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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

What is the cost of providing all California public school students with access to the
California content standards and to achieve appropriate levels of proficiency standards
established by the California Department of Education?

This report presents the results of the professional judgment component of a seven month
project undertaken by American Institutes for Research (AIR) to answer the question
posed above. The following discussion summarizes the major elements of this “costing
out” study. “Costing out” is a term regularly applied to this type of analysis of adequacy
in education. In the course of this endeavor, AIR obtained input from professional
educators and convened a three-day meeting with highly-qualified California educators to
estimate the cost of an “adequate” education.

The Bottom Line

Excluding debt service, public schools in California spent about $45.29 billion in 2004-
05 to educate its students." The main results of this study suggest that an additional
$24.14 to $32.01 billion would have been necessary in this same school year to ensure
the opportunity for all students to meet “academically rigorous content standards and
performance standards in all major subject areas.” Across this range of added
expenditure, it was found that about 941 districts would have required additional funds to
support an adequate educational program for their K-12 students, with this figure rising to
969 when considering the provision of adequate programs for those in preschool.
Therefore, our results suggest that only about 15 to 28 of the 984 districts in the state
were already spending at “adequate” levels. At first glance, these projected increases in
spending of between 53 to 71 percent to achieve adequacy seem staggering. However, we
show later California has lagged significantly behind the rest of the nation in spending on
K-12 education. Moreover, when compared to the New York Adequacy Study (Chambers
et al 2004), the projected spending estimated for California not only falls short of similar
projections for New York State, but fails to even equal current spending levels in the
Empire State.

Research Methods

The methodological centerpiece for this study is referred to in school finance literature as
the “professional judgment” approach. The AIR research team selected highly qualified
California educators to serve on professional judgment panels that convened for a three-
day meeting to design multiple instructional programs for schools of varying size and
demographic composition. These programs were designed so that students would have
the full opportunity to meet the outcome goal specified above (i.e. an opportunity for all
students to meet “academically rigorous content standards and performance standards in

' Analysis of expenditures on debt service to acquire land and build school facilities was beyond the scope
of the present study.
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Executive Summary

all major subject areas” as defined by the state legislature®). These panels were then
asked to specify the resources needed to deliver those programs.

Given that these results are derived from only one component of a larger series of studies,
we hope that these conclusions will be supported with findings from other studies. These
data are supplemented by several other findings including an analysis of staffing patterns
and resource allocation in schools identified as “beating the odds” in serving their
respective student populations® and the instructional elements necessary to provide an
“adequate” education for English Learners.*

Overview of Instructional Program Design Trends

The instructional program designs developed by the PJPs added resources to reduce class
sizes, extended the instructional day and year for all students, and added specialists to
work with small groups of students and foster professional development opportunities for
teachers. The need for high-quality professional development was seen as integral for
improving student achievement and retaining quality teachers. Most importantly, panels
emphasized that student achievement wasn’t necessarily dependent on the number of
personnel staffed at the school level, but how their roles and time were allocated.

The panels also added resources for early education and extended day and year programs,
especially for schools with high proportions of students in poverty or with high numbers
of English learners. The extended day and year programs were seen as necessary not only
for students unable to meet the standards, but also as enrichment opportunities for
benchmark students. Early education programs were included to help students, especially
those without parental or home support, prepare for school.

Why a Range of Numbers?

The range of numbers presented above reflects the fact that “costing out” educational
adequacy is not an exact science. These analyses rely primarily on professional
judgments regarding the services needed to achieve the outcome standard specified
above. They also rely on assumptions regarding other factors likely to affect overall cost.
An important example is the potential change in district administration that might be
needed to support the instructional program descriptions derived through professional
judgment. These alternative specifications and assumptions and their affect on the
overall cost estimate for the state are described in detail in the full report. Reasonable
people legitimately can disagree with these assumptions and would arrive at different
conclusions using an alternative set. For this reason, full transparency regarding the full
set of processes underlying this study, the varying assumptions used, and their effect on
cost is essential.

2 For a complete statement of the standards around which professional judgment panels were asked to
design programs, see Appendix A in the full report.

® Please see the Beating-the-Odds analysis of the full report submitted by AIR.

* A study examining the resource needs for California’s English Learners is being presented by Patricia
Gandara and Russell Rumberger as part of the “Getting Down to Facts” series.
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Executive Summary

The Professional Judgment Process

The initial stages of this project were devoted to developing a series of tasks to guide
panelists in their deliberations. The AIR research team used benchmarks for student
outcomes outlined in current legislation® and solicited input from state education experts
as to the criteria that should be used to define adequacy. This culminated in the
subsequent Goals Statement used to define adequacy for the purposes of the study:

Exhibit 2-2 - Goals Statement

Background

The federal No Child Left Behind Act and state law requires that all students in every school district meet
“academically rigorous content standards and performance standards in all major subject areas” by the
2013-2014 school year and to make steady progress toward that goal each year {Cal. Educ. Code
60602(a)(2)}.

(1) Access to California Content Standards

All students should have access to instructional programs and services that are consistent with the
California content standards in all subject areas, listed below, as adopted by the State Board of
Education.

e English language arts standards direct children in learning to understand written and oral
language expression, to communicate effectively, to comprehend and appreciate a diversity of
literature, and to comprehend various sources of information.

° Math standards are designed to prepare students to grapple with solving problems; develop
abstract, analytic thinking skills; learn to deal effectively and comfortably with variables and
equations; and use mathematical notation effectively to model situations.

e History-social science standards emphasize historical narrative, highlight the roles of
significant individuals throughout history, and convey the rights and obligations of citizenship.

e Science standards are viewed as the foundation for understanding technology and societal
issues. These issues are strongly connected to community health, population, natural
resources, environmental quality, natural and human-induced hazards, and other global
challenges.

e Visual and performance arts standards represent a strong consensus on the skills, knowledge
and abilities in dance, music, theatre and the visual arts that students should be able to master
at specific grade levels.

e English language development standards define what all students, including those learning a
second language, are expected to be able to know and do. These standards are designed to
supplement the ELA content standards to ensure that limited English-proficient (LEP) students
develop proficiency in both the English language and the concepts and skills contained in the
ELA content standards.

e Physical education standards are based on the premise that the quality and productivity of
each individual’s life can be enhanced through participation in a comprehensive, sequential
physical education system that promotes physical, mental, emotional, and social well-being.

® See California Education Code 60602(a)(2).
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Executive Summary

Exhibit 2-2 - Goals Statement (continued)

(2) Target Performance Levels for California Public Schools

As of the 2005-06 school year, all California high school students (except for certain students with
disabilities) will be required to achieve a passing score on the California High School Exit Examinations
(CAHSEE) in English language arts and mathematics to receive a high school diploma. As of the 2005-
06 school year, students in grades 3-8 will be tested in English and mathematics (and shortly thereafter in
science) to determine whether they are making satisfactory progress toward meeting the learning
standards. Rates of yearly progress toward these goals must be disaggregated by racial, economic,
disability and limited English proficiency subgroups. The target outcomes for deliberations of the
professional judgment panels should be directed toward those established by the California Department
of Education for the 2011-2012 school year as follows:

e Participation rates of 95% school-wide and for each subgroup.

e English-language arts proficiency rates of 78.4% for elementary and middle schools and
77.8% for high schools.

e Mathematics proficiency rates of 79.0% for elementary and middle schools and 77.4% for high
schools.

e An Academic Performance Index (API) of 740 in every elementary, middle, and high school
(an API target of 800 will be addressed in a later task).

e A high school graduation rate of 83.4%.

In addition, the research team consulted specialists on English learner and special
education populations to help develop specific instruction sets focused on designing
educational programs for schools with high percentages of these populations.

Next, the AIR team developed a process for selecting “highly qualified” educators to
serve on two independent professional judgment panels (PJPs). These two panels were
organized to develop instructional program designs and specify the resources necessary
to deliver those programs in order to achieve school finance adequacy for students
attending California schools with “typical” demographic compositions. These panels
were then asked to modify their original instructional programs for schools with varying
levels of students living in poverty, classified as English language learners (ELLS),
enrolled in special education, and attending schools of varying sizes.

Based on the PJP deliberations, we developed estimates of the costs of an adequate
education for California public schools across various levels, sizes, and demographic
configurations. In general, the analysis of school program costs derived from the work of
the PJPs show higher per-pupil costs for schools with greater numbers of impoverished,
ELL or special education students.

Central Administration, Maintenance and Operations Costs

In order to compare the total program costs derived from the PJP process with current
spending in the state, it was necessary to add cost estimates of district-level functions
such as central administration, maintenance and operations, and transportation, which
were not included in the PJP process. Two methods were used to calculate these district-
level costs. The first more conservative method simply uses current spending on these
district-level functions. The more liberal alternative approach assumes that spending on
at least some district-level functions will change proportionally with changes in the
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Executive Summary

school-level instructional program spending.® The average of two alternative approaches
that provided the lower and upper bound cost estimates was used to estimate district level
expenditures. While more precise analysis of district-level functions is beyond the scope
of this study, it was felt that these parameters provide reasonable bounds for considering
administrative costs within this context.

The Results

Adequate Per-pupil Cost Estimates by Locale

Exhibit 4-2 compares the AIR projected per-pupil expenditures derived from the program
specifications designed by the Blue and Gold PJPs to the actual per-pupil expenditures
reported in the SACS fiscal files supplied by the CDE.” These figures are pupil-weighted
so that they represent per-pupil expenditures for the district attended by the average
student within each of four district categories. In addition to the overall statewide
average, average per-pupil expenditures within different types of districts provided. The
district categories include urban, suburban, towns and rural districts.?

The exhibit shows that the statewide average “adequate” per-pupil expenditures for the
2004-05 school year range from $11,094 to $12,365, which represents a 53 to 71 percent
increase over what was actually spent that year ($7,246). However, it is important to
recognize that the figures show large variation across the four district categories defined
above. The results suggest that students in urban districts require the highest per-pupil
expenditure (from $11,508 to $12,718) to provide an adequate education, while necessary
per-pupil expenditures ($8,932 to 9,414) are lowest for districts that lie in towns.
Nevertheless, it must be noted that the suggested ranges of adequate per-pupil
expenditures for both district types are well above what was actually spent. The implied
increase in per-pupil expenditure that is required for urban districts to achieve adequacy
ranges from $4,119 to $5,329 (56 to 72 percent, respectively), while for town districts
this range is $1,528 to $2,492 (21 to 34 percent, respectively).

® With this method we assumed that district-level expenditures for central district administration and
maintenance and operations increase commensurately with school-level instructional program, while
expenditures on transportation was preserved at current levels.

"It is understood that both projected and actual (current) expenditures refer to 2004-05 dollars, which
corresponds to the year of the most recent SACS fiscal data available for use in this study.

® These classifications of districts into urban, suburban and rural are based on the locale codes used by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and published in their Common Core of Data (CCD).
Specifically, the eight NCES locale codes have been combined into four locale categories as follows:
Urban contains large and small cities (codes 1 and 2); Suburban includes urban fringe of large and mid-size
cities (codes 3 and 4); Towns contain large and small towns (codes 5 and 6); and, Rural includes rural areas
(codes 7 and 8).
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Executive Summary

Exhibit 4-2 - Comparison of Adequate Versus Actual Per Pupil Expenditures by District Type
and Professional Judgment Panel (Overall Expenditure on PreK and K-12 in Bold)

$14,000
$12,365 $12.718
) ECD/PreK $12,077
ECD/PreK $495 $11,881
$469 J
$12,000 K12 C;’ﬁf ECD/PreK
$11,508 465
K-12 , $12,224
$11,094 K-12
$11.897 ECD/PreK $10,726 | S0, $10,615 | k.12
EC;’;’;’;SK $923 ekl ECD/PreK | $11,415
k12 s745 $9.896 sesz
i i rel
$10.000 sto62 §10:585 K12 5315
ECD/PreK| g9 581 :
$501
K-12
$8,000 [l I [l $8,431 ||
Per-Pupil $7,389 $7,404 " $7,334
X $7,246 7,070
Expenditure PO
$6,000
$4,000
$2,000
$0
Actual  Gold Blue Actual  Gold Blue Actual  Gold Blue Actual  Gold Blue Actual  Gold Blue
Panel  Panel Panel  Panel Panel  Panel Panel  Panel Panel  Panel
Overall Urban Suburban Towns Rural

District Category/Professional Judgment Panel

Total Cost Estimates

Based on the PJP specifications, in order to provide all students a “full opportunity” to
meet the current standards and desired outcome levels, California would have had to
spend an additional $24.14 and $32.01 billion in 2004-05 (see Exhibit 4-3) on districts
not spending at “adequate” levels, while holding expenditures constant for districts that
were spending at or above an “adequate” level.” This represents an increase of 53 to 71
percent over the actual spending levels of $45.29 billion in that same year.

° We have preserved the numbering of the exhibits in the Executive Summary to reflect those found in the
main body of the full report.
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Executive Summary

Exhibit 4-3 - Total Expenditure Required to Provide "Adequate" Levels of Spending by District Type and
Professional Judgment Panel Specification (Total Expenditure in Bold, Hold Harmless in Brackets)
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= Actual 04-05 = Projected K-12 = Projected PreK

A Comparison with New York

At first glance, the projected costs for California seem extraordinary. However, if one
takes into account the condition of California school finance for the past couple of
decades and its current position when considering the question of school finance
adequacy, these projections may not seem so far out of line. Recent data published by the
Census Bureau show that actual California school spending ranks 25th, but when
adjusted for geographic cost differences across the U.S., California ranks 44th among the
50 states in per-pupil spending on education.’® In fiscal year 2003, New York State spent
$12,140 per pupil in comparison to actual spending in California of $7,691.

However, even more significant is a comparison of these projections in Exhibit 4-2
against comparable projections with a similar study conducted by Chambers et al (2004)
in New York State. Exhibit 4-6 presents this comparison. The New York figure

10 See Table 8 in Public Education Finances, 2003 (http://ftp2.census.gov/govs/school/03f33pub.pdf)
published by the Census Bureau in 2005 and http://www.bcnys.org/whatsnew/2005/0317schoolspend.htm.
To obtain geographic cost adjusted spending, we used the comparable wage index developed by Dr. Lori

Taylor for the National Center for Education Statistics and adjusted actual spending for the variations in
labor costs across the states.
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Executive Summary

represents the average per-pupil expenditure necessary to provide an adequate education
in New York State school districts. The figures presented in this exhibit for New York
have been adjusted for inflation (to 2004-05 dollars) using the Employment Cost Index
for education personnel from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics combined with a rough
adjustment to account for geographic differences in the cost of education between New
York and California taken from Taylor (2006). The projected per pupil spending figure
for New York State ($13,559) represents a 17 percent increase over actual average per-
pupil expenditure for New York State which is already a relatively high spending state.**

Exhibit 4-6 - Comparison of Projected Per-Pupil Expenditures from New York and California
Adequacy Studies

$16,000

$13,559
$14,000 -

$12,365

$12,000 - $11,094

$10,000

Per-Pupil

Expenditure $8,000 1

$6,000

$4,000

$2,000 -

$0

NY Expenditure Adjusted to CA Costs Projected PreK-12 Expenditure for CA Projected PreK-12 Expenditure for CA
(Blue Panel) (Gold Panel)

ONY Expenditure Adjusted to CA Costs O Projected PreK-12 Expenditure for CA OProjected PreK-12 Expenditure for CA
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While the California cost projections appear high relative to current spending levels in
California, they are still lower than the projections for achieving adequacy in New York
State. Indeed, the New York projections are about 10 to 22 percent higher than those for
the California Blue and Gold panels, respectively. In fact, the higher of the two

1 Exhibit 4-1 (p, 74) of the final report for the New York Adequacy study (see Chambers et al, 2004)
shows a projected per pupil expenditure for 2001-02 of $12,975 which is 17.4 percent higher than the
actual per pupil spending of $11,056 for the same year. The $13,559 figure presented in Exhibit 4-6 in the
body of this report represents the inflation adjusted estimate of the original projection for New York State
of $12,975. Adjusting the $11,056 for inflation, the actual per pupil spending in New York for the 2004-05
school year would have been $11,554.
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California projections is just above the actual public school spending per pupil in New
York State for the 2002-03 school year which amounted to $12,140. While such
comparisons can be criticized on a number of grounds, they do provide a somewhat
different benchmark against which to judge the work of the California PJPs. The
outcome standard used by the PJPs in New York was that “all students have a full
opportunity to meet the Regents Learning Standards and to earn a Regents Diploma” (see
Chambers et al, 2004, page 17, Exhibit 2-1). In this study, the PJPs were asked to
develop their projections based on the California content and proficiency standards which
have been argued by some to be comparable to New York.*?

Patterns of Cost Differences

As shown in Exhibit 4-12, geographic cost variations, the scale of district operations, and
differences in pupil need all play distinct roles in accounting for variations in the
estimated cost of achieving adequacy. Analysis of the variations in the patterns of scale
and need revealed that the urban districts tended to exhibit relatively higher projected
expenditures based on pupil needs and relatively lower projected expenditures associated
with scale of operations, all else equal. Also note that there is a consistent pattern of
higher relative costs associated with the scale more rural districts and, to a lesser extent,
small towns that are consistent with diseconomies of scale these districts often face due to
small enrollments.

12 The Fordham Foundation evaluated the quality of state standards and their “evaluators rated California
standards as the best in the nation.” (p. 10, Rose et al, 2003). Peterson and Hess ranked the rigor of state
assessment standards and assigned an overall grade of B- to California and C for New York (see Peterson
and Hess, (2006)). The latest Education Week report Quality Counts (2006) gave California an overall
rating of B+ (score equals 89) for its standards and accountability, however, for the standards and school
accountability it received scores of 40 (out of 40) and 27 (out of 30) points, respectively. Unfortunately,
the overall standards and accountability rating suffered because the state does not offer elementary social
studies assessments that are aligned with state standards.
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Exhibit 4-12 - Implicit Geographic Cost of Education (GCEI) and Relative Needs/Scale Indices

by NCES Locale Category
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A Cautionary Note
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Also, although the professional judgment panels derived instructional designs by which

schools could construct an adequate opportunity to meet the California content standards

and proficiency levels, this theoretical design does not include, or recommend, that the

specific components of these models become mandates for local practice. However

93

insightful the instructional designs created by these panels or persuasive the case for their

effectiveness, the intention of this exercise was not to create a “one-size-fits-all”

prescription of best educational practice. Rather, the model lends a justifiable systematic

process with which to determine necessary expenditures to provide an adequate education
across a wide range of circumstances (i.e., needs and scale of operations). Harnessing
creativity and commitment, and taking advantage of the experience of local educators,
necessitates providing them with discretion to determine exactly how funds should be
used coupled with an effective accountability system and governance structure within

which to operate.
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Executive Summary

Concluding Remarks

While the projected additional expenditures necessary to bring all districts up to spending
levels capable of providing an adequate education may seem high (i.e., an additional
$24.14 to $30.01 billion in 2004-05), it is important to keep in mind the adequacy goal
benchmark that the PJPs were provided with in order to develop their instructional
programs and resources necessary to provide these programs. The goals statement put to
the PJP is based on standards set by the California State Board of Education. As of 2006,
these standards were rated amongst the highest in the nation by the Education Week’s
annual report Quality Counts. Given the current levels of performance of California
public schools and the high expectations that the state has set forth, the large adequacy-
projected dollar figures perhaps should not be not all that surprising. The main point
suggested by these results is that we must be realistic about the demands we place on our
public education system and weigh these against our willingness and ability to pay for
them.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and Overview

What is the cost of providing all California public school students with (1) access to
instructional programs consistent with the California content standards and (2) the
opportunity to achieve proficiency standards established by the California State Board of
Education?

This report presents the results of a seven-month effort by the American Institutes for
Research (AIR) to answer this question and thereby determine the cost of an “adequate”
education for all public school students in the State of California. It is a report using
what is often referred to in the school finance literature as a “costing-out” analysis.

In the course of this endeavor, the AIR team combined information from publicly
available data with materials reflecting the input of a variety of constituencies to specify
the goals and objectives of the educational system, and used a professional judgment
model to carry out the costing-out exercise. Two highly qualified panels of professional
educators from California public schools designed instructional programs and allocated
resources in order to develop a range of estimates of what it might cost to “adequately”
fund the public schools in the state.

It is important to point out that this study is not intended as a comprehensive application
of the professional judgment model. A more comprehensive application would have
included an extensive public engagement component to develop the goals of the public
school system, a number of general and specialized professional judgment panels, and a
group of stakeholders that would review the work of and provide feedback to the panels.
Resources for the present study were simply not sufficient to permit us to engage in this
kind of comprehensive approach. Nevertheless, we do believe this limited application of
the professional judgment model can provide some valuable perspectives on what this
process has to offer, and it will provide some cost estimates that may be compared with
alternative costing-out models that are being applied by other researchers as part of the
larger “Getting Down to Facts” project funded through Stanford University by the
Hewlett, Gates, Irvine, and Stuart Foundations.

This study builds cost estimates based on a process that requires professional educators to
think systematically about the program designs that might legitimately be expected to
achieve the desired goals and then requires them to specify the resources necessary to
deliver those programs to public school students throughout the state. The state-of-the-art
in education research is simply not far enough advanced to provide a precise answer to
the question of education adequacy. Even those concepts that we purport to measure (i.e.,
student achievement test scores) can be argued to reflect a limited view of what schools
should offer their students. While we do not have precise answers regarding the priorities
the public places on various potential outcomes of schooling, we are gaining an
understanding of what combinations of inputs would be necessary to produce any given
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set of outcomes. However, we still don’t have a very strong sense of how to measure
some of the inputs (e.g., teacher quality).*?

Overview of the Results

With a combination of federal, state and local sources of revenue, it is estimated that the
public schools in California spent a total of $45.29 billion in the 2004-05 school year to
educate its students (henceforth referred to as “total current expenditure’).* The estimates
developed in this study suggest that the costs of an adequate education in California will
require an additional investment of somewhere between $24.14 and $32.01 billion which
represent a stunning increase in spending of between 53 to more than 70 percent.

At first glance these projected increases seem staggering and hard to comprehend.
However, it is important to recognize that per pupil spending on public schools in
California has lagged well behind spending levels in most other states for almost two
decades (Carroll, Krop, Arkes, Morrison, and Flanagan (2005)). Moreover, we later
show through comparisons with per pupil spending figures based on an adequacy study
conducted of public schools in New York State, a state that has established learning
standards that are comparable if not slightly lower than those in California, that the per
pupil spending levels to achieve adequacy in California schools are actually lower than
similar projections and even actual spending levels in New York State (see Chapter 4 of
this report).™

It is important to understand how to interpret these California adequacy cost estimates.
The range of cost estimates reflects the amount of funds needed to bring all districts not
currently spending at levels deemed adequate by this analysis up to a level to provide all
students the opportunity to meet the California content standards and achieve targeted
California proficiency levels. The analyses contained in this report suggest that there are
only a handful of districts currently spending at projected adequate levels. More
precisely, the results indicate that between 885 and 963 out of the total of 984 California
school districts included in the analysis are currently spending below levels deemed
necessary to support an adequate education in grades K-12."° The number of districts
spending at less than adequate levels increases to between 937 and 976 when considering
what would be necessary to also provide for early childhood development and PreK
programs.

13 For a well written description of some of these issues, the authors recommend Rothstein (2004).

 Note that this figure excludes certain expenditures made by county offices of education. The present
study also excludes any analysis of expenditures on debt service to acquire land and build school facilities.
While we acknowledge this component as important, a detailed analysis of these expenditures is simply
beyond the scope of the present study.

15 The reader is referred to (Chambers, J., T. Parrish, J. Levin, J. Guthrie, J. Smith, and R. Seder. 2004) for
the New York Adequacy Study and see (Peterson and Hess, 2006) for an analysis of state performance
standards.

16 These estimates include all unified, elementary, and high school districts, as well as a small number of
charter school districts in the state.
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By implication, there are some districts in California that are already spending at
adequate levels. This is not to claim that these districts spend “too much” money, as
there may be other factors or considerations beyond the scope of the study justifying
these spending levels. Examination of these districts should be conducted by the
appropriate policy making bodies and decisions should be made by local school boards,
citizens and state legislators.

As mentioned, the foundation for these estimates is based on the recommendations of two
professional judgment panels (PJPs) of highly qualified educators. In general, the
instructional program designs developed by the PJPs added resources to reduce class
sizes, extended the instructional day and year for all students, added specialists to work
with small groups of students, and increased opportunities for professional development
of teachers. The need for high-quality professional development was seen as integral for
improving student achievement and retaining quality teachers. Most importantly, panels
emphasized that student achievement wasn’t necessarily dependent on the number of
personnel staffed at the school level, but how their roles and time were allocated.

The panels added resources for early education and extended day and year programs,
especially for schools with high proportions of students in poverty or with high numbers
of English Learners. The extended time (day and year) programs were seen as necessary
not only for students unable to meet the standards, but also as enrichment opportunities
for students already proficient in the content standards and outcome measures. Early
childhood and preschool education programs were included to help students, especially
those without parental or home support, prepare for school. Throughout this study, the
AIR research team has attempted to maintain transparency by identifying underlying
assumptions. We acknowledge that individuals can legitimately disagree with these
assumptions and could arrive at different estimates using an alternative set of
assumptions. It is our hope that this transparency will allow readers to make their own
assessment of what assumptions or foundations they are willing to accept and establish
what they regard as a reasonable estimate of the cost of achieving the established goals.

Funding “Adequacy” in the Context of California

In the last two decades there has been a nationwide shift in the responsibility for school
funding. Traditionally, schools were funded for the most part by local taxes,
supplemented by state funding, with the smallest share of funds coming from the federal
level. Nationwide, there recently has been an increase in proportion of funds coming
from state along with decreasing local responsibility in school funding. In addition, the
share of federal revenues has decreased slightly.

While California has in fact followed this national trend, the experience has been far
more pronounced. While the federal share of total California revenues has for the most
part followed that of the nation, the proportion of education funding coming from state
and local revenues have differed dramatically. When compared to its counterparts,
California public schools receive a significantly higher proportion of school funds
coming from the state.
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The trends in California school finance have been significantly influenced by the Serrano
v. Priest court case and subsequent passage by the state’s votes of property tax limitation
measure, Proposition 13, which effectively limited the amount of local tax revenue that
could be collected by capping property tax rates. The end result was a major shift of
support for school finance from local to state revenue sources or, as stated in Downes
(1992):

“The primary effect of Serrano 11 and Proposition 13 was thus to create what was
effectively a state-financed system of public education.”

With the growing role of the state, the focus of the funding debate in this new era
of school finance turned to equity or, more precisely, to what the school finance
literature referred to as horizontal equity. Under this concept, students and
taxpayers across districts should be treated similarly with respect to the resources
they receive and taxes they are required to pay, respectively (see Coons et al
(1970)). Unfortunately, an unintended consequence of the Court’s ruling was that
funding was to be equalized down where, rather than providing general aid to
poorer districts at the level enjoyed by more affluent districts, spending limits
were imposed at a level between the two. That is, while poorer districts had their
levels of general aid increased, many less needy districts witnessed dramatic
decreases in the amount of general aid they received.

With this focus on equity, the debate surrounding what constitutes an adequate
education has, until now, been slow to enter the public arena. While the levels of
general aid to poorer districts have in fact increased, the question surrounding
adequacy still remains: Are current funding levels sufficient to allow the
opportunity for all students to achieve state content standards and proficiency
levels?

Standards as a Means to Determine “Adequate” Resources

Often the clauses found in state constitutions provide vague descriptions as to the exact
definition of an adequate education. For instance, the term “thorough and efficient” was
introduced in 1857 in Minnesota, in 1872 in West Virginia, and in 1947 in New Jersey to
describe the state obligations in providing public education to its citizenry. The
interpretation of such constitutional obligations will drive the determination of what
resources are necessary to provide educational adequacy. Therefore, before one can
begin to address the issue of cost, it is essential to have a well-defined objective of the
public education system that includes measurable outcomes that must be attained.

While formal concrete statements stemming from constitutional adequacy clauses are not
readily available across all states, two factors have helped push the establishment of these
goals statements. First, the recent wave of court cases has revealed the need for states to
operationalize their goals for public education. For example, a significant focus of the
DeRolph case in Ohio was about defining the concept of “thorough and efficient” and
how it relates to adequacy in school funding.” A recent court case in New York sought

17 See McKinley (2005a, b) for a full discussion.
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to define the concept of a “sound basic education” and to determine the cost of providing
this opportunity to all children in New York public schools.™®

Second, the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act has forced all states to design
standards-based accountability systems that provide a foundation for what appropriate
goals are with respect to academic achievement. However, it must be noted that
academic achievement is not the sole or, arguably, most important basis upon which the
performance of school systems should be evaluated. In terms of education standards in
the state of the California, not only has the state legislature outlined targeted outcome
proficiency measures, they have also introduced a diverse set of content standards that
they expect students to access.

Once an educational goal is established, the important issues of determining the cost of
an adequate education and developing a system of resource distribution that ensures all
districts can provide adequate educational services to their children must be addressed.
The professional judgment model is one method that can by employed in order to
determine the cost of an adequate education.

Research Methods

The methodological centerpiece for this study is the “professional judgment” model. The
AIR research team selected highly qualified California educators to serve on two
professional judgment panels, each of which participated in a three-day meeting to design
instructional programs for students in schools of varying demographic compositions. We
ask the panels to design instructional programs so that students would have the full
opportunity to meet “academically rigorous content standards and performance standards
in all major subject areas” as defined by the state legislature and targeted proficiency
levels.” These panels were then asked to specify the resources necessary to deliver those
programs.

Prior to deliberations, the PJPs were presented with summaries of public engagement
materials developed by other authors (notably the Public Policy Institute of California) as
well as brief summaries of existing educational research on school effectiveness. During
their deliberations, panels were provided with additional information about the student
proficiencies achieved and resource profiles of actual public schools in California that
mirrored the demographics of the school prototypes presented to the panels for their
tasks. We have provided further details on the manner in which these PJPs functioned in
Chapter 2 of this report.

Professional Judgment Framework

To achieve the study objective, the AIR research team focused the analysis on school-
level programmatic costs. Overhead rates were applied to these school-level costs in

18 See Supreme Court Of The State Of New York, County Of New York, Campaign For Fiscal Equity, Inc.,
et al, Plaintiffs, -against- THE STATE OF NEW YORK, et al, Defendants. Index No. 111070/93,m Justice
DeGrasse, J.

9 For a complete statement of the standards around which professional judgment panels were asked to
design programs, see Appendix A in the full report.
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order to estimate the additional costs of district-level central administration and
maintenance and operations services, and the cost of home-to-school transportation
services have been assumed to remain unchanged. Finally, we also took account of
variations in the costs of comparable personnel by using estimates of the variations
personnel costs in different labor markets across the state.”’ The rationale behind these
estimates is that available revenues should, at a minimum, be sufficient to provide an
opportunity for all students to meet the California content and performance standards,
and in order to accomplish this objective, projected revenues for each school district need
to be adjusted by geographic cost differences across labor markets within California to
equalize the purchasing power of the educational dollar.

Professional Judgment Model

AIR principal investigators involved with this research project pioneered means for
involving informed educators in the process of designing costing-out models. Initial
research in this arena was conducted in Illinois and Alaska (see Chambers and Parrish,
1982 and 1984). These early studies asked panels of educators to define service delivery
systems that were appropriate to meet the educational needs of various student
populations. Detailed input models (e.g., regular classrooms and specialized instructional
and related services) were designed for separate categories of students including regular
elementary and secondary, disadvantaged, disabled, gifted, and vocational students.

In a recent project in New York State, Chambers et al (2004) used an enhanced
professional judgment model to determine the cost of an adequate education. There are
three elements that distinguished the New York work and other recent applications of the
professional judgment model (e.g., MAP, 1997, 2001; Augenblick, 1997, 2001; and
Augenblick and Myers, 2003) from the earlier work of Chambers and Parrish (1982,
1984):

1) The goals established for the professional judgment panels were clearly focused
on student outcomes. In the New York study, for example, the goals were based
on the Regents Learning Standards established by the state.

2) The professional judgment panels were asked to begin their deliberations by
designing instructional programs at each schooling level. After determining the
content and structure of the educational program, panels were then asked to
develop resource specifications necessary to deliver the desired services.

3) The professional judgment process was structured to provide for a more
integrated approach to meeting the needs of all types of students. The early
models developed by Chambers and Parrish organized separate panels to develop
delivery systems for students in various demographic categories. The current
process organizes educators to work together to think about the instructional

2 \We applied a geographic cost of education index (GCEI) reflecting labor market variations across the
state of California developed by Rose (2006).
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needs of all students in a more integrated fashion by establishing sub-panels and
providing the opportunity for a full panel debrief and resource modification.

California Professional Judgment Model

While the current California study is in some ways a more abbreviated version of the
New York professional judgment model, the AIR team has taken additional steps to
improve and tailor the model to reflect the circumstances in the state. First, the AIR
research team placed a stronger emphasis on the program design dimension of the PJP
deliberations. Specifically, a more explicit definition of the instructional program design
component of the process was provided to the panels. In addition, panels were led
through a more structured set of questions surrounding instructional program design
during their deliberations.?

Second, panels were provided with information on the relative costs of the resources used
in their specifications and the per-pupil cost implications of their decisions. In New
York, the panels were only asked to specify the resources required to deliver the
programs without any information about their relative costs (e.g., the hourly or
annualized cost of teachers versus aides or specific instructional support personnel). In
the California study, explicit information on these relative costs, plus immediate feedback
on the per-pupil cost implications of their resource allocation decisions, was provided to
panels. These modifications were made under the pretense that this information would
encourage efficiency at the programmatic level.

Third, panels were provided supplemental information including state-average student
performance and proficiency levels and representative values of these outcomes for
schools with typical demographic compositions. As mentioned, the panels were
instructed to develop instructional programs and specify resources for schools exhibiting
pre-determined levels of student needs (e.g., reflected by percent of students living in
poverty, English language learners, and students receiving special education services). In
order to give panels an idea of how far students would need to move in order to achieve
the desired goals, these instructions were supplemented with average 2005 proficiency
rates on the English language arts and math California Standards Tests and overall
performance levels (API and graduation rates) of schools with similar demographics. In
addition, the average number of personnel and certain non-personnel expenditures for
schools with typical demographic profiles were given to panels for reference. Default
values, where available, were derived by taking the average number of personnel from
resource profiles gathered from actual California schools with similar demographics.??

Finally, the AIR research team did not attempt to synthesize the PJP specifications into a
single set of resource estimates. In the New York study, the synthesis of the resource
specifications reduced the value of program design component and rendered it impossible

2! please see Appendices B and C for the PJP instruction set and the program design guide, respectively.
22 Default values for selected non-personnel expenditures were predicted using regression analysis and the
Standardized Account Code Structure (SACS) fiscal data that is only available at the district-level. Further
details of this procedure are available upon request.
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to relate the program designs to the resource specifications and subsequent cost estimates.
Instead, the results of the two general and six sub-panels are treated as separate cost
estimates and reported independent of one another.?

Limitations of the California Study

Due to a limited budget, only two distinct panels were convened and there was no attempt
to match the PJPs to specific types of districts (e.g., urban, suburban, or rural). Rather,
representatives from urban and rural school districts were distributed between the two
panels. In addition, rather than a full public engagement process, the AIR research team
relied on existing studies of public opinion (see Baldassare, 2005) and publicly available
policy statements from the California State Board of Education in developing the goals
statement underlying the PJP deliberations (see Appendix A of this report).

Furthermore, budget limitations prevented AIR from organizing a full panel of
stakeholders to review and provide feedback to the educators involved in the PJP process.
Accountability to stakeholders often encourages PJPs to be more circumspect about the
process of program design and resource specifications. Although there was no
accountability to a stakeholder panel, the AIR research team did explain to panelists that
their names would be published in the report and that the instructional designs would be
publicly available. In fact, panelists were asked to sign a statement acknowledging their
awareness that their names would be published with this report along with the text of the
program design documents that they developed during their deliberations.

In terms of the actual panel deliberations, there were several limitations surrounding the
instruction program design. Panels were expected to design instructional programs that
they would “reasonably expect to be adopted and funded by a school board comprised of
knowledgeable, well-intentioned lay persons.” Panels were free to configure programs in
any way they felt confident would deliver the desired results, but were advised that their
program design should be “practical and have a reasonable chance of being implemented
successfully by competent educators.” While there was flexibility in program design,
some panelists reported feeling constrained from thinking “outside the box” not only by
the requirements stated in the instruction set, but by their personal experiences with
educational code realities, budgetary constraints and current research trends.

What Professional Judgment Panels Were Not Expected to Accomplish

Panels were not asked to determine non-school specific costs including expenditures on
student transportation, building maintenance and operation, district office operation, or
food service. Similarly, debt service and major facility construction matters were not
within the purview of the PJPs. As mentioned above, the AIR team incorporated cost
estimates for district office functions as well as the maintenance and operations of district
and home-to-school transportation in a later stage of analysis.

% However, the average of the two independent estimates is reported in the main results below.
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It should also be noted that no analysis of the expenditures on debt service for school
facilities was carried out as part of this project. Exclusion of these components is not to
say that they are not important. Both interact in significant ways with any effort to
address the adequacy of funding for educational services. However, these components of
school expenditure require specialized analyses beyond the scope of this project.

In addition, PJPs were not asked to impute dollar costs to the instructional programs they
designed. AIR used average compensation levels (i.e., salaries and fringe benefits) and
adjusted these for geographic variations in the costs of school personnel across the state.
Panelists were able to adjust teacher salaries through the inclusion of extra professional
development and teaching days for extended year programs.

Organization of the Remainder of Report

This report contains four additional chapters and a set of formal appendices available in a
separate document. Chapter 2 describes the context, selection process, and operational
logistics for the professional judgment panels and shows how this process was utilized to
construct the foundation for estimating the cost of an adequate education. Chapter 3
explains how the specifications were translated into cost estimates, while Chapter 4
presents the detailed results of the actual costing out. Chapter 5 offers conclusions and
observations regarding processes involved and the outcomes from this study. Appendices
A through F contain technical information and copies of materials provided to the PJPs.

The intention is that the five chapters of this report and detailed appendices will enable a
reader to understand the analysis underlying the results of this study. In addition, this
detailed reporting is intended to fulfill one of the research team’s principal objectives -
rendering transparent the processes by which “adequate costs” were determined. These
detailed materials and descriptions of processes should enable other analysts to repeat
these methods and to substitute their own assumptions for those used by the AIR research
team.
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Chapter 2 - Measuring Pupil Need Through the Professional
Judgment Process

An Overview of the PJP Component

To develop the range of estimates of what it might cost to provide an adequate
educational program for California public schools, AIR selected two independent panels
(subsequently referred to as the Blue and Gold Panels) of highly qualified educators to
carry out a series of tasks over the course of a three-day meeting. Each panel was first
asked to develop a “base model” instructional program for elementary, middle and high
schools reflecting demographic levels of ‘typical’ California schools at each level
(specifically a school with median percentages of students receiving free- and reduced-
price lunch, English Language Learners, and students receiving special education
services and at the median school size). After completing the instructional program
design, each panel was asked to use input worksheets feeding into an MS Excel cost
model to specify resources necessary to deliver that program.

Upon completion of the instructional program design and resource specifications for the
base model, each panel was asked to make modifications for schools with varying
demographic compositions and sizes. Panels first made modifications for schools with
low and high poverty levels (determined by the number of students receiving free or
reduced lunch) for elementary, middle and high school levels. To make the process more
efficient, each of the full panels was divided into three independent sub-panels. Each
sub-panel followed a similar series of tasks and modified the program design and
resources based on schools with varying numbers of English learners, students receiving
special education services, and of varying size. Given the high correlation between
poverty and ELs,** the demographics of schools addressed through the EL and poverty
tasks were linked in order to provide schools that are more representative of those found
throughout the state. Full panels were given the opportunity to review the work
completed by the sub-panels and make modifications in light of more specified
deliberations.

Exhibit 2-1 provides an overview of the original organization of the series of tasks
completed by the professional judgment panels. Due to time constraints, the entire series
of tasks was not completed by both of the panels. A more detailed description of the
tasks that were completed is provided below.

* The simple correlation between these two factors is 0.69 (i.e., where there are high percentages of
students in poverty, there tend to be high percentages of ELSs).
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Exhibit 2-1 - Flow Chart for PJP Tasks and Activities
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Discussion on optimal school
sizes

Blue Panel

Task 7:

(a) Review Tasks 2-6 &

(b) Consider Revised Goals Statement
(2 separate panels)

v

Task 8: Final Discussion (combined panels) & Evaluation of

Final Tasks (completed individually)
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Chapter 2 — Measuring Pupil Need Through the Professional Judgment Process

Criteria for Evaluating Professional Judgment Studies

Several researchers have used professional judgment methodology to estimate the cost of
providing an adequate educational program.? Although they have employed various
procedures, all have in common a reliance on the judgment of professional educators
derived through deliberations around a series of structured exercises. Just as there is no
one best way to estimate the cost of providing an adequate education, there is no one best
way to conduct a study that relies on professional judgment. There are, however, a
number of criteria against which any professional judgment study can be measured.
These may not be the only criteria one would use to evaluate the professional judgment
process, but AIR proposes these as common sense standards against which any study of
this type should be evaluated.

1. Transparency - Transparency is the primary advantage attributed to the
professional judgment method for estimating adequacy. Therefore, the
entire process conducted should be explicit so that policy makers and
others can consider the validity of each aspect of their recommendations
as well as the overall quality of its outcomes.

2. Qualifications of Participants - Participants should be professional
educators recognized as highly competent who are experienced in
allocating resources and producing high-quality student outcomes.

3. Potential Conflict of Interest - To the extent possible, participants should
be free of conflicts of interest. To the extent that they have potential
conflicts, these should be made explicit.

4. Reliability - Multiple groups of similar expert educators should complete
identical exercises to enhance the reliability of the process.?®

5. Records for Replicability - Sufficient records of the process should be
reported to allow others to replicate it.

6. Pricing - Prices used to estimate resource costs (e.g., teachers’ salaries)
should be based on prevailing market prices or result from rigorous
economic analysis.

%5 For example, see Chambers and Parrish (1982, 1984), MAP Reports (1997, 2001), and Augenblick
(September 2001, Augenblick and Myers (2003), and Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc. (2003) for
samples of previous studies that have used this approach.

% Clearly, multiple groups provide a range of estimates that can be evaluated and as the number of groups
increase, will ultimately provide a more reliable estimate of the true cost of providing an adequate
education.
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Setting Goals

The first step in the conduct of a professional judgment study involves defining the
concept of adequacy. During the spring of 2006, the AIR research team met with
members of the “Getting Down to Facts” study group and explored state education code
requirements to address two questions:
e What constitutes an adequate educational opportunity?
e What do public schools in California need in order to ensure all their students an
opportunity for an adequate education?

The first question was fundamental to the California professional judgment process. Any
estimation of costs requires first the definition of “cost to do what?” That is, what are the
specific outcomes that these instructional programs are trying to achieve?

To answer this question, the AIR research team used data presented in the 2005
Accountability Progress Report prepared by the California Department of Education
(CDE) to identify target proficiency levels for ELA and mathematics, API scores, and
desired graduation rates. While targeted outcome levels are a fundamental piece of
California’s requirements, the content standards are the cornerstone on which these
outcome levels are based. The CDE reports that “the vision guiding these standards is
that all students must have the opportunities, resources, time, and support needed to
achieve mastery.” With these content standards and desired outcome levels in mind, AIR
asked panels to design programs to achieve specific goals.

Exhibit 2-2 presents the Goals Statement given to the PJPs prior to beginning their
deliberations. This statement was not only included in the general instructions provided
to the panel members, but it was also presented and discussed on the first day of the PJP
meetings by the project principal investigator.

Upon careful reading of the Goals Statement used for this study, the reader will notice
that we explicitly selected the 2011-12 proficiency standards as a benchmark for the
professional judgment panels. This choice was made in part based on our experience in
the New York adequacy study. During our culminating public engagement meeting for
that study, none of individuals representing the constituencies invited to discuss the
Goals Statement used in the New York study believed that 100% proficiency for all
students as required by NCLB in 2013-14 was a realistic or feasible goal. Largely for
this reason, we decided to set a goal that did not require this unrealistic standard of
proficiency.”’

27 A more recent analysis by Rothstein, Jacobsen, and Wilder (2006) raise questions even about the

legitimacy of any of the proficiency standards set out in NCLB. These authors state it as follows:
“...the conceptual basis of NCLB is deeply flawed; no goal can simultaneously be
challenging to and achievable by all students across the entire achievement distribution.
A standard can either be a minimal standard which presents no challenge to typical and
advanced students, or it can be a challenging standard which is unachievable by most
below-average students. No standard can serve both purposes — this is why we call
"proficiency for all' an oxymoron - but this is what NCLB requires.” (p. 2)
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Exhibit 2-2 - Goals Statement

Background

The federal No Child Left Behind Act and state law requires that all students in every school district meet
“academically rigorous content standards and performance standards in all major subject areas” by the
2013-2014 school year and to make steady progress toward that goal each year {Cal. Educ. Code
60602(a)(2)}.

(1) Access to California Content Standards

All students should have access to instructional programs and services that are consistent with the
California content standards in all subject areas, listed below, as adopted by the State Board of
Education.

e English language arts standards direct children in learning to understand written and oral
language expression, to communicate effectively, to comprehend and appreciate a diversity of
literature, and to comprehend various sources of information.

e  Math standards are designed to prepare students to grapple with solving problems; develop
abstract, analytic thinking skills; learn to deal effectively and comfortably with variables and
equations; and use mathematical notation effectively to model situations.

e History-social science standards emphasize historical narrative, highlight the roles of
significant individuals throughout history, and convey the rights and obligations of citizenship.

e Science standards are viewed as the foundation for understanding technology and societal
issues. These issues are strongly connected to community health, population, natural
resources, environmental quality, natural and human-induced hazards, and other global
challenges.

e Visual and performance arts standards represent a strong consensus on the skills, knowledge
and abilities in dance, music, theatre and the visual arts that students should be able to master
at specific grade levels.

e English language development standards define what all students, including those learning a
second language, are expected to be able to know and do. These standards are designed to
supplement the ELA content standards to ensure that limited English-proficient (LEP) students
develop proficiency in both the English language and the concepts and skills contained in the
ELA content standards.

e Physical education standards are based on the premise that the quality and productivity of
each individual’s life can be enhanced through participation in a comprehensive, sequential
physical education system that promotes physical, mental, emotional, and social well-being.

(2) Target Performance Levels for California Public Schools

As of the 2005-06 school year, all California high school students (except for certain students with
disabilities) will be required to achieve a passing score on the California High School Exit Examinations
(CAHSEE) in English language arts and mathematics to receive a high school diploma. As of the 2005-
06 school year, students in grades 3-8 will be tested in English and mathematics (and shortly thereafter in
science) to determine whether they are making satisfactory progress toward meeting the learning
standards. Rates of yearly progress toward these goals must be disaggregated by racial, economic,
disability and limited English proficiency subgroups. The target outcomes for deliberations of the
professional judgment panels should be directed toward those established by the California Department
of Education for the 2011-2012 school year as follows:

e Participation rates of 95% school-wide and for each subgroup.

e English-language arts proficiency rates of 78.4% for elementary and middle schools and
77.8% for high schools.

e Mathematics proficiency rates of 79.0% for elementary and middle schools and 77.4% for high
schools.

e An Academic Performance Index (API) of 740 in every elementary, middle, and high school
(an API target of 800 will be addressed in a later task).

e A high school graduation rate of 83.4%.
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Recruiting Process

The objectivity and expertise of the educators involved in the PJPs is critical to the
validity of the final product. Objectivity of participants is difficult to measure, but it is
fair to note that all participants were aware that their work product could be used to
influence levels of resources made available to public schools in the State of California.

AIR engaged in an extensive effort to recruit highly qualified educators to participate on
each of the PJPs. Approximately 122 educators were considered for participation in the
study. These individuals were identified through two processes:

e Individual educators associated with schools that have been identified through a
series of separate AIR studies as high performing (i.e., schools that were “beating
the odds” or that had exhibited consistently high growth over the past five
years).?

¢ Individual educators who were nominated by participants in the “Getting Down to
Facts” study group, county superintendents, and numerous professional education
agencies throughout the state (a full list of the organizations and individuals that
provided nominations during the recruitment process is provided upon request).

Selection Process

Approximately 45 educators responded to the invitations, and 18 were chosen to
participate. To ensure that the educators represented a range of expertise and
experiences, responses were sorted according to the participants’ geographic location,
current position, district and/or school size, urbanicity, district and/or school performance
indicators and areas of expertise.

Each of the two panels consisted of nine educators including at least one superintendent
each from an urban and rural area of the state; three principals with one from each grade
level (i.e., an elementary, middle school, a high school), a special educator (e.g., a district
director of special education), an English learner specialist, a school business official, and
a classroom teacher. No panel included more than one employee from a given district.
Within these constraints, every effort was made to select participants who represented the
size and geographic diversity in California.

A separate costing-out study in the “Getting Down to Facts” suite of reports relies on a
large random sample of superintendents, principals and teachers to provide resources
arrived at independently from these respondents (see Sonstelie et al, forthcoming). This
approach has the advantage of being able to gather a greater amount of data in a much
more efficient manner and allows one to document differences in the resource
combinations deemed “adequate” across the various respondent types. However, the
panel approach we used here has several merits that deserve mention.

First, our approach makes use of a comprehensive panel with expertise across several
dimensions of student need. We do so because it is difficult to assume that any

%8 See Parrish, et al (2006) and O’Day and Bitter (2003).
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individual, whether a superintendent, principal or teacher embodies all of the knowledge
and experience necessary to develop program designs necessary to meet the needs of all
types of students. We feel it is important to have a broad array of district and school
leadership teams for this purpose and to include expertise in certain programmatic areas
working cooperatively to reach a consensus regarding program design than to rely on a
single individual to carry out these exercises. Moreover, we believe that school personnel
at all levels from the central office to classroom have something to contribute in
designing programs.

Second, the panel approach used here requires the “bottom-up” development of a detailed
program design document upon which subsequent resource specifications are based.
While we feel that the development of such a program design document helps provide a
foundation for the resource specifications, it also serves as a valuable justification of why
the specified resources matter and how they will be used to provide an adequate
educational program.

Third, decisions concerning necessary resource allocations arrived at using panels of
individuals forces decisions based on a consensus of experts, which we feel to be a more
reliable indication of what it really takes to deliver an adequate schooling program.?

Overview of Panel Deliberations

AIR convened one three-day professional judgment panel session from June 21 — 23,
2006. In all, 18 outstanding educators participated in both general and task specific
panels. The two general panels (henceforth referred to as Blue and Gold PJPs) operated
independently of one another. Each panel was asked first to design instructional
programs and allocate resources for elementary, middle and high schools with
demographics representative of the “typical” California school. After developing these
base instructional programs, the panels specified how these would change in response to
varying levels of student poverty. After these two tasks, each panel was divided into
three sub-panels and asked to design instructional programs for schools with populations
of varying incidences of English language learners, students identified as needing special
education services, and for schools of varying size. The intent was to have the full panels
reconvene to share the results of the work completed in the sub-panels. While one panel
was able to reconvene and modify their base instructional program according to the
results of the sub-panels, the other panel completed this step electronically (i.e., through
e-mail communications) due to time constraints.

Each sub-panel contained a specialist on the topic that the sub-panel was addressing (i.e.
— a special education specialist on the special education sub-panel, an EL specialist on the

2 An anonymous reviewer was concerned about how the panels reached consensus and whether “louder”
panelists tended to dominate the sessions. The program design documents that we provided to each panel
forced the participants to debate over critical issues. But in each case, the design elements asked the panels
to attempt to reach a consensus over the design elements. A trained AIR facilitator was always present to
make sure all panelists’ views were heard and to help the groups reach a consensus without forcing it. Our
experience was that the members of these panels worked very cooperatively with one another.
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English learner sub-panel, and a superintendent from a small, rural school district on the
school size panel) along with two other educators with appropriate experience and/or
background. Please see Appendix D for panel and sub-panel assignments along with
panelist biographies.

Prior to convening the PJP meetings, we sent each panelist a full set of PJP instructions
which included the Goals Statement, a report on public engagement produced by the
Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), and a brief summary of research on effective
educational practices and interventions.*® Panelists were informed that the public
engagement report and summary of research were provided for their information, and
they could rely on them to the extent that they chose.

Task Assumptions

The instructions developed by the AIR team contained 12 assumptions that described the
context in which an instructional program was to operate and certain constraints on the
resources the PJP could affect. The purpose of the assumptions was to make the exercise
as realistic as possible within the constraints of available participant time and expertise.
Panelists were instructed to assume that specified levels of spending on facilities, district
administration, and transportation were given and could not be changed as part of the
exercise. Panelists were to assume that prototypical schools were not being newly
created, but rather that these schools were to be thought of as ongoing enterprises. Also,
they were told to use their professional judgment in order to determine what types and
quantities of special education students should be served in neighborhood schools, as
opposed to more centralized facilities.

Task Specifics

Participants were directed to design instructional programs for prototypical elementary,
middle, and high schools that they agreed would provide a full opportunity to the student
populations specified in the instructions to acquire the knowledge currently specified in
the California content standards and desired outcome levels as noted in the Goals
Statement above. Only after they had designed instructional programs were panel
participants asked to determine the types and levels of resources necessary to implement
those programs.

The first task completed by each PJP required all participants to review and agree upon a
list of program elements (e.g., types of personnel, supplies and materials) required to
implement an instructional program sufficient to produce the outcome standard specified
above. Before beginning the first task, panels were also asked to identify programmatic
issues that cut across school levels (e.g., the extent to which special education students
were served in neighborhood schools).

In the second task, we asked each panel to develop “base model” instructional programs
and specify resources for elementary, middle and high schools at median levels of student
needs and size (i.e., in the typical California school at each grade level). Panels were

% Copies of the materials provided to the PJPs and other relevant information associated with the selection
and organization of the panels are included in the Appendices of this report.
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given a series of open-ended questions about the allocation of personnel, materials and
supplemental programs and asked to design instructional programs and allocate necessary
resources to give students the opportunity to meet the established outcome goals. These
base model programs served as the foundation for all remaining tasks.

For the next task, we asked each panel to develop programs to meet the educational needs
of students served in schools in which poverty levels were lower and then higher than the
typical California schools (i.e., the percent of students eligible for free- and reduced-price
lunch were lower and higher than the median). The AIR team modified the poverty
parameters according to schools in the 10™ and 90™ percentiles of students in poverty,

and we used parameters unique to each school level to account for differences in

reporting of students receiving free- and reduced-price lunch program at the elementary,
middle, and high school levels. To facilitate this activity, the panels were provided with
input resource worksheets that were integrated into our cost model.

Exhibit 2-3 provides a generalized version of the input worksheet used to record the
resources specified by the panels:

Exhibit 2-3 — Generalization of Resource Specification Input Worksheet Used by Professional Judgment Panels

Base Model
* % Poverty = p1

Model 2 — Low Poverty
* % Poverty = p2

Model 3 — High Poverty
* % Poverty = p3

Model K
* % Poverty = pK

;‘é‘:oi?sgéﬁed * % Spec. Ed. =51 * % Spec. Ed. =s2 * % Spec. Ed. =s3 * % Spec. Ed. =sK
e %ELL=el e %ELL=e2 e %ELL=e3 ¢ %ELL=eK
* Enrollment = nl * Enrollment = n2 * Enrollment = n3 * Enroliment = nK
Resource 1

(FTE Core Classroom
Teacher)

FTE1,101, s1, e1, n1)

FTE1,2(p2, 52, €2, n2)

FTE1,3(p3, 53, €3, n3)

FTE1 kK, sk, ek, nk)

Resource 2
(FTE Teacher Aide)

FTE2,1(p1, s1, el, nl)

FTEZ,Z(pZ, s2, e2,n2)

FTE2,3(p3, s3, e3,n3)

FTEZ,K(pK, sK, eK, nK)

Resource 3
(FTE Psychologist)

FTE3,1(01, s1, e1, n1)

FTE32(p2, 52, €2, n2)

FTE3,3(p3, 53, e3, n3)

FTE3 k3, s3, e3,n3)

Resource 4
(Supplies and
Materials Dollars)

Dollarsa,1(p1, st, e1, n1)

Dollars 4,2(p2, s2, e2, n2)

Dollars 4,3(p3, s3, €3, n3)

Dollars 4 kpk, sk, ek, nk)

Resource X

FTEx 1(p1, s1, e1, n1)

FTEx 202, 52, €2, n2)

FTEx 303, 53, €3, n3)

FTEX kK, sk, e, nk)

For reference, mean outcome levels (specifically, English language arts and math

proficiency rates and the school level API score) for schools with these parameters were
also provided to the panels.®* To isolate the effect of poverty, all other demographic
levels remained constant.

*! For practical purposes we established reasonable bands around the demographic need variables (i.e.,
lower and upper bound limits of percent poverty, EL and special education as well as size) to permit
identification of an actual sample of California public elementary, middle, and high schools from which

representative average needs and outcomes could be calculated.
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Exhibit 2-4 contains a summary of the base model and poverty task parameters presented

to the PJPs.

Exhibit 2-4 — Permutations of Base Model and Poverty Tasks Completed by Professional
Judgment Panels

Task Demographic Levels

Base Model Low Poverty High Poverty
Task 2 Task 3a Task 3b

% Free/Reduced Lunch 57 14 89
Elementary % ELA Proficiency 41 60 29
% Math Proficiency 49 66 41
API 745 830 690
% Free/Reduced Lunch 51 18 85
Middle % ELA Proficiency 39 54 28
% Math Proficiency 33 48 26
API 702 776 655
% Free/Reduced Lunch 33 9 71
High % ELA Proficiency 50 70 33
% Math Proficiency 47 68 29
API 684 770 598

Yellow cells denote state median values. Grey cells denote the permutation in the
demographic level for the specific task. In short, Exhibit 2-3 states that for Task 2, the PJPs
were required to design adequate instructional programs to serve student bodies with median
poverty rates of 57%, 51% and 33% at the elementary, middle and high school-levels,
respectively. Tasks 3a and 3b asked panels to change their base model accordingly in
response to decreases and increases in the percentages of students receiving free- and
reduced-price lunch.

On the third day, each of the Blue and Gold PJPs were divided into sub-panels —i.e., an
EL panel, a special education panel, and a school size panel. Each of the sub-panels was
asked to modify their base instructional program to meet the educational needs of schools
with varying levels of English language learners (again, those at the 10" and 90™
percentiles), students receiving special education services, and of varying school size.
Given the high correlation between poverty and ELs, the AIR team chose to link the EL
and poverty tasks in order to provide schools that were more representative of those
found throughout the state. For example, we asked the panels to consider for their high
poverty prototypes what would need to change if the percent of EL students increased,
and for their low poverty prototypes what would need to change if the percent of EL
students decreased. The notion here was to link the changes in program design and
resource specifications of the low and high poverty schools independently with the
changes in the percent of the population requiring EL services.

Panels were originally asked to revise their program design and resource specifications
for (1) schools serving lower and higher percentages of English learners who are
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predominantly Spanish-speaking students and for (2) schools serving lower and higher
percentages of English learners who represent a wider mix of non-English languages (i.e.,
from a school with one non-English language to a school with two or more non-English
languages). However, due to time constraints, neither panel addressed modifications in
program design surrounding schools resulting from a wider mix of languages.

Exhibit 2-5 includes a summary of the English learner task parameters presented to the
PJPs.

Exhibit 2-5 — Permutations of English Language Learner Tasks Completed by
Professional Judgment Panels

Task Demographic Levels
pose LowEL | HighEL
Task 2 Task 4a Task 4c
% Free/Reduced Lunch 57 14 89
% English learner 28 5 60
Elementary | % ELA Proficiency 41 68 21
% Math Proficiency 49 73 35
API 745 865 649
% Free/Reduced Lunch 51 18 85
% English learner 17 4 41
Middle % ELA Proficiency 39 61 22
% Math Proficiency 33 64 20
API 702 812 618
% Free/Reduced Lunch 33 9 71
% English learner 12 2 34
High % ELA Proficiency 50 67 21
% Math Proficiency 47 63 38
API 684 768 613

Yellow cells denote state median values. Grey cells denote the permutation in the
demographic level for the specific task. In short, Exhibit 2-4 states Tasks 4a and 4c asked
panels to change their respective poverty models accordingly in response to decreases and
increases in the percentages of students identified as ELs.

In a similar fashion, the special education (SE) sub-panel was asked to modify their base
instructional program to meet the educational needs of schools with varying levels of
students receiving special education services. Specifically, the SE panel was asked to
make any necessary revisions to the program design and resource specifications for (1)
schools serving lower and higher percentages of SE students (specifically, the 10" and
90™ percentiles), and (2) schools serving varying percentages of SE students with certain
disabilities. Again, due to time constraints, neither panel addressed modifications in
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program design surrounding schools serving varying compositions of special education
students classified by disabilities.

Exhibit 2-6 includes a summary of the special education task parameters presented to the
PJPs.

Exhibit 2-6 — Permutations of Special Education Task Completed by Professional
Judgment Panels

Task Demographic Levels
533; Low % SE | High % SE
Task 2 Task 5a Task 5b
% students receiving SE services 9.2 5.2 14.3
Elementary % ELA Proficiency 41 41 42
% Math Proficiency 49 50 52
API 745 747 753
% Free/Reduced Lunch 9.8 6.6 13.5
Middle % ELA Proficiency 39 42 36
% Math Proficiency 33 35 29
API 702 721 690
% Free/Reduced Lunch 9.2 5.3 12.8
High % ELA Proficiency 50 52 48
% Math Proficiency 47 49 45
API 684 703 673

Yellow cells denote state median values. Grey cells denote the permutation in the demographic
level for the specific task. In short, Exhibit 2-5 states Tasks 5a and 5c¢ asked panels to change
their base models accordingly in response to decreases and increases in the percentages of
students identified as needing special education services.

The special education sub-panels were also asked to determine and describe district-level
special education programs and resources. These district-level components include
instructional and related services offered to special education students not served in the
neighborhood schools, those requiring related services not already specified in school-
level instructional programs, and those aged 3-4 requiring preschool programs.
Unfortunately, time constraints prevent either of the two special education sub-panels for
completing this task.

Finally, two sub-panels were asked to design instructional programs and allocate
resources for schools of varying size. Specifically, sub-panels were asked to revise their
base model instructional program design and resource specifications for (1) very small
schools, (2) small schools and (3) large schools. Again, due to time constraints, neither
sub-panel addressed modifications in program design for large schools.
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Exhibit 2-7 contains a summary of the school size task parameters presented to the PJPs.

Exhibit 2-7 — Permutations of School Size Task Completed by Professional Judgment

Panels
Task Demographic Levels
Very Small Small Schools
Base Model Schools (10" (25"
percentile) percentile)
Task 2 Task 6a Task 6b
Enrollment 516 189 370
Elementary % ELA Proficiency 41 43 39
% Math Proficiency 49 55 48
API 745 756 735
Enrollment 992 189 370
Middle % ELA Proficiency 39 45 39
% Math Proficiency 33 36 34
API 702 723 709
Enrollment 1,662 129 505
High % ELA Proficiency 50 61 50
% Math Proficiency 47 43 46
API 684 702 684

Yellow cells denote state median values. Grey cells denote the permutation in the demographics
for the specific task. In short, Exhibit 2-6 states Tasks 6a and 6b asked panels to change their
base models accordingly in response to decreases and increases in school size.

Overall Deliberation Trends

As mentioned, the instructional program designs developed by the PJPs added resources
to reduce class sizes, extended the instructional day and year for all students, and added
specialists to work with small groups of students and foster professional development
opportunities for teachers. The need for high-quality professional development was seen
as integral for improving student achievement and retaining quality teachers. Most
importantly, panels emphasized that student achievement wasn’t necessarily dependent
on the number of personnel staffed at the school level, but how their roles and time were
allocated. Further exploration of the qualitative aspects of the instructional program
design occurs in Chapter 3.

Summary

Every effort was made to secure two diverse panels of highly qualified educators.
Nominations were solicited from a wide variety of constituent groups from around the
state as well as from schools that were identified as “beating-the-odds.” A careful
process was then followed to screen these potential candidates. The AIR research team
tried to secure panelists with a wide variety of expertise and experience that were
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representative of the diverse size, urbanicity, and location of districts in the state. We
stressed that the names of panels would be available to the public and their work would
potentially be scrutinized.

During program deliberations, panelists asked to proceed through a series of tasks that
emphasized program design first and then asked about resource specifications only after
program designs were completed. We began with a base model prototype for the median
elementary, middle and high school and then asked panels to explore variations in
program design and resource specifications associated with changes in pupil needs
including poverty, EL, and special education. Additional information was provided to
panelists in the form of average outcome levels of schools of similar demographics for all
tasks and default values were provided for certain personnel and non-personnel
expenditures for the base model task.

Due to the high level of detail in the initial base model deliberations, the panels
unfortunately were not able to complete all of the exercises. As a result, we were not
able to explore fully the impact of changes in the number of languages for EL students,
the complexity of different disability mixes, and the impact of a full range of variations in
school size. However, since there was a high level of detail and thought given to the base
model deliberations, the instructional program designs are complex and thorough, and
provided a valuable foundation for the cost analysis of adequacy presented in the
following chapters.
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Chapter 3 - Translating Resource Specifications into Cost
Estimates

Following the PJPs meetings, the AIR team had a series of nine cost estimates from each
panel that summarized per-pupil expenditures for each school level (i.e., elementary,
middle, and high school) across various combinations of pupil needs and school size.
The various pupil need and school sizes are based on those specified in Exhibits 2.4 to
2.7, above, for Tasks 2 (the base model), 3A and 3B (the low and high poverty
prototypes), 4A and 4C (the low and high EL prototypes conditional on student poverty),
5A and 5B (the low and high proportions of special education prototypes), 6A and 6B
(the very small and small schools prototypes). These cost estimates reflect the per-pupil
dollar value of personnel and non-personnel resources each panel deemed necessary for
elementary, middle and high schools to achieve the specified goal for each combination
of pupil needs and school size. This analysis was utilized to generate several equations
that reflect the patterns of variation in elementary, middle, and high school program
specifications and subsequent expenditures in relation to school enrollment and pupil
needs. This chapter explores the patterns in the resources specified by the panels,
variations in cost vis-a-vis student needs, and how these are translated into the projected
additional expenditures needed to bring districts and the state to “adequate” spending
levels.

Overview of Cost Estimates

As mentioned, school program per-pupil expenditure estimates were derived from
resource specifications generated by two independently operating panels. The
expenditure figures represented in the following exhibits represent total school program
expenditures per pupil only and do not include preschool programs or any of the district-
level functions such as central administration, maintenance and operations or
transportation that were not included in the school prototypes. We will discuss how these
district level cost components are estimated in Chapter 4. These figures also use average
compensation rates (including salaries and benefits) for the various categories of school
personnel included in the school prototypes.®® Adjustments for geographic differences in
the costs of education are applied to these prototypes at a subsequent stage of the
analysis.

Exhibit 3-1 identifies the per-pupil expenditure estimates generated by the panels during
the initial base model task. These estimates were generated for schools of median size
with typical levels of student need (defined as the statewide median of students receiving
free- and reduced-price lunch, English Learners and students receiving special education
services). Again, these figures do not include district level expenditures on central
administration, maintenance and operations, and home-to-school transportation that were
considered outside the scope of the PJP deliberations.

% |t is important to note that the average salaries use for teachers assume experience levels of 11 years,
which is the approximate statewide mean of experience.
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Exhibit 3-1 - Comparison of Adequacy Projected School-Level Base Per-Pupil Expenditures
by Schooling Level
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At first glance, this exhibit highlights what could be perceived as a substantial difference
in the cost estimates generated by the Blue and Gold Panels. Since the difference in per-
pupil expenditures estimates ranges from $1,006 to $2,250 depending on the school level,
it is important to closely examine the reasons behind this variation. The following
section examines instructional program design trends and provides insight not only into
the reasons behind this variation, but also into what professional educators feel are the
most critical elements in providing adequate educational opportunities.

Summary Description of the PJP School Program Designs

The most important point to keep in mind in interpreting the levels of education resources
emanating from the PJP process is the outcome standard specified for this study. Each
committee was asked to design a program that would provide all students in a school a
full opportunity to access instructional programs consistent with the California content
standards and the opportunity to achieve proficiency standards established by the
California State Board of Education. It is with this outcome standard in mind that the
program specifications resulting from the PJP process must be interpreted.
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General Trends

In general, the instructional program designs developed by the PJPs added resources to
reduce class sizes, extended the instructional day and year for all students, and added
specialists to work with small groups of students and foster professional development
opportunities for teachers. The need for high-quality professional development was seen
as integral for improving student achievement and retaining quality teachers. Most
importantly, panels emphasized that student achievement wasn’t necessarily dependent
on the number of personnel staffed at the school level, but how their roles and time were
allocated.

The panels also added resources for early childhood education and extended day and year
programs, especially for schools with high proportions of students in poverty or with high
numbers of English learners. Extended time (day and year) programs were seen as
necessary not only for students unable to meet the standards, but also as enrichment
opportunities for students already performing at proficiency levels. Early education
programs were included to help students, especially those without parental or home
support, prepare for school.

The following sections examine the base model instructional programs and resource
allocation patterns for elementary, middle and high schools. The modifications of these
base instructional programs with respect to changing student need and school size is also
examined in greater detail below. It is important to note that although resource quantities
resulting from these exercises were specifically delineated by the panels (e.g., core
classroom teachers, instructional assistants, pupil support personnel, etc.), no intent is
implied that individual school districts and schools should be constrained by these
specifications. Rather, it is believed that individual schools should be allowed flexibility
to use their resources in ways they believe will be most effective within each local
context.

Elementary School Base Program

For the elementary school base programs, the independent panels designed instructional
programs that were similar in their scope and nature, though somewhat different in their
intensity of resource needs. Both panels decided to extend the school day (each by
approximately 30 minutes each day) and year (the Blue Panel from 180 to 190 days for
instruction, and the Gold panel to 200 days) to allow more time for direct instruction. In
addition, both panels specified school wide ratios of 20 students to 1 teacher with smaller
class sizes for kindergarten classes and slightly larger class sizes for grades 4 and 5. Both
panels specified the need for academic coaches or resource teachers to work both with
small groups of at-risk students and teachers in the form of professional development
and/or coaching. After-school programs targeted student in poverty, with disabilities and
English learners.

As seen in the Exhibit 3-2, the primary difference between panel specifications in the
base model occurred in the level of funds allocated for support personnel and for non-
personnel expenditures. While one panel specified the need for a full time social worker,
school nurse, guidance counselor and technical assistant, the other panel felt that these
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services could be part-time positions or that their responsibilities could be subsumed by
other personnel. This difference accounts for a large proportion of the difference in cost
between the two panels.

Exhibit 3-2 - Suggested Breakdown of Expenditures for Elementary School Base Model
Programs developed by Professional Judgment Panels
Blue Panel Gold Panel
Per-pupil Per-pupil

Resources Cost Proportion Cost Proportion
Instructional Personnel $5,682 0.59 $5,768 0.78
Instructional and Pupil Support $1,667 0.17 $280 0.04
Administrative and Support $693 0.07 $559 0.08
Maintenance and Operations $85 0.01 $212 0.03
Non-Personnel Expenditures $733 0.08 $482 0.07
Extended Day Program $290 0.03 $91 0.01
Extended Year Program $465 0.05 $0 0.00
Total $9,614 1.00 $7,392 1.00

As mentioned, the Blue and Gold Panels each decided to extend the school year (from
180 days to 190 and 200 days, respectively). While the panels chose to extend the school
year for all students and teachers, they did so in different ways. The Blue Panel specified
that all students should attend an Extended Year program for 10 days while the Gold
Panel changed the number of teaching days to 200 at the beginning of the deliberations in
a separate sheet that generated modified the salaries of the instructional personnel. While
the methods for these specifications differed, the cost implications are the same.
However, when examining breakdown of expenditures, the proportion of the per-pupil
costs for instructional personnel and the extended year program are moderately skewed.

Middle School Base Program

Exhibit 3-3 shows that the proportion of per-pupil expenditures for each of the
instructional components (i.e., classroom teachers, non-personnel expenditures, etc.)
specified by the two panels was almost identical. Similar to the elementary school
programs, both panels increased the length of the school day and added additional
personnel to reduce class size. In addition, personnel for the elective classes was added
to both instructional programs in order to provide opportunity for all students to obtain all
content standards and provide release time to core teachers for planning, collaboration
and work with small groups of students.

As seen in the table below, both panels specified resources such that approximately 70%
total per-pupil expenditures was allocated for instructional personnel. However, the Gold
Panel specified the need for additional instructional personnel and even smaller class
sizes to create smaller learning communities and give teachers greater opportunity for
collaboration. This increase in personnel and pupil support costs contributes to the
differences between overall panel costs.
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Exhibit 3-3 - Suggested Breakdown of Expenditures for Middle School Base Model
Programs developed by Professional Judgment Panels

Blue Panel Gold Panel
Per-pupil Per-pupil
Resources Cost Proportion Cost Proportion
Instructional Personnel $6,175 0.69 $5,453 0.69
Instructional and Pupil Support $868 0.10 $1,036 0.13
Administrative and Support $557 0.06 $597 0.08
Maintenance and Operations $44 0.00 $308 0.04
Non-Personnel Expenditures $755 0.08 $475 0.06
Extended Day Program $244 0.03 $30 0.00
Extended Year Program $262 0.03 $0 0.00
Total $8,905 1.00 $7,899 1.00

In addition, trends in the assignment of instructional support personnel such as social
workers, school psychologists, guidance counselors, nurses, and librarians differed
between panels. In the average middle school of 992 students, both panels specified a
total of approximately 20 full-time-equivalent professional and administrative support
staff. After-school programs were prescribed for approximately 55% of the students and
targeted for at-risk populations including students receiving special education services,
ELLs and students receiving free- and reduced-price lunch.

High School Base Program

Similar to the middle school instructional program, the proportion of per-pupil
expenditures for each of the instructional components was almost identical between
panels. However, the Blue Panel specified significantly higher levels of per-pupil
resources than did its counterpart. To meet exceedingly stringent graduation
requirements, both panels extended the school year and prescribed summer school for a
high percentage of the student population but specifically targeting at-risk populations.
Academic coaches and resource teachers played a significant role in the high school
instructional programs. As described in the program design documents, the roles of these
academic coaches included not only working with small groups of students and coaching
teachers, but were also expanded in order to provide targeted professional development
opportunities and to facilitate data analysis.

As seen in the table above, the Blue Panel allocated a much higher levels of resources to
create smaller class sizes, offer more electives to keep students engaged and facilitate
smaller learning communities. In addition, this panel also allocated more academic
coaches, technical consultants and other support personnel to achieve the desired
outcomes. These increases in personnel are the main factors behind the differences in
per-pupil costs between the two panels.
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Exhibit 3-4 - Suggested Breakdown of Expenditures for High School Base Model
Programs developed by Professional Judgment Panels

Blue Panel Gold Panel

Per-pupil Per-pupil
Resources Cost Proportion Cost Proportion

Instructional Personnel $6,103 0.66 $4,905 0.70
Instructional and Pupil Support $1,181 0.13 $545 0.08
Administrative and Support $616 0.07 $550 0.08
Maintenance and Operations $53 0.01 $289 0.04
Non-Personnel Expenditures $947 0.10 $536 0.08
Extended Day Program $165 0.02 $79 0.01
Extended Year Program $219 0.02 $131 0.02
Total $9,285 1.00 $7,035 1.00

Preschool and Early Childhood Education Programs

Both panels saw the need for preschool and early childhood education programs, but
panels differed in their belief surrounding the extent to which these programs should be
offered in the base model elementary school. While the Blue Panel specified pegged the
percent of three and four year olds to be offered early childhood and preschool programs
to the incidence of poverty and special education (57% and 10%, respectively), the Gold
Panel noted that 75% of the eligible three and four year old student population should be
served by both programs.

Panels were not asked to specify the specific resources to be used in these programs.
Instead, the AIR research team used current research® to determine the per-pupil cost of
providing adequate quality preschool and early childhood education programs for eligible
students.

Modifications in Instructional Programs for Variations in Poverty

For school prototypes with lower levels of poverty, the panels did not make major
modifications to their program designs or resource specifications. When probed about
the reasoning behind maintaining current levels of resources despite a decrease in student
need, panelists noted that there were still a substantial number of students in poverty even
among the schools in the lower 10™ percentile. Additionally, panelists noted that the
average outcome proficiency values for the lower poverty schools were still significantly
lower than the target levels outlined in the goals statement thus justifying the resource
needs reflected in the low poverty model. In turn, most changes occurred in the number
of students targeted through after-school, preschool and early childhood education
programs. Minor reductions also occurred in the number of support personnel (such as
social workers) and general instructional personnel.

% The cost of $6,274 per student was derived from a 2004 figure considered adequate by the 2006
“Preschool for All: Estimated the Cost in California” report, funded by the Packard Foundation.
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For school prototypes with higher levels of poverty, the panels made substantial
modifications to their base instructional design and resource specifications. Both panels
specified smaller class sizes and additional support personnel such as guidance
counselors, social workers and psychologists to address student needs. Panels also
increased the number of students targeted through after-school, preschool and early
childhood education programs. One panel drew on current research and personal
experience to determine that within high poverty schools, poor attendance was a factor
that kept students from achieving at high proficiency levels. To address the root cause of
this problem, one panel identified the need for either a full service or partnership with a
health clinic, an attendance outreach program, an improved nutritional component and
additional non-personnel expenditures for hygiene supplies such as a washer/dryer and
shower. In addition, the panels cited that in high poverty schools, discipline and lack of
teacher experience tended to be problematic. To rectify this situation, additional
administrators, resource teachers, and academic coaches were added to provide teacher
support.

Modifications in Instructional Programs for Variations in English Learners

Similar to the trends for school prototypes with lower levels of poverty, panels did not
make major modifications to their program designs or resource specifications when
adjusting for lower levels of English Learners. Panelists reported that they incorporated
English Language Development (ELD) strategies in the base model under the pretense
that these strategies are beneficial to all students, not just ELs. With lower levels of ELs,
panelists explained that this instructional focus on ELD remained. In addition, predicted
proficiency levels for schools with low poverty and low numbers of ELs were still lower
than the desired outcome levels, again justifying the need for additional resources.

For schools with higher levels of ELs, panelists made several modifications to the
originally designed high poverty program. Both panels increased the number of bilingual
and ELD teachers and aides to either assist current teachers or teach core subject classes.
In addition, one panel specified the need to have an elementary level bilingual program
whose exact orientation (i.e. — dual immersion, early exit bilingual, etc.) would be
determined by the community. Additional funds for EL specific curriculum, technology,
software and supplies were also allocated by the panelists. In addition, it was requested
that support personnel such as administrators, clerical staff and a parent liaison have
experience with English learner populations and have bilingual capabilities.

Modifications in Instructional Programs for Variations in Students Receiving Special
Education Services

Both panels were aligned in their philosophies surrounding the extent to which special
education students should be served in neighborhood schools and the types of services
that these students should be provided. In general, panels expressed the desire to
maintain the least restrictive environment possible and serve the maximum number of
students possible at the school level. One panel stated that all students identified as
having mild to moderate disabilities should be served at neighborhood schools. In
addition, certain students with moderate to severe disabilities would also be served in
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schools within the neighborhood. With this philosophy in mind, panels noted that the
appropriateness of receiving services at the neighborhood school versus at the district
level should be determined on a case by case basis.

In addition, both panels were aligned in the types of services that special education
students should receive. Regardless of school size, panelists always designated at least
one special day class with at least one full-time aide. In addition, special education
instructional aides were assigned to assist full-time personnel. To meet the needs of
special education students, school psychologists, social workers, nurses and counselors
were all assigned at the school level.

When modifying the base instructional program in response to changing levels of special
education students, there were several noteworthy observations. In schools with lower
percentages of special education students, the sub-panels decided only to reduce the
number of special day class teachers, aides, and on-site resource specialists. The amount
of money designated for specialized equipment and the aforementioned support personnel
remained constant. In schools with increased percentages of special education students,
sub-panels not only increased special day class teachers, aides, and on-site resource
specialists, they also increased the number of support personnel such as speech therapists
and allocated additional monies for specialized equipment and materials.

Special Education Specific District Level Trends

As mentioned above, neither sub-panel had the opportunity to address special education
specific district-level programs. While panelists did not feel that they had either
sufficient time or information to specify resources at the district level, they did note
directions that they felt the overall district programs should take. These findings are
articulated in greater detail below. As this is a significant component of determining
overall adequate funding levels, we recommend that further analysis of district-level
special education expenditures would need to be conducted.

While both sub-panels noted that they felt the district would be better equipped to address
the needs of special education students not served in the neighborhood schools, those
requiring related services not already specified in school-level instructional programs,
and three and four year old students requiring preschool programs, they also felt that the
district programs should be further tailored to address the needs of other special
education students. One sub-panel stated that they felt the district program should also
include specific programs for autistic students, those aged 18 to 22 and other populations
requiring specialized settings and services.

The second sub-panel had the opportunity to further expand on this line of thought. The
panelists indicated that while they felt the neighborhood schools are the best place to
serve special education students, it was more efficient for the district to take
responsibility for planning and providing services for certain populations. In addition to
providing services for autistic students (identical to the suggestion provided by the other
sub-panel), the second sub-panel also noted that they felt the district would be better
equipped to provide for the needs for deaf and hard of hearing, blind and visually
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impaired, severe multiple disability and emotionally disturbed students. In addition, the
sub-panel noted that the district should address the needs of infants, group home students
and alternative education settings. Finally, this panel expressed the need for the
centralization of certain special education services such as support for appropriate special
education professional development and due process hearings.

Modifications in Instructional Programs for Variations in School Size

In general, panels made modifications in their instructional program designs and resource
specifications directly proportional to the adjusted size. However, panelists made several
changes that did not follow this overall trend. For example, one panel decided to
eliminate almost all administrative personnel, save the principal, for very small schools
(i.e. — schools at the 10™ percentile) while the other decided that other pupil support
services for students with specific needs (i.e. — second language learners) would be best
provided at the regional level. In addition, one panel allocated additional professional
development monies for teachers in smaller middle and high schools since they
determined that these teachers would be teaching more than one subject.

The most noteworthy change regarding the variation in school size occurred in the middle
and high schools in which one of the panels had already established small learning
communities for their base model schools. For the task sequence addressing very small
and small elementary, middle and high schools, panelists noted that since these schools
were already operating as smaller learning communities by nature, that originally
allocated personnel were not needed in order to create these communities. In light of
these decisions, the traditional economies of scale trends do not bear out in the resulting
expenditure projections.

Summary

The program provisions resulting from the PJP meeting call for bolstered education
spending in many districts, and for the state overall. The panel members deliberated
carefully over what would be needed to meet the high educational outcome standards that
have been adopted by the state. As mentioned, this section was a mere synopsis of the
thought and depth that the panels put into the program design and resource specifications.
Panelists took great care to allocate both personnel and non-personnel expenditures in a
way that they felt were the most effective and efficient manner in order to meet the
outcome goals.*

It is the judgment of the AIR team that neither panel had sufficient time to address fully
the issues of multiple non-English languages served by EL programs, varying disability
compositions among special education students, and varying school sizes. Moreover,
neither of the panels had sufficient time at the end of the process to allow for a
comprehensive review of all of the work of the special sub-panels within the context of
the larger panels’ work on the low- versus high-poverty school prototypes. In turn,
further research would be necessary to be done on these components before these
analyses could be used as a foundation for developing a school funding formula.

¥ Appendix E includes the complete instructional program designs offered by each panel.
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Nevertheless, these patterns of resource allocation do provide some interesting insights as
to the kinds of programs educators believe are necessary to achieve the results as
specified in the Goals Statement.

Overview and Explanation of Variations

As noted in the narrative above, there were variations in the program designs and
corresponding per-pupil expenditures in schools of varying size and serving different
compositions of students with needs including students receiving free- and reduced-price
lunch, enrolled in English language learner programs, and receiving special education
services. These per-pupil expenditures include total expenditures on the school-level
resources specified by each PJP excluding preschool programs (i.e., pre-kindergarten and
early childhood development programs), which were treated separately.

To aggregate to total expenditures, it was first necessary to adjust teacher salaries so that
they reflected the extended instructional day and year as requested by the panels. After
this modification, the AIR team multiplied the full-time equivalencies of personnel by the
average compensation levels for the various categories of school personnel included in
the school prototypes. The total personnel costs were then added to the total of the non-
personnel costs for instructional supplies, materials, equipment, professional
development and student activities to determine total per-pupil expenditures.

From these per-pupil expenditures, two separate equations for each schooling level (i.e.,
elementary, middle and high) were constructed showing the patterns of variation in the
dollar value of the sets of specified personnel and non-personnel resources across the
various PJP exercises.*®> Both initial equations exhibited a positive slope with respect to
poverty, English learners and special education students. However, because there was a
much steeper slope in the per-pupil expenditure profile for schools with poverty levels
above the median levels, the AIR research team generated two spline-specific slope
coefficients for poverty corresponding to schools above and below the median poverty
level. In addition, since the permutations in poverty and English language levels in the
school prototypes were correlated, an interaction effect between these two student needs
was factored into the final equations. Exhibits 3-5 and 3-6 display the resulting
coefficients for high/low poverty schools at each of the three levels (elementary, middle
and high).

% More prec