacher for larger schools and a half-time roving substitute teacher for smaller
schools.

Student Support Personnel

The PJ panel recognized that student support services are important, even among students
without any identified learning needs. During the school day, children need to have medications
administered and, inevitably, there are incidents of illness, injury, trauma, and family stress that
require the services of school nurses and mental health professionals, counselors, social workers,
and family liaisons. Panelists noted that family liaisons are especially important for
prekindergarten students and their families who are new to the education system and often need
help with responding to administrative requirements and ensuring their children’s individual
learning needs are properly identified and addressed.

The panel highlighted the important
role that family liaisons play in helping parents of
prekindergarten students who are new to the education system.

In addition, the D.C. Department of Transportation (DDOT) provides crossing guards at
elementary schools during morning arrival and afternoon dismissal hours, based on
neighborhood conditions, including traffic around the school. Similarly, schools have private
unarmed security guards who provide day-to-day protection and monitor access to school
buildings. DCPS has 253 security guards for schools at all levels. These guards are hired under a
$17.2 million contract secured by the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) that is paid for
through an interagency transfer using UPSFF funds from the DCPS budget. Public charter
schools hire security officers independently.

Administrative Personnel

To meet the leadership and administrative needs of elementary schools, the PJ panel felt that a
full-time principal, a half-time assistant principal, a half-time office manager, and two full-time
clerical staff are required for larger schools (one for smaller schools). This level of staffing is
needed to ensure high performance and sound management, especially if school leaders take on
more direct responsibility for budgeting and resource allocation.

Staffing for Students with Identified Learning Needs

The elementary identified learning needs PJ panel and the Levels 1-4 special education PJ panel
noted that the resources specified for general education students without any identified learning
needs provide a well-resourced base for all students in elementary schools. The panels also
identified additional resources to serve students with identified learning needs that require
specialized staff, programs, and other supports. Additional resources for English language
learners (ELLs) primarily include additional teachers. Students who are at risk of academic

% DC Official Code § 38-272.01.
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failure® require other resources, including intervention teachers and instructional aides,
counselors, social workers, and family liaisons.

Schools with a large at-risk student population also need additional security staff. The panels
also specified the need for a dean for students with identified learning needs; this dean would
serve as an administrative point person to ensure all documentation and reporting requirements
are met and coordinate special learning supports and services with regular classroom instruction.
For the representative elementary schools with the demographics previously described, more
than 15 percent of the specified staff is dedicated to addressing the needs of at-risk students; just
below 4 percent is dedicated to addressing the needs of ELL students.

For students with special education designations with individualized education plans (IEPS),
panelists called for significant additional instructional staff—special education teachers,
instructional aides, and a part-time adaptive physical education teacher—as well as student
support staff—social workers and specialized therapists (e.g., behavioral therapy, occupational
therapy, and speech therapy). They also called for additional administrative support from a
special education coordinator. Approximately 21 percent of specified representative elementary
school staffing is for Levels 1-4 special education students. In addition to these school-level
resources, additional resources, such as dedicated aides, specialized therapists, and adaptive
technology, are provided at the system level for special education students.

Developing resource specifications for Levels 1-4 special education students at all school levels
proved difficult. In part, this reflects different professional perspectives on the levels and balance
of additional instructional programming, student support, and therapeutic services these students
need to be successful learners. Panelists found it challenging to model these resources, because
the needs of special education students vary widely depending on their IEP. Moreover, the
distribution of students in Levels 1-4 is not consistent from school to school or year to year. To
ensure the necessary resources were identified, the study team assembled a PJ panel that
reviewed resources for Levels 1-4 special education students at the elementary, middle, and high
school levels. In addition, a focus group was convened to review the resources identified by this
special education PJ panel. In some cases, this led to changes in the estimates of required
staffing.

As shown in Table 3.2, additional staffing allocations vary depending on the category of need
among elementary school students. However, approximately 40 percent of representative
elementary school staff is dedicated to serving students with identified learning needs.

Staffing Summary

For an elementary school with 420 students, the school-level, identified learning needs, and
Levels 1-4 special education PJ panels called for 67.4 staff members. For a school with 210
students, the panels called for 37.6 staff members (see Table 3.2) Notably, the PJ panels’

* A strong association between low-income status and risk of academic failure exists. For this reason, poverty as
determined by eligibility for free and reduced-price school meals is commonly used as a proxy for educational risk.
However, the correlation is not one-to-one. Not all low-income students are at risk, and some affluent students are at
risk and require additional support and resources. The PJ panels worked with the assumption that 70 percent of
students at the average elementary school are at risk.
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specifications were closely aligned with the documented levels of resources required for
education adequacy found in education research studies. Although a significant number of small
DCPS and public charter elementary schools are operating, the clear implication is that based on
the PJ panels’ specifications, it is more expensive to operate schools of this size because the ratio
of instructional staff to students is lower than for larger elementary schools. As shown in Table
3.2, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-to-student ratio for larger elementary
schools are 8.8:1 and 6.2:1, respectively. The comparative ratios for small elementary schools

are 8.3:1 and 5.6:1, respectively.

Table 3.2: Recommended Personnel Specifications—Elementary School

B . el . Special
ase At-Risk Language Gifted/Talented | £ e Total
Personnel Personnel Learners Personnel Personnel Personnel
Personnel
Elementary School 1: 420 Students
Classroom Teachers 24.3 2.0 0.2 55 32.0
Specials Teachers 4.0 4.0
Intervention Teachers 29 2.9
Tegéjr?:rt;ve Physical Education 05 05
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0
Technology Specialists 05 0.5
Instructional Aides 3.0 3.0 6.0
Full-Time Substitutes 1.0 1.0
EHEE
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 30.8 5.9 2.0 0.2 9.0 47.9
Student Support Staff 04 0.4
- Counselors 05 0.5 1.0
- Nurses 1.0 1.0
- Psychologists 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.6
- ?ﬁgizlp\i/;/tc;rkers/Behawor 05 10 06 21
- Family Liaisons 0.5 0.5
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 25 25 0.4 4.0 9.4
Principals 1.0 1.0
Assistant Administrators 0.5 0.5
Deans 1.0 1.0
Special Education Coordinators 0.7 0.7
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Table 3.2: Recommended Personnel Specifications—Elementary School, continued

English

Base At-Risk Language Gifted/Talented gzﬁiiaatlion Total
Personnel Personnel Learners Personnel Personnel Personnel
Personnel
English Language Learners
. 0.1 0.1
Coordinators
Office Managers 05 0.5
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 2.0 2.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 6.0 1.0 0.1 1.2 8.3
Security Personnel 1.0 1.0 2.0
Subtotal: Other Staff 1.0 1.0 2.0
Total Staff 40.3 10.4 25 14.2 67.4
Students Per Instructional Staff 8.8:1
Students Per Total Staff 6.2:1
Elementary School 2: 210 Students
English Special
Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented E dugation Total
Personnel Personnel Learners Personnel Personnel Personnel
Personnel
Classroom Teachers 12.2 1.0 0.1 2.7 16.0
Specials Teachers 3.0 3.0
Intervention Teachers 1.5 1.5
Adaptive Physical Education 0.3 0.3
Teachers
Librarians/Media Specialists 05 0.5
Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5
Instructional Aides 15 0.1 14 3.0
Full-Time Substitutes 0.5 0.5
Additional Substitutes 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/
teacher teacher teacher teacher teacher
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 16.7 3 1.1 0.1 4.4 25.3
Student Support Staff 0.2 0.2
- Counselors 0.3 0.5 0.8
- Nurses 1 1
- Psychologists 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.9
- Social Workers/Behawor 03 05 0.3 11
Therapists
- Family Liaisons 0.3 0.3
- Speech, Occupational, and 14 14
Physical Therapists ' '
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Table 3.2: Recommended Personnel Specifications—Elementary School, continued

English Special
Base At-Risk Language Gifted/Talented Esﬁilaation Total
Personnel Personnel Learners Personnel Personnel Personnel
Personnel
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 1.9 1.6 0.2 2.0 5.7
Principals 1.0 1.0
Deans 1.0 1.0
English Language Learners
4 0.1 0.1
Coordinators
Instructional Facilitators 10 0.2 12
(Coaches)
Office Managers 05 0.5
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 1.0 1.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 35 1.0 0.1 0.5 5.1
Security Personnel 1 0.5 1.5
Subtotal: Other Staff 1 0.5 1.5
Total Staff 23.1 6 1.4 0.1 6.9 37.6
Students Per Instructional Staff 8.3:1
Students Per Total Staff 5.6:1

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Other Educational Resources

The elementary school PJ panel, the elementary identified learning needs PJ panel, and the
Levels 1-4 special education PJ panel also specified nonpersonnel resources that are required to
provide quality instructional programs and services in the early grades. These other resources
include professional development, student activity fees, textbooks, library resources, and
supplies. The specifications shown in Table 3.3 were adopted as the study recommendation for
costing purposes.
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Table 3.3: Recommended Nonpersonnel Resources—Elementary School

Elementary Elementary
School 1: School 2:
420 Students 210 Students

Additional Resources

15 days/teacher 15 days/teacher

Professional Development

$100/student $100/student

Supplies and Materials
Textbooks

. $165/student $165/student
Equipment
Assessment
Technology Licensing $30/student $30/student
Student Activities $200/student $200/student

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Technology Hardware

Acknowledging that technology plays an increasingly prominent role in classroom learning from
the earliest grades, the elementary PJ panel highlighted technology hardware upgrades as a high
priority for elementary schools. The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and
Careers (PARCC) will replace the DC Comprehensive Assessment System (DC CAS) in 2015,
which will require that students use computers rather than paper and pencil for testing.
Accordingly, as shown in Table 3.4, panelists called for a computer for every professional staff
member. In addition, for each classroom, they called for one computer for every four students, a
printer, an LCD projector, and a document camera. Panelists also specified the need for a well-
equipped media center and a fixed computer lab in every DC elementary school. These
specifications were adopted by the study team as the recommended resource levels for costing
purposes.
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Table 3.4: Recommended Technology Hardware—Elementary School

Elementary School 1: | Elementary School 2:
420 students 210 students

Administrative Computers

Computers 1 per staff 1 per staff

Printers 1 per staff 1 per staff

Copiers 3 2
Servers 2 1
Faculty Laptops 1 per staff 1 per staff
Classroom

Computers 1 per 4 students 1 per 4 students

Printers 1 per classroom 1 per classroom

LCD Projectors 1 per classroom 1 per classroom

Document Cameras 1 per classroom 1 per classroom
Computer Lab(s)—Fixed

Computers 25 25

Printer/Scanners 1 1

SMART Boards 1 1
Computer Lab(s)—Mobile

Laptops 52 26
Media Center

Computers 5 5

Digital Video Cameras 5 3

Digital Cameras 5 3

Printers 2 2

Tablets 26 26

Sufficient to support Sufficient to support
Switches and Routers identified technology identified technology

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations. Currently, no evidence base from education research exists on adequate technology for students.

Additional Programs

The elementary PJ panel and the elementary identified learning needs PJ panel also highlighted
the need for other specialized school-based programs that entail additional costs. Full-day
prekindergarten for all three- and four-year-olds was deemed necessary to ensure young children
are cognitively, socially, and emotionally ready for full-day school beginning in kindergarten.
The panels also identified the need for extended-day and extended-year programs for at-risk
students to help boost academic performance. Extended-time programs are needed to provide
specialized tutoring, homework help, and enrichment before and after school during the regular
school year; summer and year-round programs help prevent summer learning loss. The
additional resource specifications related to these programs are presented in Tables 3.5 and 3.6
and include personnel and other direct educational costs. The study team adopted these
specifications developed by the PJ panels—and informed by the education research literature—
for costing purposes.
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Table 3.5:

Recommended Additional Programs—Elementary School

Elementary School 1:
420 Students

Elementary School 2:
210 Students

Before- or After-

Before- or After-

Program Name School Program Summer School School Program Summer School
100% of at-risk 100% of at-risk 100% of at-risk 100% of at-risk

Number of Pupils Served students students students students
Types of Students Served At risk At risk At risk At risk
Program Specifics 2.5 hours 6 weeks, full day 2.5 hours 6 weeks, full day
Personnel*

15:1 K=3 15:1 K-3
Teachers 251 20:1 otherwise 251 20:1 otherwise
Social Workers 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides 251 2.0 25:1 2.0
Coordination Personnel 0.5 0.5
Security Personnel 1.0 1.0 1.0
Other Costs*
Instructional Supplies,
Materials, and Equipment $165/student $165/student
Interventions $500/student $500/student

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Table 3.6: Recommended Additional Programs—Preschool

Elementary School 1: Elementary School 2:
420 Students 210 Students

Program Name Preschool Preschool
Number of Pupils Served 6 Pre-K3/Pre-K4 Classrooms 3 Pre-K3/Pre-K4 Classrooms
Types of Students Served 15 to 1 General Education 15 to 1 General Education
Personnel
Classroom Teachers 6.0 3.0
Specials Teachers 1.2
Instructional Facilitators 0.5 0.5
Instructional Aides 6.0 3.0
Other Costs

15 days/teacher 15 days/teacher
Professional Development $100/student $100/student
Instructional Supplies and
Materials
Equipment $165/student $165/student
Technology
Assessment
Student Activities $200/student $200/student

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008); 374-97.
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Middle Schools

DC middle schools vary in size, with student populations ranging from approximately 250 to
1,175. The study team’s initial review showed that DCPS and public charter middle schools
seem to cluster at two levels, with larger schools of about 600 students and smaller schools of
about 300 students for grades 6 through 8. Although some combined elementary/middle schools
and middle/high schools are operating in the city, for costing purposes, the study team focused
on middle schools serving only grades 6 through 8. Accordingly, in developing representative
school profiles for costing out purposes, the PJ panel used these two school sizes and determined
student characteristics based on demographic data for school year 2012-2013. Table 3.7 profiles
the representative middle schools.

Table 3.7: School and Student Characteristics—Middle School

Middle School 1: | Middle School 2:
(600 Students— (300 Students—
Sample School Grades 6-8) Grades 6-8)
Total Enrollment 600 300
Enroliment Per Grade 200 100
Students Receiving Free and Reduced-
Price School Meals—At Risk (60%) 360 180
English Language Learners (9%) 54 27
Gifted/Talented Students (5%) 30 15
Special Education Students (17%)
Special Education Students—Level 1 37 19
Special Education Students—Level 2 33 12
Special Education Students—Level 3 12 6
Special Education Students—Level 4 21 11

Source: District of Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “FY13 LEA and School Level Enroliment Audit
Reports,” http://osse.dc.gov/publication/fy13-Lea-and-school-level-enroliment-audit-reports.

The PJ panel developed resource specifications
for larger middle schools with 600 students
and for smaller middle schools with 300 students.

Instructional Personnel

The middle school PJ panel emphasized the different characteristics and circumstances that
affect students’ academic performance at this age and the need to address them in a well-
coordinated way. Accordingly, the panel specified class sizes of 25:1 to enable all students in
grades 6 through 8 to meet DC performance standards. Further, panelists recommended that
staffing be at a level to support schools operating on a block system with four academic blocks
per day. Teachers are assumed to teach in three of the four blocks, reserving the fourth for
planning and preparation time. Schoolwide, panelists identified the need for additional
instructional aides. They also specified the need for two full-time roving substitute teachers for
larger middle schools and one full-time roving substitute teacher for smaller schools.
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Student Support Personnel

The middle school PJ panel determined several student support services as essential for all
students, not just those with identified learning needs. These include school nurses who can
address students’ routine health needs (e.g., diabetic testing and medication administration) and
inevitable illnesses and/or injuries requiring immediate first aid or other treatment. Similarly,
mental health professionals, counselors, social workers, and family liaisons are needed in cases
of trauma or family stress that require student support and assistance for their families.
Counselors also are needed to help students with course selection and assignment in order to
ensure students satisfy course requirements and start courses in required subjects early enough to
provide for high school continuation.

Although panelists were specific about the need for a school nurse in every school, they
acknowledged that different combinations of other student support personnel (e.g., psychologists,
social workers, counselors, and family liaisons) may be needed in different school settings and
agreed that principals should have discretion to make those staffing decisions based on the
conditions in their school and their students’ learning needs. In public charter schools, principals
have broad discretion to make these staffing decisions. DCPS principals do not have discretion in
hiring these types of student support personnel. Nurses are assigned to all middle schools, as are
other student support personnel, based on staff allocation decisions made at the system level to
ensure student health and safety.

Additionally, as highlighted in the elementary school discussion, DDOT provides crossing
guards at DCPS and public charter middle schools during morning arrival and afternoon
dismissal hours, based on neighborhood conditions, including street traffic around the school.
Similarly, MPD provides school resource officers (SROs), as needed, to prevent juvenile
delinquency. The MPD assigns SROs to geographic clusters of DCPS and public charter middle
and high schools, based on neighborhood and school conditions, and they may serve more than
one school. In addition, schools have private unarmed security guards who provide day-to-day
protection and monitor access to school buildings. DCPS has 253 security guards for schools at
all levels. Some middle schools and high schools have up to 11 assigned security guards. These
guards are hired under a $17.2 million contract that is paid for through an interagency transfer
from DCPS to MPD. Public charter schools hire security officers independently.

Administrative Personnel

To meet the leadership and administrative needs of larger middle schools, the school-level PJ
panel felt that one full-time principal, one assistant principal, one office manager, and a half-time
business manager are needed. Panelists also specified a full-time registrar to address new DC
attendance monitoring and follow-up requirements and a full-time clerical staff member in larger
schools. In smaller schools, the panelists specified half-time positions for the assistant principal,
office manager, business manager, and registrar. These levels of administrative staffing were
identified by the PJ panel to ensure high performance and sound management, especially in
schools that take on more direct responsibility for budgeting and resource allocation.

Staffing for Students with Identified Learning Needs

The middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel and the Levels 1-4 special education
PJ panel felt that the resources specified for general education students without any identified
learning needs provide a well-resourced base for middle schools. The panels also identified
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additional resources needed to serve students with identified learning needs that require
specialized staff, programs, and equipment. Additional resources for English language learners
primarily included additional teachers.

For ELL and at-risk students, panelists called for additional student support staff. For students
who transfer in and out of schools during the school year, panelists felt that social workers,
counselors, and family liaisons are needed to serve as education advocates to ensure proper class
placement and academic continuity and ensure students’ individual learning needs are properly
identified and addressed. Panelists indicated that these staff can be counselors, social workers,
and/or family liaisons, depending on students’ specific needs and the staffing preferences in
individual schools. They also specified additional security staff in schools with a large at-risk
student population. Approximately 18 percent of the specified middle school staff is dedicated to
addressing the needs of at-risk students and 4 percent to addressing the needs of ELL students.

For students with special education designations and IEPs, panelists recommended more
intensive support and services by specially trained school staff, including additional special
education teachers and instructional aides, an adaptive physical education teacher, and additional
student support staff. They also called for specialized therapists, transition specialists, a special
education coordinator, and a facilitator/coach to support teachers and ensure effective
coordination between specialized programs and regular classroom instruction. Approximately 20
percent of the specified middle school staff is dedicated to addressing the needs of Levels 1-4
special education students.

As shown in Table 3.8, these additional staffing needs vary depending on the category of need
among middle school students. However, more than 40 percent of the specified middle school
staff is dedicated to serving students with identified learning needs.

Staffing Summary

For a middle school with 600 students, the PJ panel called for 88.6 staff members. For a middle
school with 300 students, the panel called for 50.2 staff members. In some cases, the PJ panel
specifications varied from the evidence base. In particular, panelists called for more student
support personnel than is reflected in the research literature, mostly because so many DC
students are low income. To a large extent, this also reflects differences in student and teacher
schedules; some schools have several class periods per day while others have an individual
teacher in each classroom. Accordingly, the study recommendation reflects the number of
teachers in a school of each size that would be required to satisfy the specified 25:1 ratio on a
block schedule.

As with elementary schools, the clear implication is that regardless of whether it may be
desirable from an educational perspective, it is more expensive to operate small middle schools
because the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-to-student ratio are lower than
for larger schools. As shown in Table 3.8, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total
staff-to-student ratio for larger middle schools are 9.7:1 and 6.8:1, respectively. The comparative
ratios for small middle schools are 8.9:1 and 6.0:1, respectively.
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Table 3.8: Recommended Personnel Specifications—Middle School

. EplEn . Special
Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented - Total
Personnel Personnel | Learners Personnel LD Personnel
Personnel Personnel
Middle School 1: 600 Students
Teachers 32.0 7.5 2.8 7.9 50.2
Intervention Teachers 3.6 0.3 3.9
Adaptive Physical Education Teachers 0.5 0.5
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0
Technology Specialists 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides 0.5 2.6 3.1
Full-Time Substitutes 2.0 2.0
Additional Substitutes 5 days/teacher t5e ::g:i ti:sg:i t5e gsg: t5e gsg:
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 36.0 11.1 3.3 0.3 11.0 61.7
Student Support Staff 3.6 0.4 4.0
- Counselors 24 24
- Nurses 1.0 1.0
- Psychologists 0.8 0.8
- Social Workers/Behavior Therapists 0.5 0.8 1.3
Tr;esrgs;(t::, Occupational, and Physical 93 93
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 3.9 3.6 0.4 3.9 11.8
Principals 1.0 1.0
Assistant Administrators 1.0 1.0
Special Education Coordinators 1.0 1.0
English Language Learner Coordinators 0.1 0.1
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 2.0 0.7 2.7
Office Managers 1.0 1.0
Business Managers 0.5 0.5
Registrar/Attendance Personnel 1.0 1.0
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 1.0 1.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 7.5 0.1 1.7 9.3
Security Personnel 3.0 1.0 3.0
Subtotal: Other Staff 3.0 1.0 0.1 1.7 5.8
Total Staff 50.4 15.7 3.9 0.3 18.3 88.6
Students Per Instructional Staff 9.7:1
Students Per Total Staff 6.8:1
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Table 3.8: Recommended Personnel Specifications—Middle School, continued

. EliplE . Special
Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented - Total
Personnel Personnel | Learners Personnel LD Personnel
Personnel Personnel

Middle School 1: 600 Students
Teachers 16.0 3.7 14 3.7 24.8
Intervention Teachers 1.8 0.2 2.0
Adaptive Physical Education Teachers 0.3 0.3
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0
Technology Specialists 0.5 0.5
Instructional Aides 0.3 14 1.7
Full-Time Substitutes 1.0 1.0
Additional Substitutes 5 days/teacher {Z g:g:: tz:sgg 5 days/teacher t5e g?g::

Subtotal: Instructional Staff 18.5 5.5 1.7 0.2 54 31.3
Student Support Staff 1.8 0.2 2.0
- Counselors 1.2 1.2
- Nurses 1.0 1.0
- Psychologists 04 0.4
- Social Workers/Behavior Therapists 0.3 04 0.7
- Speech, Occupational, and Physical

Therapists 1.1 1.1

Subtotal: Student Support Staff 25 1.8 0.2 1.9 6.4
Principals 1.0 1.0
Assistant Administrators 0.5 0.5
Special Education Coordinators 0.6 0.6
English Language Learners

Coordinators 01 0y
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 2.0 0.3 2.3
Office Managers 0.5 0.5
Business Managers 0.5 0.5
Registrar/Attendance Personnel 0.5 0.5
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 1.0 1.0

Subtotal: Administrative Staff 6.0 0.1 0.9 7.0
Security Personnel 2.0 1.0 3.0

Subtotal: Other Staff 2.0 1.0 3.0

Total Staff 29.0 8.3 2.0 0.2 8.2 41.7

Students Per Instructional Staff 9.6:1

Students Per Total Staff 6.3:1
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Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Other Educational Resources

In addition to personnel resources that are needed to provide instructional programs, student
support services, and management/administrative support, the middle school PJ panel, the
middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel, and the Levels 1-4 special education PJ
panel specified other resources that are required to provide quality instructional programs and
services. These included nonpersonnel resources such as professional development, student
activity fees, textbooks, library resources, and supplies. These specifications were adopted as the
study recommendation for costing purposes and are displayed in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9: Recommended Nonpersonnel Resources—Middle School

Middle School 1: Middle School 2:
600 Students 300 Students

Additional Resources

15 days/teacher 15 days/teacher

Professional Development

$100/student $100/student
Supplies and Materials $225/student $225/student
Textbooks $60/student $60/student
Equipment $50/student $50/student
Technology Licensing $30/student $30/student
Student Activities $300/student $300/student

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Technology Hardware

Because developing strong computer skills is such a high priority for all students, the PJ panelists
highlighted technology hardware specifications for middle schools to enhance classroom
learning. As noted in the discussion of elementary school technology priorities, PARCC will
replace the DC CAS in 2015, which will require that students use computers rather than paper
and pencil for testing. Accordingly, as shown in Table 3.10, for every middle school, panelists
called for a computer for every professional staff member and a classroom setup that includes
five printers, one LCD projector, one SMART Board, and one document camera. They also
specified the need for a well-equipped media center for every middle school. Moreover, they
specified a fixed computer lab with 25 computers, 2 printers, 1 SMART Board, and 8 mobile
labs with 200 computers for a large middle school (1 for every 3 students) as well as a fixed
computer lab with 25 computers, 2 printers, 1 SMART Board, and 4 mobile labs with 100
computers for a small middle school (1 for every 3 students).
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Table 3.10: Recommended Technology Hardware—Middle School

Middle School 1:

Middle School 2:

600 Students 300 Students

Administrative Computers

Computers 1 per staff 1 per staff

Printers 1 per administrator 1 per administrator

Copiers 3 2
Servers 2 2
Faculty Laptops 1 per staff 1 per staff
Classroom

Computers 5 per classroom 5 per classroom

SMART Boards 1 per classroom 1 per classroom

Document Cameras

1 per classroom

1 per classroom

Computer Lab(s)—Fixed 1 fixed lab 1 fixed lab
Middle School 1: | Middle School 2:
600 Students 300 Students
Printer/Scanners 1 1
SMART Boards 1 1
Computer Lab(s)—Mobile 8 mobile labs 4 mobile labs
Laptops 25 per mobile lab 25 per mobile lab
Printers/Scanners 1 per mobile lab 1 per mobile lab
Media Center
Computers 3 3
Flip Cameras 21 21
Copiers 1 1

Switches and Routers

Sufficient to support
identified technology

Sufficient to support
identified technology

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations. Currently, no evidence base from education research exists on adequate technology for students.

Additional Programs

The middle school PJ panel and the middle/high-school identified learning needs PJ panel
specified the need for other specialized school-based programs that entail additional costs to
support and help boost academic performance for at-risk students. These include extended-day
programs and extended-year programs that offer specialized tutoring, homework help, and
enrichment during the school year and help prevent learning loss over the summer. The
additional costs related to these programs are presented in Table 3.11. They include personnel
and other direct costs.
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Table 3.11:

Recommended Additional Programs—Middle School

Middle School 1: Middle School 2:
600 Students 300 Students
Before- or Before- or
After-School Summer After-School Summer
Program Name Program School Program School
Number of Pupils 100% of at-risk | 100% of at-risk | 100% of at-risk | 100% of at-risk
Served students students students students
Types of Students At risk At risk At risk At risk
Served
Grade Level 6-8 6-8 6-8 6-8
6 to 8 weeks, 6 to 8 weeks,
Program Specifics 2 hours full day 2 hours full day
Personnel
Teachers 30:1 30:1 30:1 30:1
Social Workers 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides
Coordination Personnel 0.5 0.5
Security Personnel 1.0 1.0
Other Costs
Interventions $500/student $500/student

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations.

High Schools

DC high schools also vary in size, with the smallest school having only 100 students and the
largest one 1,700 students. An initial review and analysis by the study team showed that DCPS
and public charter high schools seem to cluster at two size levels, with larger schools of about
1,000 students and smaller schools of about 400 students for grades 9 through 12; some
combined middle and high schools also are operating. Accordingly, in developing representative
school profiles for costing out purposes, the high school PJ panel used these two school sizes and
determined student characteristics based on demographic data for school year 2011-2012. Table
3.12 profiles the representative high schools.

The PJ panel developed resource specifications
for larger high schools with 1,000 students and
smaller schools with 400 students.
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Table 3.12: School and Student Characteristics—High School

High School 1: High School 2:

(1,000 Students— | (400 Students—
Sample School Grades 9-12) Grades 9-12)
Total Enrollment 1000 400
Enroliment Per Grade 250 100
Students Receiving Free and Reduced-
Price School Meals—At Risk (60%) 600 240
English Language Learners (9%) 90 36
Gifted/Talented Students (5%) 50 20
Special Education Students (17%)
Special Education Students—Level 1 62 25
Special Education Students—Level 2 59) 22
Special Education Students—Level 3 20 8
Special Education Students—Level 4 35 14

Source: District of Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “FY13 LEA and School Level Enrollment Audit
Reports,” http://osse.dc.gov/publication/fy13-Lea-and-school-level-enrollment-audit-reports.

Instructional Personnel

The high school PJ panel focused on resource requirements that would enable students to meet
current and proposed high school academic standards, earn a high school diploma in four years,
and prepare for postsecondary education and training. The emphasis is on helping 9th-grade
students make successful transitions from middle school to high school; helping 9th- and 10th-
grade students develop course plans that will enable them to meet all graduation requirements;
and helping 11th- and 12th-grade students prepare for college or other postsecondary career
training. For each age group, panelists emphasized the need to coordinate targeted responses to
the characteristics and circumstances that affect students’ academic performance at this stage.
Accordingly, the panel specified an average class size of 25:1 to enable all students to meet DC
performance standards in grades 9 through 12, with subject-area teachers in eight core subjects.’
Panelists recommended that teacher staffing be at a level to enable schools to operate on a block
system with four academic blocks per day. Teachers are assumed to teach in three of the four
blocks, reserving the fourth for planning and preparation time. Panelists also specified two full-
time roving substitute teachers for larger high schools and one full-time roving substitute teacher
for smaller high schools.

For instructional and student support staff, the

emphasis is on helping 9th- and 10th-grade students

make successful transitions from middle school to high school
and helping 11th- and 12th-grade students prepare

for college or other postsecondary career training.

> Core subjects are defined as art, English, health and physical education, mathematics (algebra | and 11, geometry,
and an upper-level math), music, science (biology, two lab sciences, and one other science), social studies (world
history | and 11, DC history, US government, and US history) and world languages.
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Student Support Personnel

The PJ panelists identified student support services as essential to promoting health and safety in
DC high schools. Similar to the elementary and middle school PJ panels, the high school PJ
panel emphasized the need for health and mental health professionals, counselors, social
workers, and family liaisons to address inevitable incidents of illness, injury, trauma, or family
stress, even among students without identified learning needs. They highlighted the need for a
nurse in every school to help address students’ regular health needs (e.g., diabetic testing,
medication administration, and treatment for athletic injuries).

As is the case for elementary schools and middle schools, DDOT provides crossing guards at
DCPS and public charter high schools during morning arrival and afternoon dismissal hours,
based on neighborhood conditions, including street traffic around the school. The MPD provides
school resource officers, as needed, to prevent juvenile delinquency. As noted for middle
schools, MPD assigns SROs to geographic clusters of DCPS and public charter schools based on
neighborhood and school conditions, and they may serve more than one school. In addition,
schools have private unarmed security guards who provide day-to-day protection and monitor
access to school buildings. DCPS has 253 security guards for schools at all levels. Some middle
schools and high schools have up to 11 assigned security guards. These guards are hired under a
$17.2 million contract that is paid for through an interagency transfer from DCPS to MPD.
Public charter schools hire security officers independently.

Administrative Personnel

To meet the leadership and administrative needs of large high schools, the PJ panel felt that one
full-time principal; two assistant principals; two deans of students; a full-time business manager,
office manager, and registrar; and four full-time clerical/data entry staff are needed to meet the
significantly greater tracking and administrative requirements for high school students. For
smaller high schools, the panel specified the need for a full-time principal; a half-time assistant
principal, business manager, office manager, and registrar; and two clerical/data entry staff.
These levels of administrative staffing are intended to ensure high performance and sound
management, especially in schools that take on more direct responsibility for budgeting and
resource allocation.

Staffing for Students with Identified Learning Needs

The middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel called attention to the importance of
education advocates for at-risk students, many of whom move in and out of schools during the
school year. These student support personnel can be social workers, counselors, or family
liaisons with deep knowledge of DC education requirements and administrative systems and
experience in helping students negotiate bureaucratic hurdles and requirements. This is
especially necessary for transient students and students who are returning to school after
dropping out or spending time in a juvenile detention facility. Student support personnel must be
knowledgeable and caring advocates who can ensure proper class placement, academic
continuity, and credit transfers as well as help students deal with the school bureaucracy.

Panelists also noted that these vulnerable students need assistance to ensure their individual
learning needs are identified and properly addressed. Additionally, they need assistance to ensure
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they do not fall between the cracks or become ineligible for graduation because they have not
taken all the required courses or fail to meet other administrative requirements. Moreover, the
pathway to postsecondary education and training is far less certain for at-risk students without
intensive support to ensure that they have the required number of course credits, that their
transcripts are complete, that they have met college testing requirements, and that they have
completed and submitted college and other applications on time.

The middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel and the Levels 1-4 special education
PJ panel felt that the resources specified for general education students without any identified
learning needs provide a well-resourced base for DC high schools. The panels also identified
additional resources to serve students with identified learning needs that require specialized staff,
programs, and equipment. Additional resources for English language learners primarily included
additional teachers.

For students identified as at risk and for students who are repeating core courses, the panels
specified additional classroom teachers for remedial classes. They also included student support
staff (e.g., counselors, psychologists, social workers, and family liaisons), based on student needs
and staffing preferences within individual schools. In addition, they specified additional security
staff in schools with a large at-risk student population. Approximately 18 percent of specified
high school staff is dedicated to addressing the needs of at-risk students; more than 4 percent is
dedicated to addressing the needs of ELL students.

For students with special education designations and IEPs, the panelists recommended more
intensive support and services by specially trained school staff, including additional special
education teachers and instructional aides, an adaptive physical education teacher, and additional
student support staff. They also called for specialized therapists, transition specialists, a special
education coordinator, and a facilitator/coach to support teachers and ensure effective
coordination between specialized programs and regular classroom instruction. More than 17
percent of the specified high school staff is dedicated to addressing the needs of Levels 1-4
special education students.

Although the high school identified learning needs PJ panel also considered the needs of gifted
and talented students, they did not provide detailed resource specifications for new programs and
learning opportunities. However, the regular high school PJ panel specified that students should
have access to Advanced Placement classes and International Baccalaureate programs through
their neighborhood schools or through magnet schools that draw students from across the city.

Students should have access to Advanced
Placement classes and International
Baccalaureate programs through their
neighborhood schools or through magnet schools
that draw students from across the city.
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Additional staffing resources vary depending on the category of need among high school
students. Based on the PJ panels’ specifications, approximately 39 percent of all high school staff
is dedicated to serving students with identified learning needs.

Staffing Summary

For high schools with 1,000 students, the panel called for 148.3 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff
members. For high schools with 400 students, the panel called for 67 FTE staff members. The PJ
panel specifications varied from the evidence base. In particular, the PJ panels called for more
student support personnel than is reflected in the research literature, mostly because so many DC
students are at risk. To a large extent, this variation also reflects differences in student and
teacher schedules; some schools have several class periods per day while some have an
individual teacher in each classroom. Accordingly, the study recommendation reflects the
number of teachers in a school of each size that would be required to satisfy the specified 25:1
ratio on a block schedule (see Table 3.13).

As with elementary schools and middle schools, the clear implication is that it is more expensive
to operate small high schools because the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-to-
student ratio are lower than for larger schools. As shown in Table 3.13, the instructional staff-to-
student ratio and the total staff-to-student ratio for larger high schools are 10.1:1 and 6.7:1,
respectively. The comparative ratios for small high schools are 9.8:1 and 6.0:1, respectively.
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Table 3.13: Recommended Personnel Specifications—High School

English

Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented SpeCiaI. Total
Personnel | Personnel Learners | Personnel EEEE Personnel
Personnel Personnel
High School 1: 1,000 Students
Teachers 53.3 12.4 4.7 0.5 13.2 84.1
Intervention Teachers 6.0 6.0
Adaptive Physical Education
Teachers 10 e
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0
Technology Specialists 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides 0.6 44 5.0
Media Aides 1.0 1.0
Substvtes loschor | _teacher | _tcacmer | teacher | _teache
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 56.3 18.4 5.3 0.5 18.6 99.1
Student Support Staff 6.0 0.9 6.9
- Counselors 5.0 5.0
- Nurses 1.0 1.0
- Psychologists 1.4 1.4
THeSrgg:Zl{SWorker/Behawor 20 14 34
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 10.0 6.0 0.9 5.0 21.9
Principals 1.0 1.0
Assistant Administrators 20 2.0
Deans 20 2.0
Special Education Coordinators 1.0 1.0
Department Chairs 2.0 2.0
Instructional Facilitators 1.1 1.1
Office Managers 1.0 1.0
Business Managers 1.0 1.0
Data Managers 1.0 1.0
Registrar/Attendance Personnel 1.0 1.0
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 4.0 4.0
In-School Suspension Personnel 2.0 2.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 17.0 0.2 2.1 19.3
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Table 3.13: Recommended Personnel Specifications—High School, continued

English

Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented Speclal_ Total
Education
Personnel | Personnel Learners | Personnel Personnel
Personnel
Personnel
Information Technology 10 10
Managers
Security Personnel 6.0 2.0 8.0
Subtotal: Other Staff 7.0 2.0 9.0
Total Staff 89.3 26.4 6.4 0.5 25.7 148.3
Students Per Instructional Staff 10.1:1
Students Per Total Staff 6.7:1
High School 2: 400 Students
Teachers 21.3 5.0 2.0 0.2 53 33.8
Intervention Teachers 24 24
Adaptive Physical Education 0.5 05
Teachers
Librarians/Media Specialists 1.0 1.0
Technology Specialists 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides 0.2 1.8 2.0
. 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/ 10 days/
Substitutes teacher teacher teacher teacher teacher
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 23.3 7.4 2.2 0.2 7.6 40.7
Student Support Staff 2.4 0.4 2.8
- Counselors 2.0 2.0
- Nurses 1.0 1.0
- Psychologists 0.6 0.6
- Soc?al Workers/Behavior 03 0.6 0.9
Therapists
- Speech, Occupational, and
Physical Therapists 09 0
- Transition Specialists 2.0 2.0
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 3.3 24 0.4 4.1 10.2
Principals 1.0 1.0
Assistant Administrators 1.0 1.0
Deans 1.0 1.0
Special Education Coordinators 0.5 0.5
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Table 3.13: Recommended Personnel Specifications—High School, continued

English Special
Base At-Risk Language | Gifted/Talented pecial Total
Education
Personnel | Personnel Learners | Personnel Personnel
Personnel
Personnel
English Language Learners
. 0.1 0.1
Coordinators
Department Chairs 2.0 2.0
Instructional Facilitators 04 04
Office Managers 05 0.5
Business Managers 05 0.5
Data Managers 05 0.5
Registrar/Attendance Personnel 05 0.5
Clerical/Data Entry Personnel 2.0 2.0
In-School Suspension Personnel 1.0 1.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 10.0 0.1 0.9 11.0
Information Technology 10 10
Managers
Security Personnel 3.0 1.0 4.0
Subtotal: Other Staff 4.0 1.0 5.0
Total Staff 41.8 9.8 2.6 0.2 12.6 67.0
Students Per Instructional Staff 9.8:1
Students Per Total Staff 6.0:1

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available

Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Other Educational Resources
In addition to personnel resources that are needed to provide instructional programs, student

support services, and management/administrative support, the high school PJ panel, the

middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel, and the Levels 1-4 special education PJ
panel specified other resources that are required to provide quality instructional programs and
services. These nonpersonnel resources include professional development, student activity fees,
textbooks, library resources, and supplies. The specifications adopted as the study
recommendation for costing purposes are displayed in Table 3.14.
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Table 3.14: Recommended Nonpersonnel Resources—High School

High School 1: High School 2:
1,000 Students 400 Students

Additional Resources

13 days/per teacher 13 days/per teacher

Professional Development

$100/student $100/student
Supplies and Materials $225/student $225/student
Textbooks $125/student $125/student
Equipment $50/student $50/student
Technology Licensing $30/student $30/student
Student Activities $500/student $500/student

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Technology Hardware

The high school PJ panel highlighted technology hardware as a high priority for DC high
schools. Broadening access and updating technology available to students and staff are critical to
a sound high school learning environment. This observation acknowledges that students need to
develop strong computer skills to be successful in the 21st century and that technology plays an
increasingly prominent role in classroom learning. As shown in Table 3.15, panelists called for a
computer for every professional staff member and one laptop computer for every high school
student to ensure opportunities for digital learning and adequate preparation for PARCC testing.
Additionally, panelists specified one classroom computer, a printer, an LCD projector, a SMART
Board, and a document camera for each classroom. They also identified the need for a well-
equipped media center in every high school with computers and digital cameras for use by an
entire class at any given time. Panelists also specified that every large and small high school
should have a well-equipped fixed computer lab with 44 computers, 2 printer/scanners, and 2
SMART Boards. Recognizing the security issues associated with providing each student with a
computer, panelists called for secure facilities in school buildings to safeguard laptops at night
and on weekends and enable students to check them out on a daily basis during school hours.
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Table 3.15: Recommended Technology Hardware—High School

High School 1
1,000 Students

High School 2
400 Students

Administrative Computers

Computers 1 per staff member 1 per staff member

Printers (ink) 1 per staff member 1 per staff member

Copiers 5 3
Servers 2 1
Faculty Laptops 1 per staff member 1 per staff member
Classroom

Computers 1 per classroom 1 per classroom

Printers 1 per classroom
LCD Projectors 1 per classroom
SMART Boards 1 per classroom
Document Cameras 1 per classroom
Computer Lab(s)—Fixed

1 per classroom
1 per classroom
1 per classroom
1 per classroom

Computers 44 44

Printers/Scanners 1 per lab 1 per lab

SMART Boards 1 per lab 1 per lab
Computer Lab(s)—Mobile

Laptops 1 per student 1 per student
Media Center

Computers 27 27

Digital Video Cameras 5 5

Digital Cameras 22 22

Printers (laser) 2 2

Sufficient to support | Sufficient to support

Switches and Routers identified technology | identified technology

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations. Currently, no evidence base from education research exists on adequate technology for students.

Additional Programs

The high school PJ panel, the middle/high school identified learning needs PJ panel, and the
Levels 1-4 special education PJ panel specified the need for other specialized school-based
programs that entail additional costs. Extended-day programs and extended-year programs offer
specialized tutoring, homework help, and enrichment during the school year and help prevent
learning loss over the summer. They also include summer bridge programs to ease the transition
from middle school to high school for entering 9th graders and transfer students. The additional
costs related to these programs are presented in Tables 3.16 and 3.17. They include personnel
and other direct costs.
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Table 3.16: Recommended Additional Programs—High School 1 (1,000 Students)

High School 1:
1,000 Students
After-School
Tutoring/
Homework
Club/Advanced
Before- or After- Placement Summer
Program Name School Program | Summer School Preparation Summer Bridge Enrichment
Number of Pupils 100% of at-risk 100% of at-risk 75
Served students students
Types of Students , . Entering 9th
S At isk At risk Al Jaderlaneters Al
Entering 9th
Grade Levels 9-12 9-12 9-12 graders 9-12
6 to 8 weeks, full | 2 hours 3 days per 4 weeks, 3 hours
Program Specifics 2 hours day week 2 weeks 4 days per week
Personnel
16 (1 per core, per
Teachers 30:1 30:1 grade) 10 201
After-School
Tutoring/
Homework
Club/Advanced
Before- or After- Placement Summer
Program Name School Program | Summer School Preparation Summer Bridge Enrichment
Coordinators 1.0
Security Personnel 2.0
Other Costs
Instructional Supplies,
Materials, and Equipment $100/student

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’

deliberations.

DC Education Adequacy Study

The Finance Project 55




Table 3.17: Recommended Additional Programs—High School 2 (400 Students)

High School 2:
400 Students
After-school
Tutoring/
Homework
Club/Advanced
Before- or After- | Summer School Placement Summer
Program Name School Program Preparation Summer Bridge Enrichment
Number of Pupils 100% of at-risk 100% of at-risk
Served students students 30
v e Atrisk Atrisk Al S o Al
Entering 9th

Grade Levels 9-12 9-12 9-12 graders 9-12

6 to 8 weeks, full | 2 hours 3 days per 4 weeks, 3 hours
Program Specifics 2 hours day week 2 weeks 4 days per week
Personnel

8 (I per core, per 2

Teachers 30:1 30:1 grades) 5 20:1
Social Workers 1.0
Coordinators 0.5
Security Personnel 1.0
Other Costs
Instructional Supplies,
Materials, and Equipment $100/student

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’

deliberations.

Adult Education and Alternative Schools
Students at risk of academic failure because they are over-age, under-credited, and behind-grade

frequently have more than one identified learning need. Many of these students have not

succeeded in regular high schools. Some have dropped out and later returned to school. Others
have spent time in juvenile detention facilities or mental health facilities and are transitioning
back to public schools. DCPS and the public charter sector offer several alternative schools and
alternative programs within regular high schools for these students. These options are intended to
help even the most challenged students complete a high school education and earn a diploma or
an equivalency certificate. The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) officially
identifies whether DCPS and public charter schools receive alternative school status and receive
the appropriate alternative schools funding via the UPSFF. At the time of this study, the PJ

panels used OSSE’s working definition to describe alternative schools.® At the time of

® OSSE’s proposed eligibility criteria for alternative education services at the time of the PJ panels, which differ

from what is now in statute, are as follows: 1.Student is eligible for a public school education; AND 2. Student is not
academically proficient AND fits one of the following descriptions: 3. Student is under court supervision as a child
adjudicated as neglected or abused, or as a person in need of supervision; 4. Student has been incarcerated in an
adult correctional facility; 5. Student is committed to the department of youth rehabilitation services as delinquent;
6. Student has received multiple short-term suspensions from a District public school or charter school, as defined
by OSSE; 7. Student is on long-term suspension from a District public school or charter school; 8. Student has been

DC Education Adequacy Study

The Finance Project 56




publication, OSSE was reconvening an LEA working group to review and finalize the alternative
schools definition.

DCPS and the public charter sector also offer adult education programs that combine
foundational literacy and skills courses and workforce development with comprehensive support
services for those who are older than age 18 and have work and family responsibilities and are
trying to complete their high school education. These programs are intended to help adult
students obtain their high school diploma or equivalents; pass the citizenship exam and become
US citizens; gain the English language skills necessary to function effectively in a predominantly
English-speaking society and help their children with homework; pursue postsecondary
education; and enter into careers and climb career ladders.

Based on discussions within the adult education and alternative schools PJ panel, the study team
worked with panelists to build representative schools of 500 full-time equivalent students for
adult education schools and 300 students for alternative schools. It did so with the understanding
that many of these students do not attend full time and require flexible scheduling to pursue
coursework.

An average demographic profile for adult education and alternative schools does not exist.
Although all students served in these settings are at risk, the proportions of ELL and special
education students vary significantly. Some schools (e.g., the Carlos Rosario Public Charter
School) serve a predominantly Spanish-speaking student population, while others (e.g., the Maya
Angelou Public Charter School) have almost no students for whom English is not a first
language. Similarly, though the DCPS Incarcerated Youth Program has 50 percent of students
with IEPs, the DCPS Roosevelt High School S.T.A.Y. [School To Aid Youth] program has only
1 percent of students with special education diagnoses and IEPs. Consequently, defining a single
demographic profile for these programs and schools is difficult, but the students all have multiple
learning needs and life circumstances that require special attention and support to make them
successful students. Table 3.18 gives the student demographics for the representative adult
education and alternative schools.

expelled from a District public school, District charter school, or another jurisdiction, after the expiration of any
required expulsion period; 9. Student who is otherwise eligible seeks admission to a District public school or charter
school after withdrawing for a period of one or more terms, during which the student received no public or private
instruction; 10. Student is receiving treatment for drug abuse; 11. Student has a history of violence, as defined by
OSSE; 12. Student is chronically truant from a District public school or charter school, as defined by OSSE; 13.
Student is under-credited; 14. Student is pregnant or parenting; or 15. Student meets other criteria for at-risk status,
as defined by OSSE.
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Table 3.18: Student Demographics—Adult Education and Alternative Schools

Percentage Percentage Percentage
of Special of English of Low-
Education Language Income
Enrollment Students Learners Students
Adult Education
Charter Schools
Carlos Rosario Public Charter School 2,900 0% 92% 90%
Latin American Youth Center—YouthBuild Public
Charter School 110 1% 64% 100%
Education Strengthens Families (Briya) Public
Charter School 352 88% 95%
Next Step—EI Proximo Paso Public Charter School 158 10% 62% 95%
DCPS
Ballou S.T.A.Y. [School To Aid Youth] High School 601 7% 0% 99%
Roosevelt S.T.A.Y. High School* 652 7% 0%** 99%
Spingarn S.T.A.Y. High School 244 9% 0% 34%
Average Percentage 5.8% 35% 87.4%
Alternative Education
Charter School
Latin American Youth Center—YouthBuild Public
Charter School 110 1% 64% 100%
Maya Angelou Public Charter School 296 50% 1% 86%
DCPS
CHOICE [Choosing Higher Options for Individually
Centered Education] Academy 10 60% 0% 99%
Incarcerated Youth Program 49 51% 0% N/A
Youth Services Center 89 33% 1% N/A
Luke C. Moore Academy 366 6% 0% 99%
Average Percentage 33.5% 11% 96%

Note:*Roosevelt S.T.A.Y. reported 90 students, or 14 percent, “pending” for English language learner status. Pending means
they have not been tested or the testing is out of date.

Source: District of Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “FY13 LEA and School Level Enroliment Audit
Reports,” http://osse.dc.gov/publication/fy13-Lea-and-school-level-enroliment-audit-reports.

The adult education and alternative schools PJ panel focused on resource specifications that
enable students to meet current and proposed high school academic standards; earn a high school
diploma or equivalency certificate; and have the habits, attitudes, and language skills to pursue
postsecondary education or get a job and advance on a career ladder. Panelists specified resource
needs recognizing that all students in these programs and schools have multiple learning needs,
and most, if not all, are over-age, under-credited, and behind-grade. Likewise, programs within
these schools are tailored to address these students’ learning needs.

The PJ panel focused on resource requirements that
enable students to meet current and proposed high
school academic standards; earn a high school diploma
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or equivalency certificate; and have the habits, attitudes,
and language skills to pursue postsecondary education
or get a job and advance on a career ladder.

Alternative Education

Alternative education students have learning needs that require comprehensive education
models with extended-day and year-round learning opportunities. Many of these students are
returning to school after dropping out and/or spending time in juvenile detention facilities,
substance abuse treatment facilities, or mental health treatment facilities. These schools are
aimed primarily at credit recovery or GED attainment, with a focus on boosting achievement in
core subjects, so optimal learning environments include features oriented to help students
address issues that affect their ability to be successful students, as shown in Table 3.19.

Table 3.19: Adult Education and Alternative School Needs

Alternative Adult
Education | Education

Small class size and group instruction X X
15:1 teacher-to-student ratio X X
Specialized curricula and proficiency assessment for students X
with varied and below-grade proficiency X

Blended learning methods (classroom and online learning and

testing)

Extended-day and year-long learning opportunities

Flexible scheduling and shorter school days X X

School staffing that incorporates vocational skills, job and career
support, and life skills training (e.g., financial literacy) X X
Enrollment administrators to track needs of transient and non-
English-fluent or -literate population

Comprehensive student support services

Intensive psychological and behavioral therapy X X

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations.

Adult Education

Because of their life circumstances, many adult education students may not be full-time students
and may need specialized supports and services to pursue educational success. The staffing
specifications are shown for FTE adult students; therefore, figures would need to be
proportionately reduced depending on whether an adult student attends 50 percent time, 75
percent time, etc. The panelists emphasized that the most effective educational models offer
these students highly resourced environments that address their multiple learning needs and
family, living, and work circumstances. Student support services need to include transportation,
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counseling, child care assistance, health and mental health care, and help in accessing other
social services and supports (e.g., Medicaid, subsidized housing, immigration services, child
support payments, and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families).

Professionals running adult education programs also emphasized that some of their students are
English language learners and would benefit from ELL resources. However, federal funding
used for ELL is restricted to students below age 22. Professionals on the PJ panels emphasized
that these ELL resources should be extended to students older than age 22. Funding for ELL
resources for older students is not included in Table 3.20. City leaders will have to decide
whether to fund these services using local resources.

Instructional Staffing and Student Support Personnel

As shown in Table 3.20, both adult education and alternative schools require additional staff and
highly trained professionals to help students succeed, including classroom teachers, learning
specialists and interventionists, instructional facilitators, instructional aides, and student support
staff. The PJ panel generally specified staffing levels that were higher than the evidence base.

Administrative Personnel

To meet the leadership and administrative needs of adult education and alternative schools, the
PJ panel felt that one full-time principal/director, one assistant principal (two for adult education
schools), one student dean, one registrar, one attendance monitor, one data analyst, and one
clerical staff member (three for adult education centers) are needed to ensure the smooth and
effective operations of these schools.

Staffing Summary

For alternative schools with 300 students, the panel called for 66.7 FTE staff members. For adult
education centers with 500 students, the panel called for 80.1 FTE staff members. The clear
implication is that schools that serve these high-need students and provide intensive
comprehensive support are much more expensive to operate than are schools with mostly general
education students. As shown in Table 3.20, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total
staff-to-student ratio for alternative schools are 7.0:1 and 4.5:1, respectively. The comparative
ratios for adult education schools are 11.7:1 and 6.2:1, respectively.
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Table 3.20: Recommended Staffing Specifications—Adult Education and Alternative Schools

Adult Education
Alternative Education Program:
Program: 500 Full-Time-
300 Students Equivalent Adults

Teachers 26.7 22.2
Specialists/ Interventionists 4 2
Librarians/Media Specialists 1 1
Technology Specialists 1.0 1.0
Instructional Aides 10.0 16.7
Substitutes 10 days/ teacher 10 days/ teacher
Subtotal: Instructional Staff 42.7 42.9
Student Support Staff* 10.0 16.7
Jsct):ﬁPIacement/Readmess/Trackmg 20 20
Subtotal: Student Support Staff 12.0 18.7
Principals/Directors 1.0 1.0
Assistant Principals/Assistant 10 20
Administrators ' '

Deans 1.0 1.0
Data Analysts 1.0 1.0
Business Managers 1.0 1.0
Instructional Facilitators (Coaches) 2.0 2.5
Clerical Staff 1.0 3.0
Registrars/Data Entry Personnel 1.0 3.0
Attendance Personnel 1.0 1.0
Subtotal: Administrative Staff 10.0 15.5
Security Personnel 1.0 2.0
Information Technology Specialists 1.0 1.0
Subtotal: Other Staff 2.0 3.0
Total Staff 66.7 80.1
Students Per Instructional Staff 7.0:1 11.7:1
Students Per Total Staff 4.5:1 6.2:1

Note: * Student support staff includes nurses, counselors, psychologists, social workers, and family liaisons.

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

The costs of specified resources for alternative schools are about 94 percent higher than the base
for large elementary schools. The comparable costs of specified resources for adult education
centers are about 35 percent higher than the base costs for large elementary schools. Because
students in these schools are, by definition, at risk of academic failure, the resources to support
their success are built into the school-level resource specifications. Additionally, because many
of these students are over-age and federal funding for students with identified learning needs is
only available for students up to age 22, a larger share of the costs of educating them must be
covered with DC funding.
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Other Educational Resources

In addition to personnel resources that are needed to provide instructional programs, student
support services, and management/administrative support, the adult education and alternative
schools PJ panel specified other resources necessary to provide quality instructional programs
and services. These nonpersonnel resources included professional development, student activity
fees, textbooks, library resources, and supplies. These specifications were adopted as the study
recommendation for costing purposes and are displayed in Table 3.21.

Table 3.21: Recommended Nonpersonnel Resources—Adult Education and Alternative Schools

Alternative Education Adult Education Program:
Program: 500 Full-Time-Equivalent
Other Costs 300 Students Adults
. 15 days/teacher 15 days/teacher
Professional Development $100/student $100/student
Supplies and Materials $225/student $200/student
Textbooks $125/student
Equipment $50/student
Technology Licensing $30/student
Student Activities $300/student
Other $400/student $400 for every 500 students

Sources: The recommendations are derived from both the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations and the evidence base found in Michael E. Goetz, Allen R. Odden, and Lawrence O. Picus, “Using Available
Evidence to Estimate the Cost of Educational Adequacy,” Education Finance and Policy, vol. 3, no. 3 (2008): 374-97.

Technology Hardware

An important element of educational programming for adult education and alternative schools
students is virtual education. The PJ panel envisioned a hybrid program that would balance time
in the classroom with work completed online. Panelists also recognized the importance of
helping these students acquire proficient computer skills to overcome a possible digital skills gap
compared with general education students. Accordingly, as shown in Table 3.22, panelists called
for a computer for every professional staff member; one computer, an LCD projector, a SMART
Board, and a digital camera for every classroom; and a well-quipped media center and fixed
computer lab in every school.
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Table 3.22: Recommended Technology Hardware—Adult Education and Alternative Schools

Alternative Education Adult Education
Program Program
Administrative
Computers
Computers 1 per staff member 1 per staff member
Printers 8 1 per administrator
Copiers 3 4
Servers 3 3
Faculty Laptops 1 per staff member 1 per staff member
Classroom
Computers 300
Printers 5
Alternative Education Adult Education
Program Program
LCD Projectors 1 per classroom 1 per classroom
SMART Boards 1 per classroom 1 per classroom
Document Cameras 1 per classroom 1 per classroom
Computer Lab(s)—Fixed 2
Computers 30
SMART Boards 1
Media Center
Computers 5
Digital Video Cameras 3
Digital Cameras 30 25
Printers 1 2
1 per student
Student Digital Devices ($500 device)
Sufficient to support Sufficient to support
Switches and Routers identified technology | identified technology

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations. Currently, no evidence base from education research exists on adequate technology for students.

Costs of Education in Schools of Different Size
As noted throughout the presentation of findings from the PJ panels’ specifications of education
resource needs for schools at each level—as adjusted by the system-level PJ panels, focus
groups, individual interviews, stakeholders, and the Advisory Group—it is more costly to
educate DC students in small schools than in larger ones. Smaller schools are more staff
intensive, and they cannot take advantage of some economies of scale that reduce the per-student
costs of instructional programs, student support services, administrative support, and other
educational resources for larger schools. As noted earlier in this chapter:
= At the elementary school level, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-
to-student ratio for larger schools with 420 students are 8.8:1 and 6.2:1, respectively. The
comparative ratios for small schools with 210 students are 8.3:1 and 5.6:1, respectively.

= At the middle school level, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-to-

student ratio for larger schools with 600 students are 9.7:1 and 6.8:1, respectively. The
comparative ratios for small schools with 300 students are 9.6:1 and 6.3:1, respectively.

DC Education Adequacy Study The Finance Project 63



= At the high school level, the instructional staff-to-student ratio and the total staff-to-
student ratio for larger schools of 1,000 students are 10.1:1 and 6.7:1, respectively. The
comparative ratios for small schools of 400 students are 9.8:1 and 6.0:1, respectively

As shown in Table 3.23, based on the PJ panel specifications, it is between 8 percent and 10
percent more costly to educate students in small schools than in larger ones.

Table 3.23: School-Level Base Costs for DCPS and Public Charter Schools of Different Sizes
Projected/Budgeted for School Year 2013-2014

Small Large
Large Middle Middle Small High | Large High
Small Elementary Elementary School School School School
School Base School Base Base Base Base Base
School-Level
Base Costs $10,402 $9,405 $9,539 $8,450 $10,382 $9,110

Source: The recommendations are derived from the professional judgment panel specifications resulting from panelists’
deliberations.

Summary
The school-level PJ panels—using the education research evidence base as a point of
departure—developed detailed resource specifications for instructional programs, student
support, administration, technology hardware, additional programs, and other educational
resources at each school level. The identified learning needs panels and the Levels 14 special
education panel supplemented the work of the school-level panels by adding staffing and other
resources required to address the specific needs of English language learners, at-risk students,
and special education students. Of particular note:
= DCPS and public charter school educators agreed on the school-level resources needed to
provide all DC students with a pre-K3 through grade 12 education that will enable them
to meet current academic performance standards and, when they are implemented, the
Common Core State Standards.

= Each panel specified significant additional instructional resources for at-risk students,
who were initially identified as being eligible for free and reduced-price school meals.
Although currently no additional weight exists in the UPSFF, the panelists agreed these
students require intensive supports and services because of learning needs that exceed
those of general education students.

As noted earlier in this chapter, developing resource specifications for Levels 1-4 special
education students proved difficult. In part, this reflects different professional perspectives on the
levels and balance of additional instructional programming, student support, and therapeutic
services these students need to be successful learners. In some cases, changes in estimates of
required staffing were made.
= All of the school-level PJ panels highlighted the importance of significant investments in
technology hardware, software, and wireless capacity. For students to be successful in a
digital age, they need to develop strong computer skills. Technology plays an
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increasingly greater role in the classroom, in the workplace, and in all domains of daily
life. In this regard, the high school PJ panel noted that schools will need such capacity to
have all students complete the new PARCC exams on computers. Additionally, the adult
education and alternative schools PJ panel called for the development of hybrid learning
programs that enable students to complete coursework and testing virtually as well as in
the classroom.

= The elementary school and middle/high school identified learning needs panels
highlighted the importance of offering appropriate educational opportunities to gifted and
talented students at each level as well as to those with other learning needs. Although the
panelists did not offer detailed resource specifications for this category of students, they
urged greater attention and investment in developing appropriate programs and learning
opportunities for exceptionally able students and ensuring that adequate resources are
available to fully implement them.
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4. SYSTEM-LEVEL FINDINGS

The professional judgment (PJ) panels—informed by the evidence base—sought to identify the
quantity and types of system-level resources required to provide an adequate education to all
District of Columbia (DC) students. This information was supplemented by detailed analyses of
budget and expenditure data for District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS), the Public Charter
School Board (PCSB), and other DC government agencies. Taken together with the school-level
findings presented in Chapter 3, these findings are an important foundation for conclusions on
the cost of education adequacy in the District, which are presented in Chapter 5, as well as
recommendations for restructuring and resetting the Uniform Per Student Funding Formula
(UPSFF) base and weights for students with identified learning needs, which are presented in
Chapter 6.

Differences between DCPS and public charter
schools affect system-level costs for the
two sectors.

To examine system-level costs for DCPS and public charter schools, the study team appointed
system-level PJ panels to review the work of the school-level panels and the identified learning
needs panels. These panels developed specifications to guide the costing out of resources needed
to effectively manage and administer instructional programs, student support services, and other
educational resources for the DCPS sector and for the public charter school sector. The UPSFF
covers costs for system-level management and administration for all local educational agencies
(LEAS), and the intent of the law is that funds be allocated equitably. Yet, because DCPS and
public charter school LEAs are structured and managed so differently, the study team organized
findings on system-level resource specifications and their costs separately for each sector.

The system-level cost analysis also examined costs related to facilities maintenance and
operations (M&O); these costs also are covered by the UPSFF, so they are expected to be
allocated equitably to DCPS and public charter schools. Findings on facilities costs were
developed based on deliberations by the facilities PJ panel and extensive analysis of the per-
student and per-square-foot M&O costs for DCPS and public charter schools.

Capital spending on the acquisition and lease of school buildings and grounds is the third major
area of system-level education spending. This includes expenditures for constructing new
facilities, renovating old facilities, and periodically upgrading facilities to ensure schools are
safe and in compliance with DC codes. Capital costs are paid for outside the UPSFF. Because
DC law does not require equal funding for capital expenditures for school facilities, the study
team did not undertake an extensive analysis of capital spending or recommend a uniform per-
student or per-square-foot cost for school facilities at each level. However, based on the
premises that all students in the District of Columbia should have access to high-quality school
facilities, preferably within their neighborhood, and that facilities are an important aspect of
education adequacy, the study team gathered data from DCPS, PCSB, and the Department of
General Services to assess the adequacy of capital investments in the two sectors. Because the
data are not reported uniformly and because the contexts in which decisions on DCPS and
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public charter school capital investments are made are so different, it was not possible to make a
meaningful comparison and draw conclusions on the adequacy of capital expenditures.

The system-level analysis also examined differences between how costs that are intended to be
covered through the UPSFF are currently funded by DCPS and public charter school LEAs.
Again, significant differences between the two sectors exist. Even though DC law prohibits the
funding of costs outside the UPSFF that are also covered by the UPSFF, some costs for school-
level student support services are funded by other DC government agencies (e.g., school nurses
and social workers, school crossing guards, and school resource officers). Compared with public
charter schools, public schools receive significantly greater benefit from these services, in total
and on a per-student basis. Additionally, the DGS contributes a significant share of M&O costs
for DCPS schools, and DCPS receives management and administrative services from some other
DC agencies that public charter schools fund from their UPSFF allocation.

As shown in the analysis, the significant structural differences between DCPS and public charter
school LEAs affect system-level costs in the two sectors. Importantly, however, the study team
did not undertake this review to audit expenditures by DCPS and public charter schools or to
prescribe how either sector should allocate resources for LEA central office functions or
facilities M&O. Instead, like the school-level cost analysis, the goal was to fairly estimate the
costs of resources needed by single-campus and multicampus LEAs to effectively and efficiently
operate high-performing schools. In the best-case scenario, both DCPS and public charter
schools would have adequate funding and capital resources to reasonably address their central
office responsibilities.

The goal of the analysis was not to audit DCPS and
charter expenditures. It was to fairly estimate

the costs of system-level resources needed to
effectively and efficiently operate high-performing
schools in both sectors. In the best-case scenario,
both DCPS and public charter schools would

have adequate funding and capital resources to
reasonably address their central office responsibilities.

The system-level resource specifications developed by the PJ panels also were reviewed by the
Advisory Group. In addition, the results were reviewed by focus groups and through individual
interviews with other stakeholders. In cases where the Advisory Group raised questions, the
study team tried to gather additional relevant data and refine the cost estimates. In almost all
cases, the final study recommendations reflect the judgment of the study team based on the work
of the PJ panels with additional input from the Advisory Group.

Comparison of DCPS and Public Charter Schools
Because DCPS and public charter school LEAS are so different, the study team began by
carefully comparing structural characteristics that could affect costs. DCPS is an agency of
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District government. The chancellor of DCPS reports directly to the mayor. The mayor is vested
with specific authority over DCPS (e.g., closing schools or reducing expenditures) that he does
not have with respect to public charter schools. Passage of the Public Education Reform Act of
2007 marked the beginning of mayoral control of DCPS and the end of board of education policy
and budgetary oversight for the public schools. As a result, DCPS operates as a centralized LEA
with responsibility for managing its almost 100 schools with oversight by the DC City Council.

In contrast, public charter schools are nonprofit corporations that operate as charter independent
agencies of DC government overseen by PCSB, an independent agency whose board members
are appointed by the Mayor. Most charter schools are independent LEAs. Some operate on two
to five campuses under the umbrella of a single LEA. Additionally, some public charter schools
identify DCPS as their LEA for special education purposes. PCSB is responsible for authorizing
and closing public charter schools, but it has no direct charter school management
responsibilities and limited oversight power. The City Council, PCSB’s budget authorizer,
affects charter schools through the UPSFF base, weights, and facilities allowance, but it has no
oversight or other authority over how public charter schools spend funds.

Both sectors are subject to government laws and rules and oversight of education by the Office
of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), but there are some significant differences
between them. Table 4.1 compares DCPS and public charter school characteristics that have cost
implications. Following are among the significant differences that affect system-level costs:
= School-based budgeting. Each LEA is responsible for creating its own school-specific
staffing plans. Public charter school principals typically have wide discretion in staffing
their schools and assigning classroom teachers, aides, and other specialists. For DCPS,
classroom staffing patterns are prescribed at the central office level. Elementary school
principals cannot change the prescribed allocation of instructional personnel at their
school. At the middle school and high school levels, DCPS principals have greater
flexibility to make decisions about staffing, class size, and teacher ratios. If they want to
use instructional staffing resources differently from the budgeted allocation, middle
school and high school principals can petition their instructional superintendent.
Approved petitions are forwarded to the chancellor for final approval. Changes to the
allocations after the initial release must satisfy one of two criteria to be considered: the
change request must be budget-neutral or constitute minor corrections to address a budget
error (e.g., an accounting problem). Petitions that fall outside the scope of the petition
process are not allowable.*

= Neighborhood schools and system of right. DCPS operates neighborhood schools to
accommodate students living in communities across the city. It also is a system of right
and, therefore, has a legal obligation to enroll all students who live in a traditional DC
public school’s catchment area who want to enroll at any time throughout the school
year. In contrast, though public charter schools must accept any student who isa DC
resident, they can set enrollment ceilings and are not obligated to accept students beyond
their stated capacity or to accept students throughout the school year. If a charter school
has more applicants than spaces available, it is required to admit students through a
random selection process. Because of DCPS’s mandate to operate neighborhood schools

! District of Columbia Public Schools, “Budget Development Guide: School Year 2013-2014,” www.dcps.dc.gov.
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within a system of right, it has to maintain buildings across the city, even if some are
underutilized. This requirement has significant implications for instructional as well as
M&O funding. In addition, DCPS receives students during the course of the year from
other LEAs and from outside the District. Under the current budgeting process, funding
to LEAs does not change if they gain or lose students during the school year; therefore,
DCPS does not receive any additional funding for any additional students it enrolls.

= Variation in LEA size. DCPS and public charter school LEASs vary dramatically in size.
As the traditional public school system, enrollment in DCPS is 20 times larger than
enrollment in the highest enrolled public charter school LEA in the city (i.e., Friendship
Charter Academy with 2,500 students at several campuses). Traditional DC public
schools range from relatively small neighborhood schools that enroll 100 to 250 students
to large comprehensive schools that draw as many as 1,700 students from many
neighborhoods. Public charter schools tend to be smaller and more similar in size,
ranging from 100 to 500 students.? Small schools are relatively more expensive to operate
than larger schools at each level, because some costs are fixed and do not decline with
smaller enrollments. Similarly, small LEAs are relatively more expensive than larger
ones because of fixed costs and their inability to take advantage of economies of scale in
management, purchasing, and other administrative functions.

= Teacher certification. DCPS requires teacher certification, except for entering Teach for
America teachers and those in similar programs who are certified based on their program
affiliation. Public charter schools do not require teacher certification. As a result, DCPS
has a more limited personnel pool from which to hire, and personnel costs generally are
lower for charter schools than for DCPS. However, both sectors are subject to the No
Child Left Behind requirement of reporting their rate of highly qualified teachers—
defined as those with a bachelor’s degree, teaching or intern credential, and demonstrated
competence in core subject matter competence.

= Labor costs. DCPS is required to pay union wages for school personnel (principals,
teachers, aides, student support staff, and custodians). Public charter schools are not
subject to union wage scales and collective bargaining on compensation and working
conditions, though charter school educators have the right to organize. The board of
directors for each public charter school has the authority to establish compensation and
other terms of employment for school staff. DCPS has less flexibility in how it
compensates its personnel and, generally, has higher labor costs.

= Enrollment projections versus actuals for school funding. DCPS and public charter
schools are paid according to different methodologies. DCPS’s budget is based on
student enrollment projections. It receives an advance on July 1st and is paid for the
remainder of its authorized budget at the beginning of the fiscal year in early October. In
previous years, DCPS’s enrollment projections were higher than its audited October 5
enrollment count, though such discrepancies have lessened in recent years. Public charter

2 «DC Public School Profiles, 2012-2013,” www.dcps.dc.gov; and multi-year PCSB enrollment data, 1999 through
2012, cited in District of Columbia Public Education Finance Reform Commission, Equity and Recommendations
Report (Washington, DC, February 17, 2012).
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schools also set their budgets based on enroliment projections, but they are ultimately
paid based on their actual October 5 audited enrollment count. Each public charter LEA
receives quarterly payments each year from the DC government no later than July 15,
October 15, January 15, and April 15. The first payment for an academic year, occurring
no later than July 15, is based on the public charter school’s projected student enrollment.
The second and third payments for an academic year, occurring no later than October 15
and January 15, respectively, are based on finalized student data submitted by public
charter schools from their student information systems. The fourth and final payment for
an academic year, occurring no later than April 15, is based on the finalized figures from
the enrollment audit. These school funding approaches have multiple cost implications.
DCPS may be overfunded if its projections are too high. Alternatively, as a school system
of right, DCPS may enroll additional students during the school year who are not funded.
Charter schools, which generally lose enrollment during the course of the school year, are
allowed to keep funding for students who disenroll after the October 5 enrollment audit.

= Special educat