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Arizona State 1[' I egislature _
1700 Hest ashington it i3
Phoenix, Arizona 83007 U
February 1, 1993

President John Greene
Speaker Mark Killian
Arizona State Legislature
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Mr. President and Mr. Speaker: -

Submitted herewith is the Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on. the.
K-12 Education budget. -

The report contains the minutes of the two meetings of the Ad Hoc
Committee which were held on January 22 and January 28, 1383, and
materials distributed at the meetings for your review. % w
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During the course of our meetings, the Executive “Budget
recommendation and the JLBC Staff recommendation were JRath
presented and discussed. Public testimony on the‘.budggt
recommendations, as well as related materials was re!ce:wged
Finally, alternative approaches were presented in varzong forms
before the Committee and discussed.

&w ‘
We appreciate the opportunity to serve on this Committee and will
be happy to answer any questions that you might have. iy
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S¥ncerely

%/ ///Y-/"&- /L /C@VVL__\
endtor Bev He Repreaentatlve/ L:.sa.:Sra.ham .
Co-Chair Co-Chair . T

am/ga
Enclosure
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Arizona State Senate

Phoenix, Arizona

January 15, 1993

Senator Bev Hermon
Arizona State Senate
1700 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Representative Lisa Graham
Arizona House of Representatives
1700 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: Appointment to Joint Ad Hoc Committee on the K-12 Budget
Dear Senator Hermon and Representative Graham:

You are hereby appointed to Co-Chair the Joint Ad Hoc Committee on the K-12
Budget. Your fellow committee members are:

Senator Carol Springer Representative Bob Burns
Senator Pat Wright Representative Leslie Johnson
Senator Gus Arzberger Representative Bob McClendon

The committee is to review the JLBC Staff recommendations, the Executive Budget
recommendations and alternative budget proposals within the budget parameters
established by the Appropriations Chairmen and reflected in the JLBC Staff
recommendations. The committee shall take public testimony at two meeting to be
held on January 21, 1993 and January 28, 1993.

The committee shall complete its work by Friday, January 29, 1993.



We appreciate your willingness to serve on this committee and to deal with these
difficult issues in a timely fashion.

Sincerely,
N2 Q f
/\>%Z\Uw s —
/
_~-John Greene : ' Mark Killian
President of the Senate Speaker of the House

cc:  Senator Springer
Representative Bob Burns
Senator Wright
Representative Johnson
Senator Arzberger
Representative McClendon




MINUTES OF AD HOC COMMITTEE ON
K-12 EDUCATION

DATE January 22, 1993 TIMNE 2:00 p.m. ROOM HHR 2

CO-CHAIRMAN Representative Graham CO-CHAIRMAN Senator Hermon
ATTENDANCE BILLS

COMMITTEE MEMBERS Pr Ab Ex Bill Number Disposition

Senator Springer
Senator Wright

Senator Arzberger
Representative R. Burns
Representative Johnson
Representative McLendon X
Senator Hermon, Co-Chair X
Representative Graham, X

Co-Chair

2< > >< >< ><

Co-Chairman Graham called the meeting to order at 2:10 p.m. and roll call was
noted. See attached sheet for other attendees.

Mr. Ted Ferris, Director, Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC), stated
the Department of Education (DOE) budget is nearly $58 million more than the
current year budget in general fund dollars, whereas the JLBC recommended
budget grows by only $45 million. In the Staff recommendations, the
Universities are reduced by $11.7 million, community colleges by $1 million,
and the School for the deaf and Blind is reduced by $300,000. The DOE is 39%
of the total State operating budget. Mr. Ferris explained the funding formula
considered by the JLBC staff that would recommend funding at 98.5%, a negative
deflator of 1.5%, but instead specific state aid formulas were considered that
would be more equitable, i.e., "equal dollars for equal pupils.”

Michelle Fusak, Fiscal Analyst, Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC),
referred to the "Department of Education Comparison of Major Policy Issues"
(filed with original minutes) handout that was distributed to the Committee
members. She compared each of the major issues listed and gave the
differences in amounts between the Governor’s recommendations versus the JLBC
recommendations.

Senator Hermon pointed out the JLBC recommendation for student growth includes
$76.9 million for preschool growth and asked if that was 100% funding. Ms.
Fusak stated affirmatively. She also directed the Conmittee to page 11 of the
handout for more specific information.
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Representative McLendon asked why the number is lower if JLBC’s recommendation
estimates more growth. Ms. Fusak stated JLBC’s numbers were checked with
DOE’s numbers, and that those assumptions were based on that.

Senator Hermon stated the career ladder program was listed in "U.S. News and
World Report" as one of nine options promising educational reform which Ms.
Fusak listed as one of the programs recommended for cuts in the JLBC budget,
in addition to the teacher experience index (TEI), the Education Commission
of the States, Arizona Humanities Council and the Arizona Principals Academy.
Recommendations also include reductions in the adult education, chemical
abuse, dropout prevention, gifted support, preschool at-risk, and K-3 support.
Ms. Fusak continued review of the JLBC handout.

Senator Wright suggested school districts best able to absorb the cost loss
are career ladder schools, and the schools that can least afford it are TEI
districts.

Representative Smith stated approval for the block grant proposal in which
schools are able to decide what their own priorities are.

Senator Hermon pointed out that some of the programs that use funding are
under legislative oversight in order to evaluate the results for possible
state-wide funding. Ms. Fusak stated that the funding of specific programs
was not looked at, and that DOE might be able to offer more information.

Senator Mclendon stated many of the programs are already underfunded, and
consistency needs to be maintained with funding and budget cuts.

Representative Johnson expressed concern that by establishing the "block
grant” concept, a separate bureaucracy could be unintentionally formed.

Senator Arzberger commented vocational education in Arizona is important and
encourages children to stay in school.

Jennifer Mabrey, Governor’s Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting, stated
the education budget offered by the Governor’s Office does not recommend any
permanent changes, and the student growth dollar figures were based on figures
from the DOE.

C. Diane Bishop, Superintendent of Public Instruction, stated the Department
realizes the fiscal problems of the State and is ready to participate in
discussions to find a solution and that JLBC’s numbers are not the solution.
Ms. Bishop addressed her concerns beginning with the non-formula line item
programs. She submitted that not all schools in the state are involved with
the extra programs so the block grant proposal would not work. She also
mentioned the federally-funded "Head Start"™ programs in Arizona work closely
with at-risk preschool programs. She expressed concern regarding the K-3
special programs and Career Ladders, stating the programs were still young,
and not enough data had been acquired to justify cutting them.

Representative Smith asked how funding for special programs was obtained,
citing Chinle and Douglas as examples listed on the "Costs of JLBC Recommended
Budget Cuts in Block Grant Proposal™ (filed with original minutes). Ms.
Bishop explained schools submit proposals which are reviewed by the Department
and chosen based on program design, number of pupils to be served, and the
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level of need for the program.

Ms. Bishop further explained the Career Ladder program, stating more districts
were interested in joining the program and urged the Committee not to
eliminate it. The TEI program was also addressed which Ms. Bishop stressed
provides equity to districts that don’t have sudden growth dollars. Ms.
Bishop also mentioned the importance of the Principal’s Academy, the Arizona
Humanities Council, vocational education and adult education programs. Some
of these programs receive matching fund grants which would be jeopardized.
Ms. Bishop suggested the Legislature address the education funding issue in
a special session in order to fully address needs.

Representative Smith asked if DOE had made any cuts in staff. Ms. Bishop
stated she would get that information for the Committee.

Representative Johnson asked if all of the programs are working, why isn’t
there a better product to show for it. Ms. Bishop stated programs that are
working should not be the ones targeted for cuts. Representative Johnson
expressed frustration with the inability to see results.

Senator Hermon noted that she envisioned a scholarship program that enabled
funds to follow the child to whatever school they wish to attend.
Representative Graham stated it was her intention to learn in Committee the
true costs for educating a child.

Representative Smith pointed out the best way to find out what problems there
are in education are to ask teachers. Senator Hermon stated teachers are
always welcome to testify in Committee.

Representative Burns remarked the true cost of a quality product can be
defined in the open marketplace, and asked Ms. Bishop which programs are the
bad ones that could be cut. Ms. Bishop stated a list was not available, but
that a 1ist of possible components could be provided, and asked again that the
good programs be considered as important to promoting the educational process.
Representative Burns questioned funding of the Career Ladder program.

Dr. Judy Richardson, Department of Education, stated 90% of the money goes
directly to teachers, and 10% goes to administrative and evaluation purposes.
Representative Burns mentioned he was interested in seeing documentation
verifying that.

Representative MclLendon stated he would like to see the preschool at-risk
program funded fully across the State. -

Senator Wright commented a pro-rata reduction in the State aid formula for
education would be an equitable option. Ms. Bishop agreed that it is an
option.

Senator Arzberger stated the theory of state aid following the child would not
work in the rural areas since few private or parochial schools exist in those
areas. Representative Burns stated if the money follows the child, it will
encourage private schools to be built.

Senator Springer maintained the debate should focus on possible deeper cuts
across the state rather than just targeting education.
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Kay Lybeck, President of the Arizona Education Association, noted all of the
recommendations were cuts, and the State should be making investments in
today’s schools. Representative Smith asked Ms. Lybeck if district
consolidation was an option. Ms. Lybeck stated members had expressed an
interest.

Lou Tenney, Constituent, stated parenting skills had been taken over by the
schools and that if those items which could be considered "parenting skills"
were eliminated, more money would be available for education. He suggested
administrative employee positions be trimmed and more attention be paid to
educators for their comments and suggestions.

Betty Craig, Manager, Career Ladder Program, Southern Arizona Career Ladder
Network, testified she had been a teacher for 26 years and that Career Ladder
teachers are evaluated by both peers and students.

Ellen Cameron, Career Ladder Program Director, Peoria District, stated Peoria
was one of the first districts to participate in Career Ladders. She
mentioned Career Ladders is the most unique teacher program in the State in.
that it makes teachers accountable to student achievement. Ms. Cameron:
remarked she was an economics teacher 2/3 of the day, with 1/3 of her day
dedicated to management of the Career Ladder program. She summarized Career
Ladders keeps good teachers in the classroom and encourages new teachers to
strive for good results.

Mary Goitia, Facilitator, Career Ladders, Pendergast School District, repeated
Career Ladders helps create better schools through teacher evaluations. She
explained how the Pendergast program was started and explained that teachers
choose to become better teachers when they participate in Career Ladders.
Representative Mclendon pointed out that only 21 districts offer Career
Ladders. Further discussion about Career Ladders and the quality of education
was discussed by the Committee and Ms. Goitia stated the program is successful
because instructional leadership techniques are utilized.

Virginia Guy, Career Ladder Specialist, Mesa Schools, stated Career Ladder
schools are able to bond more effectively as a supportive network and teachers
in the program feel accepted and rewarded. Ms. Guy stated Career Ladders had
gone beyond the expectations of the Legislature, and mentioned the "U.S. News
and World Report" article.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m.

Respecyfully submitted,

Arlene Seagraves, Cogmittee Secretary
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Joint Legislative Budget Committee

Staff Memorandum
DATE: January 19, 1993
TO: Senator Bev Hermon /{
FROM: Michelle Fusak, Fiscal Analy

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Attached is a copy of a spreadsheet which illustrates your proposal to cut all Assistance to
Schools line items by a percentage which achieves the "bottom-line" savings outlined in the
JLBC Staff recommendation in an "across-the-board" manner.

The Full Funding column restores the reductions proposed in the JLBC Staff recommendation
other than the 2.7% GNP deflator adjustment. In Basic State Aid, Rapid Decline is funded
at 64% (which adds $1.4 million); Career Ladder funding is restored (which adds $11.9
million); the Teacher Experience Index computation is restored (which adds $9.5 million);
and the Unified Equity reduction is restored (which adds $8 million). In addition, the Block
Grant/Program reductions are restored (which adds $3.7 million to the non-formula line
items).

The Prorata Reduction column reduces all line items by 2.6% with two exceptions: First,
the reduction for Prior Year State Aid is included in the Basic State Aid line; the
$142,196,400 amount for Prior Year State Aid was appropriated in Laws 1992, Chapter 1,
9th Special Session and, therefore, a reduction would require amending that law. Second,
Additional State Aid (the Homeowner’s Rebate) is not reduced due to the tax implications
associated with this line item. The percentage reduction for Additional State Aid is
reallocated to all line items. For your information, to achieve the Prorata Reduction savings
in Basic State Aid, a reduction in the Base Support Level (negative deflator) of
approximately 1.4% will need to be applied to all school districts.

If you need additional information or have any questions, please call me at 542-5491.
MF:ag T

Attachment
xc: Ted Ferris, Director




JLBC Staff
January 19, 1993
Department of Education Analysis

FY 1994
JLBC Suaff Fuil Prorata
SPECIAL LINE [TEMS Recommendation Funding . Reduction **  JLBC vs Prorawa
Formuia Programs
Basic State Aid 1,120,909.600 1,151,990,300 1,118.342,000 $2.567,600
Prior Year State Aid 143,196,400 143,196,400 143,196,400 S0
Additional State Aid 116,425,000 116,425,000 116,425,000 $0
Assist. to Schoot Districts 520,000 $20,000, 506,300 $13.500
Cert. of Ed. Convenience 9,298,900 9,298,900 9,057,300 $241.600
Permanent Education Vouchers 3,071,600 3,071,600 2,991,800 $79.800
Perm. Special Ed. Inst. Voucher 5,411,000 5,411,000 5,270,400 $140,600
Neon-Formula Programs
Academic Contest Fund 50,000 * 50,000 48,700 $1,300
Academic Decathion _ 82,000 82,000 79,900 52,100
Aduit Education Assistance 2,437,100 3,046,400 2,967,300 (3530,200)
Az Humanities Council - 0 40,000 39,000 ($39,000)
Az Principal’s Academy : 0 25,200 24,500 (524,500)
Az Teacher Evaluation 395,800 395,800 385,500 $10,300
ASSET 234,000 234,000 227,900 $6,100
Chemical Abuse 669,300 836,600 814,900 ($145,600)
Dropout Prevention 1,746,800 2,183,500 2,126,800 (3380,000)
Extended School Year 500,000 500,000 487,000 $13,000
Full-Day Kindergartea 1,403,100 1,403,100 1,366,600 $36.500
Gifted Support 801,900 1,002,400 976,400 ($174,500)
K-3 Support 4,363,400 5,454,200 5,312,500 (5949, 100)
Preschool Disabilities 0 0 0 S0
Preschool Disabilities Support 0 0 0 50
Preschooi At-Risk Program 2,082,200 2,601,700 2,534,100 (3451,900)
Residential Placemeat 100,000 100,000 97,400 $2,600
Schooi Breakfast Program 0 0 0 S0
SLIAG Adult Education 375,900 375,900 366,100 $9.800
Tuition Fund 100,000 100,000 97,400 $2,600
Vocational Ed. Assistance 2,551,500 2,835,000 2,761,300 ($209,800)
Voc. Ed. Support 909,200 1,010,200 984,000 (374,800)
Voc. & Tech. Education 1,800,000 2,000,000 1,948,000 ($148,000)
Subtotal Non-Formula Programs 20,602,200 24,276,000 23,645,300 (83,043,100)
Subtotat Formula Programs 1,398,832,500 1,429,913,200 1,395,789,400 $3,043.100
Speciai Line Total 1,419,434,700 1,454,189.200 1,419,434,700 $0

* Does not include funding for the GNP Price Deflator of 2.7%.

** Includes a 2.5979% Reduction to all line items except Prior Year State Aid and Addl State Aid.



COSTS OF JLBC RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTS IN BLOGK GRANT PROPOSAL

c1Ds

10306999
10307999
10309999
10323999
20100999
20323999
20326999
20342999
20345999
20349999
203550489
20409999
20412999
20422999
20453999
20464999
30305999
30310999
40305999
403129989
40333999
50305999
50316868
60922099
60345999
70360999
70363999
70371999
70375080
70381099
70386999
70390999
70394999
70401999
70402089
70403999
70405999
70406999
70407999
70408999
70414809
70417999
70421999
70425999
70428999
70431999
70433080
70438999
70440999
70444999
70445999
70447999
70449909

SCHOOL/SITE

Concho Elementary
Aipine Elementary
Varnon Elementary
McNary Elementary

Ft. Huachuca Accommodafion
Naco Elementary
Cochlse Elementary
Apache Elementary
Double Adobe Ele mentary
Palominas Elementary
McNeadl Ele mantury
Benson Efemantary
EMfdda Elementary
Pearce Elementary

Ash Creek Elementary
Pomergne Efamentary
Chavelon Butte Elem
Mains Consoldated Elementary
Young Elementary

Pine - Strawberry Elementary
Tonto Basin Elementary
Solomgnville Elementary
Bonita Elementary . -
Hlue Elemaentary

Eagle Elementary
Higley Elementary
Agulla Elementary
Sentnel Elementaiy
Morfstown Ele mantary
Nadaburg Elemantary
Moblie Elementary
Ruth Fisher Elementary
Paloma Elementary
Phoenlx Elemantary
Riverside Elemaeantary
Tampe Elementary
isaac Elementary
Washington Elementary
Wiison Elementary
Osbari Elementary
Crelghton Elementary
Tolleson Ele mentary
Murphy Elementary
Liberty Elementary
Kyrene Elementary
Balsz Elatmantary
Buckeys Elamentary
Madison Elomefitdry
Glendale Eleamentary
Avondale Elementary
Fowler Elementary
Arlington Elementary
Palo Verda Ele mantary

ATTEND ADULTED ADUCTED ADULTED

ADM
91-92

171
43
35
17

1509

201
55
18

ADULT

GED PREP CITZNSHP ABE-ESOL EDUCATION

Fy a3

$48,000

FY o3

$3,600

FY 83 FY 83

$51,600

CHEMICAL  GIFTED  PRE~SCH AT RISK FUNDING TOTAL  COSTOF
ABUSE  SUPPORT  AT-RISK K-3 7-12  BLK~GANT  20%

FY B3 FY 83 Fy a3 FY93: FY 93 FY 83 REDCTN
$1,000 $1.016 $2,018 $404
$1,000 $1,000 $200
$1,000 $1,004 $2,004 $401
$1,000 $1,008 $2,008 $402
$1:104 $2,141 $3,245 $640.
$1,000 , $1,000 $200
$1,000 $1,000 $200
$1.000 $1.000 $200
$1,000 $1,007 $2.007 $401
$1,000 $1.058 , $2,059 $412
$1.000° $1,004 B $2,004 $401
$1.000 $1,075 $2.07% $418
$1,000 $1.000 $200
$1,000 $1.014 $2,014 $403

$1,000

$1.011 $2.011

$1,008

$1,008

$1,022

$1.022 -

$1,024 $1,024
$57,655  $38,000

o $97,655
1084 ‘
$1.007
$1.0%4
$1,024
$1.026
$1.024

$16.088
$7.979
$31,255
$1,152
$4,775
$7.380
$1,148
$3,037
$1,245

$98,744
$96,724
$97,180

$337,425
. ;

$167,811

o 33882
$162,500

$104:080
$ioo
$77.921

$154,004 $31,764
$554

© $200
80

$1,728



COSTS OF JLBC RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTS IN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

ATTEND ADULTED ADULTED ADULTED ADULT CHEMICAL QIFTED PRE - SCH AT RISK FUNDING TOTAL COST OF

ADM  GEDPREP CITINSHP ABE-ESOL EDUCATION ABUSE  SUPPORT  AT-+RISK K-3 7-12  BLK-GANT 20%
c1Ds SCHOOL/SITE 91-92 Fy a3 FY 83 FY @83 FY 83 FY D3 FY®B3 FY 93 FY 83 FY 93 FY 83 REDCTN
70459999 Laveen Elementary 1641 $1,133 $2,340 $163,391 $166,863 $33,373
70462999 Unlon Elementary 76 $1,000 $1,008 $74,628 $76,636 $15327
70465999 Littleton Elementary 1284 $1,052 $1,824 $144,852 $147.729 $29.546
70466999 Rovwevelt Elemaentary 10057 . $2,853 $14521:  $120,100  $245,086 $382.560  $78512
70468988 Alhambra Elemantary 1996 o $2,452 $11,407 : $13,050 $2,772
70479999 Litchlield Elemantary 1388 e $1,081 $1.968" 43,049 $610
70483993 Cartwright Elemantary 130852 $3,6855 $19.6828 $23,484 $4.697
70492999 Pendergast Elementary 4246 $1,667 $6,039 $7,706 $1,541
80403999 Hackberry Elementary kI $1,000 $1,004 $2,004 $401
80404999 Kingman Elementary 4248 i $1.665 $8,050. $7.715 $1,542
80406999 Owens = Whitney Elementary $8 s $1,000 . 31,000 $200
80408999 Peath Bprngs Elementary 114 i $1.000 $1.018 $48,540 ° ‘$50.888 $10.112
80409999 Littlefleld Elementary 82 ) $1,000 $1,000 $200
80411999 Chlortde Elementary 163 $1,000 $1,017 $2,017 $403
80412999 Topock Elementary 102 $1,000 ] $1,000 $200
80413999 Yuctd Elementary 14 : : $1.000 S - $1,000 $200
80415899 Bulfhaad City Elamentary 2291 St $1.287 $4,280: $008
80416999 Mohave Valley Eletmeantary 1398 g H $1,089 $1.6808: $891
80422999 Valentine Elementary 46 $1,000 $200

100100999 Zimmerman Accammodation 0 $o
100320999 Vall Elementary 554 $1,000 $411
100335999 San Ferhando Elementary B i $4000 $200
100339888 Continanial Elementary 205 1,000 $404
100351999 Aliar Valley Elementary 603 : o §1,000 R $412
110100999 Mary C. O'Bden Accommodation 81 $1,003 $56,895 $11,580
110302999 Oracle Elementary 531 $1,000 $472
110344999 J.0. Combs Elementary 210 ) o $472
110404999 Cas4 Giande Elamentary [RI.Y S s $20.31¢2 R
110405688 Red Rock Elamentary LR i G

110411999 Eloy Elemantaty 1283

110418999 Sacaton Elementary 667

110422999 Toltec Elementary 500

110424999 Stanfleld Elementary 497

110433999 Plcacho Elementary 147

120326088  Banta Cruz Elementsry 111

120406999 Fatagonla Elementary 112

120425999 Sonoita Elementary 108 $2,011 $402
130315898 Skull Valley Elementary 10 $2,126 $425
130323999 Kirkland Elementary 53 $0 $0
130326999 Badver Crdek Elamaritary 188 92,019 $404
130335089  Milfside Emsentary 21 . $1128 $225
130341999 Ctown King Elemantary 9 $425
130350999 Canon Elemaentary 189 $404
130352999 Yarnell Elementary 38 $426
130403999 Clarkdale - Jerome Elementary 379 $200
130406899 Cottdnwood - Oak Creek Eléman 2052 . : $829
140401089  Yuma Elemontary 8017 . $21;,000 $8,000 $37,000 $2.418 $10,380
140411999 Somierton Elemantary 1740 : $1.128 BH.017  $162,800 $78.937
140413999 Crane Elementary 4587 $1.721 $1,845
140416999 Hyder Elementary 154 $1,000 $1,018 $49,310 $10,265
140417999 Mohawk Valley Elementary 257 ’ $1,000 $1,027 $405
140424999 Wailton Elementary 417 $4.000 $1048 0 - E $410
140432008 Gadsden Elamentary 1320 $1,087 $1.886 L 8102,978 $21,064




COSTS OF JLBC REGOMMENDED BUDGET CUTS IN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

c1DS

150404999
150419999
150426999
150430999

20509999
20522989
70501999
70505999
70510999
70513999
70514999
70516989
70801999
80502999
80530999

110502999

110540999

120520909

130504999

140550999

140570999

150576999

10201999
10208999
10210689
102108999
10220999
10224999
10227999
20201999
20202608
20213999
20214999
20218999
20221999
20227999
20268009
30201999
30202999
30204999
30206999
30208909
302158889

SCHOOL/SITE

Quartzsite Elementary
Wenden Elementary
Bouse Elementary

Salome Consoldated Elementary

ELEMENTARY TOTALS

Banson UHS

Valley UHS

Buckeye UHS
Glendale UHS
Phoanix UHS

Temps UHS

Tolleson UHS

Agua Fda UHS

East Vallay Insttiute of Tech
Colorado Rlver UHS
Mohave UHS

Casa Grande UHS
Santa Cryz Valley UHS
Patagonia UHS
Mingus UHS

Antelope UHS

Yuma UHS
Bicentennlal UHS

UNION HIGH SCHOOL TOTALS

St. Johns Uniflied
Window Rock Unlfted
Aound Vahey Unifled
Saniders Unified
Ganado Unifed
Chinle Unified

Red Mesa Unifted
Toribstane Unified
Blybes Unied
Willeox Unitted
Bowle Unified

San Simon Unifled
St. David Unified
Dougias Unifled
Sivrra Vista Unliled
Flagetaff Ualfied
Willlams Unifled
Grand Canyon Unified
Fredonla - Moccasin Unlified
Page Unied

Tuba City Unifed

ATTEND ADULTEOD ADULTED ADULTED

ADM
91-92

268
60
37

123

175318

351
186
780

12064

17900

8417
2685
1444
184
1218
1453
1769
487
168
1131
356
6319
156

57506

1242
3017
1829
9584
16891
4019
699
920
1336
1331
136
85
413
4218
8168
11345
875
248
386
3288
2353

ADULT

GED PREP CITZNSHP ABE ~ESOL EDUCATION

FY 93

$69,000

$188.000
$23,000

$211,000

$0,000

$9,000
$28,000
$14,000
$3,000

$3.000
$6.000

FY B3 FY 03 FYea
$9,600 $0 $78,600
$9,000 $541,000  $738,000

$26,000

$3,000

1 i

- $12000 . $541,000 © $764:000

$8,000 $15,000

822,800
-$26,000
$13,000

$5,685

$13,800
$2,685

$2,000
$8,000

CHEMICAL GIFTED  PRE-SCH
ABUSE  SUPPORT  AT-RISK
FY B3 FY 83 FY 03

$1,000 $1.028
$1,000
$1,000 $1,004
$1,000
$125,081 $282,794
$1,000 - $1,036
$1.000 ,
$1,000 $4,078
$3.340 $17,238
$4,561 $25,575
$12,026

$2.608

$87.658

$75,058

4§ 140,000

$59,850

$5,198

$1.018

30

AT RISK FUNDING

K~3
FY 93

$30,039

$1,420,676 $3,121,352

7-12
FY 83

TOTAL
BLK - GANT
FY 93

$2,028
$1,000
$2,004
$31,032

COST OF
20%
REDCTN

$406
$200
$401
$6,208

$345,312 $5,372,794 $1,074,769

$148.:817
$206,367
$160,195
$57,400

$258,992

$118,997
$119,74%

150,000
$162,500

40,626 -

$2,036
$1,000
$2,078
$20576
$768,138
$40,598
45,158
$9,161
$0
$1,049
$3,188
$24,019
$a2.367
32;013
$1,000
$2,037
$11,133
$1,000

“su10,582

$2,808

$5.604
s
$a84.820
$372,736
$187.547
$133,438
" #1000

$17.08
$2.050
$1,000
$1,000
 $1,000

$7,755
$2.026
$2,040
$128,160
$100,208

3407
s200
s4is
$4,115
$153,827

sti2
80
$210
$638
$4,804
$4.473
$404
$200
$407
$2,227
$200

$182,110

$561
$1,139
s788
$71:128
$74.547
$37.500 -
$26,688
3700
3,500
$592
$200
$200
$200
$85,747 °
$7,408’
$6.,819
$1,551
$405
$408
$25,852
$38,042



COSTS OF JL.LBC RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTS IN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

cT10s

40201999
40210999
40220999
40240999
40241989
50201999
50201999
50204999
50206999
50207999
60202068
60203099
60218999
70100999
70199999
70204999
70209900
70211999
70224999
70241999
70248999
70268999
70280988
70289999
70293999
70295999
70297999
70298999
80201899
80214999
90201999
90202999
90203999
90204969
80205000
90206999
90210999
90220999
90225999
80227999
202320069
100201099
100206999
100208999
100210999
100212999
100213099
100215999
100216999
100230999
100240999
110201999
110203998

SCHOOL/SITE

Giobe Unified
Payson Unified
San Carlos Unifled
Mlami Unifled
Hayden - Winketman Unifled
Dan Hinton
Saftord Uniflled
Thatcher Unified
Pima Unified

Ft, Thomas Unifled
Duncan Unifled
Cillton Unified
Morencl Unifled

Willlams AFB Accommodation
Horse Mesa Accommodation

Mesa Unifled
Wickenburg Unifted
Pebifa Unifled

Glla Bend United
Glibert Unified
Scotisdale Unifed
Paradise Valiey Unified
Charndler Unified
Oysait Unifled

Cave Creek Unified
Queen Creek Unified
Deer Valley United
Fountain Hills Unified
Laks Havasy Unilied
Calorado Clty Unified
Winslow Unlifled
Joseph Clty Unified
Holbrook Unified
Pinon Unlifted
Snowlake Untled
Hober -Overgaard United
Show Low Unifled
Whitertver Unifed
Cedar Unifled
Kayanta Uriltad

Biue Ridge Unified
Tueson Unifiad
Marana Unifled
Flowing Wells Unifled
Amphitheater Unifled
Sunnyside Unifled
Tanque Vatds Unilied
Alo Unitled

Catalina Foothills Unifled
Sahvarita Unified

Indian Oasis - Baboquivarl Uniflec

Florence Unified
Ray Unified

ATTEND
ADM
81-92

1935
1967
1279
16832
460

0
2622
1415
648
477
868
428
1132
425
535
61208
1072
21128
638
11165
195689
20584
11064
3480
1595
877
15871

4035
LT
2348
a1
1748
788
23671
422
1935
2025
618
2455
1742
54208
7798
5532
13797
12894
1260
542
2563
1725
1133
1031
1049

ADULTED ADULTED ADULTED ADULT
GED PREP CITZNSHP ABE-~ESOL EDUCATION
FY 83 FY 83 FY 83 FY 83

CHEMICAL
ABUSE
FY 83

$1,193
$1,184
$1,056
$1.473
$1,000

$1,322
$1,088
$1,000
$1.000
$1,000
$1,000
$1,027

$10,000
$13,534
41,000
E8,970
$1,000
$3,102

$85,000 $2,665 $07,665

$9.000 $8,000

PRE ~8CH
AT-RISK
FY 83

GIFTED
SUPPORT
FY B3

$2,764
$2.603
$1,804
$2.592 -
$1.048

$3,742
$2,023
$1.087
SL@QO G
$iome

$1,024
$1.024

$15.923
$27,051

$75,501

s2.476
$77.:340
$11,125
$7.884
$19,697
$18;228
$i;800

$3,658
$2,452
$1,618
$1,472
$7.3%0

$56,124

$280,660

140,000

AT RISK FUNDING

K«3
FY o3

$99,015

$49,310

$142,8075

1005

$60,000

7-12
Fy o3

$162,376

C$182:800

- $162,500

$162,800
$162,500

$162,344

TOTAL
BLK~ GANT
FY 93

$3,957
$3.967
$264,251
$3,765
32,048
: $0
$5,064
$3.111
$2,067
$51,359
782,080
774,000
$1,027
$1,024
$11,024

$9.776
$23.216
$384,187
$2,620

$1,000

$5,128
$3,554
$58,767

82493
$o,582

COST OF
20%
REDCTN

$791
$797
$52,850
$753
$410
$0
$1,013
$622
$413
$10,272
$414
$200
$205
$205

$2,205
$53,869
$508
$7.0683
$413




COSTS OF JLBC RECOMMENDED BUDGET CUTS IN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

cibs

110208999
110215999
110220999
110221999
110243998
120201999
120235999
130201999
130209999
130220999
130222998
130228999
130231999
130240999
130243098
130251999
150227998

SCHOOL/SITE

Mammoth-San Manue! Unified

Superior Unified
Maricopa Unilied
Cooldge Unifed

Apache Junction Unltied
Nogales Unified

Sanla Cruz Valley Unified
Prescott Unilied
Sedona/OQak Creek Unified
Bagdad Unied
Humboldt Unified

Camp Verde Unified

Ash Fork Unitied
Selgman Unlfied

Mayes Unified

Chino Valley Unified
Parket Unified

UNIFIED DISTRICT TOTALS

STATE TOTALS

ATTEND
ADM
91-92

1721
678
876

2814

3810

5843

1015

4741
812
5685

2805

1264
104
141
482

1517

2164

304448

627352

ADULTED ADULTED ADULTED ADULY CHEMICAL
GED PREP CITZNSHP ABE-ESOL EDUCATION ABUSE
FY 83 FY B3 FY 83 FY B3 FY 83

$1.003

$3,000 $3.000 $6,000 $1,003
$1,003

$1,328

$1.508

$6,000 $1,960
$1.068

$1,743

$1.013

$1,125

$1.373

$1,051

$1,125

$1,125

$1,125

$1,104

$8,000 $1,233

$6,000

Sﬁﬁbo

$189,000  $27.850 $0  $216,850  $163.988

$469,000 $49,450 $541,000 $1,059,450 $315.417

QIFTED
SUPPORT
FY 83

$1,359
$1,359
$1,243
$3,705
$5.555

$1,448
$6.720
$1,156
$1.058
$9,895

'$537,813

$899,964

PRE ~SCH AT RISK FUNDING

AT-RISK K-3 7T-12
FY 83 FY 93 FY9l
$20,312
$20,312
$54,256 $20,313

$91,032 - $20312

$1,070,577 $2,015.370 $1,551,282

$2,491,253 $5,136,722 $1,837,220

. 320813
$198.393 ' $182,500 :

TOTAL
BLK - GRNT
FY 83

$22,674
$28,674
$76,815
$116,378
$27,468
$368,853
$2,516
$0,463
$2,169
$2,183
$5,368
$1,081
$14,870
$1,125
$2,173

$5,555,6860

$11,840,026

$3.251"
$7,233;

COST OF
20%
REDCTN

$4.535
$5.735
$15,363
$23,276
$5,493
$73.771
$503
$1,693
$404
$437
$1,074
$210
$2.974
$225
$435
3850
$1,447

© $1,111,138

$2,368,005



THE ARIZONA CAREER LADDER PROGRAM - FACT SHEET

January, 1993
WHAT IS IT?

The Career Ladder Program is a career development plan for teachers that

L Holds teachers accountable for student learning
° Supports the advancement of instructional skills
o Offers performance-based incentives for teachers

WHAT ARE THE GOALS?

. To improve the academic achievement of students
o To support the professional development of teachers
o To attract, retain, and motivate quality teachers

HOW IS PARTICIPATION FOR DIS;TRICT S DETERMINED?

] Participation is optional for districts; it is also optional for teachers
° Districts apply for participation in a competitive selection process
° Once selected, districts must comply with basic state guidelines

HOW IS EACH DISTRICT’S FUNDING DETERMINED?

The base support level is increased based primarily on student counts

° Career Ladder program funding is to cover program costs including staff
development, evaluation, and teacher salary increases

° At full implementation, the base support level is increased by 5.0% or 5.5%

° Districts move through a multi-year implementation phase-in tied to funding

amounts ranging from 0.5% - 5.5% above the base support level; increased

funding is based on evidence of meeting program requirements

WHAT IS REQUIRED IN A DISTRICT'S CAREER LADDER PLAN?

The following major elements must be included in each district’s plan:

° A structure incorporating career levels with specific performance criteria
o Placement and advancement requirements based on increasingly higher levels of
performance, including-

1) Improved or advanced teaching skills
2) Documentation of student progress
3) Additional instructional responsibilities

1



° Fair and objective evaluation procedures and instruments

o A compensation system based on a completely restructured salary schedule that
reflect equal pay for equal performance

° Opportunities for staff development for teachers and administrators

° Involvement of teachers, administrators, school board and community members
in program development, implementation, and evaluation

o Provisions for ongoing review and development of the program and its elements

WHICH DISTRICTS PARTICIPATE?

A total of 21 districts currently participate in the Career Ladder Program; the approval of 8
addiuonal districts to participate beginning FY 1993-94 is pending State Board action

Group I districts and the year of their initial involvement in the program:

Phase | Phase II Phase 11
(1985-86) (1986-87) (1987-88)
Amphitheater Unified Catalina Foothills Unified Creighton Elementary
Apache Junction Unified Mesa Unified Dysart Elementary
Cave Creek Unified Window Rock Unified Ganado Unified
Flowing Wells Unified . Litchfield Elementary

Kyrene Elementary
Peoria Unified
Sunnyside Unified

Group I districts, new to the program beginning FY 1992-93:

Chandler Unified
Crane Elementary
Payson Unified
Pendergast Elementary
Safford Unified
Scottsdale Unified
Tanque Verde Unified

Group II1 districts, recommended to join the program beginning FY 1993-94 (subject to approval
of the State Board of Education on 1/25/93):

Agua Fria High School

East Valley Institute of Technology
Flagstaff Unified

Patagonia High School

Santa Cruz Valley High School
Show Low Unified

Tolleson Elementary

Topock Elementary



WHAT ARE PROGRAM COSTS?

] 1990-91 total funding $20,285,000 (14 districts @ 5.0% or 5.5%)
L 199192 total funding - $21,241,000 (14 districts @ 5.0% or 5.5%)
] 1992-93 estimated total funding $24,285,000

$23,764,000 (14 districts @ 5.0% or 5.5%)
$ 521,000 (7 districts @ .5%)

° 1993-94 estimated total funding $26,202,000
$24,819,000 (14 districts @ 5.0% or 5.5%)

$ 1,053,000 (7 districts @ 1.0%)
$ 330,000 (8 districts @ 0.5%)

HOW MANY STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOQL IN CAREER LADDER DISTRICTS?

Career Ladder districts : 211,000
All Arizona school districts : 627,000

(Approximately 34% of Arizona students currently attend school in participating
Career Ladder districts- Groups 1, II and 111 are reflected, information is derived

Jrom the 1991-92 Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction)

HOW MANY TEACHERS WORK IN CAREER LADDER DISTRICTS?

Career Ladder districts 11,000
All Arizona school districts 34,000

(Approximately 32% of all Arizona teachers work in Career Ladder districts; most
recent research indicates that, in career ladder districts at full implementation,
approximately 50% of those eligible to participate are part of the career ladder
program - Groups I, Il and III are reflected, information is derived from the
1991-92 R the Superi ic b 1

For further information, please contact:
Dr. Linda Fuller, Career Ladder Program Director
Arizona Department of Education  (602) 542-5837



ARIZONA CAREER LADDER PROGRAM

IS NATIONAL NEWS!

The Arizona Career Ladder Program was featured in a recent issue of U.S. News & World
Report in an article devoted to exploring examples of nine types of educational reforms
currently being implemented around the country. In this review of what are characterized
as "particularly promising reforms," the author suggests that the Career Ladder Program
reflects innovative practices that will contribute to improving the performance of public
schools. The complete article is attached for your perusal.

THE
- PERFECT
 SCHOOL

INCENTIVES FOR U.S. News offers a prescription for
~ GOOD TEACHING revitalizing teaching and refocusing
Marsia Flores s 2 1p speciak the confused mission of American education
educanon teacher at ’
High Sciool in Tucom, Ariz.
Her classroom skills have emrmed ber

two promotions in recent years and add- |- - :
ed $3.900 to her yeariy salary, bringing n'ndww-orkhrmaﬂ- | Each Kenrucxy schooi wiil receive 2

ko faily. Tradivonally, teach ! %~ grade later this moath.
The mudm; of Flores's talents | has besn and arbitrary in | based on student test scores and factors
would be uuﬂeﬁt mmyUS.schoohv\mpm\auhﬁo» such 33 autendance. dropout fates and
the percentage of students '¥ho make a

mmmnofbemgpudmm
salary as an incompetent coil
down the hail. The Sunnyside Uni
Schooi District and 20 others in Arizona

tions by teams of trained
evaluators that include
teachers from  other
schools. They are also
on the quality of
their academic pianning
and on various evaluations
of student progress through
their course work.
Arizona’s teacher ladders
are fulfilling their aim of at-

suceessful transigon to fur-
sher schovting or work.
Teachers in schools that
.mprove the:r performance
3N these Measurss Qver the
aent two sears wiil be eligi-
Sie for at [east 5=5 miilion in
bonuses. Scrouts that don't
iMprove iac: e sanc-
rons. and the:r reachers risk
loss of tenure. mandatory
sudervision Jnd even dis-
mssal. Ulumuteiv. the state
s authorized (0 shut down
faiiing schovis. Savs Princ-

pal Lannie Hay of the Brown School in

and
A smdy of the Mesa Unified Schooi Dis- | Lousviile: “The new henchmarks have
trice, Arizons's largest. found that the | kind of upped the unte for ail of us, in 2
district’s career ladder plaved a key role * real speciiic way.

** You will find the full-sized version of this section on page 57 of the article **




SCIENCE & SOCIETY:

U.S. News offers a prescription for
revitalizing teaching and refocusing
the confused mission of American education

Building “the new American school” is in vogue. The Edi-
son Project, entrepreneur Chris Whittle’s ambitious at-
tempt to create a private school system educating 2 million
students on 1,000 campuses, will announce its prototype next
spring and plans to open its first schools in 1996. Next fall, 11
groups ranging from Outward Bound to the small town of
Bensenville, Ill., will introduce visions of re-
designed schools they have drafted under
the auspices of the New American Schools
e22a: Development Corp. (NASDC), a business-

rxEx Of 2
backed nonprofit group organized in 1991 at
AMEH[ the behest of the Bush administra-
tion. @ The nation’s schools are in desper-
ate need of such bold efforts. While the reform movement of the
1980s elevated the mission of public education —to include high
academic aspirations for all students, not merely for the gifted
and the privileged —in practice, it has mostly meant tinkering
with a fundamentally flawed machine. Nearly 10 years and

billions of dollars after the landmark report “A Nation at Risk”
warned of a “rising tide of mediocrity” in education, most U.S.

Intetlectual brawn. Viniesota law allows creaiive
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Math at center court. Specialize

d schools can be housed in a varerv of public spaces.

schools are not performing up to today’s
new, higher standards. As Secretary of
Education Lamar Alexander has lament-
ed, “We don't need faster Pony Express
horses in American education, we need
the equivaient of the telegraph.”

Now, the reformers are returning to
their drafting tables—this time not to
tinker, but to reinvent schools from top
to bottom. The Edison Project, for in-
stance, is contemplating schools that
educate kids from birth to age 18.
schools with high-tech student “desks”
and other radical departures. Under
NASDC, the Qutward Bound plan calls
for a curriculum built on a series of stu-
dent expeditions.

Both the NASDC teams and Whirtle
plan to spend millions to launch their
visions. Ultimately, however, the inno-
vations and reforms that will be widely
adopted by the nation’s 84,500 public
schools are those that will allow educa-
tors to do more for less. |

In recent months, U.S. News has visit-
ed public school systems throughout the
nation in pursuit of particularly promis-
ing reforms. The magazine has found
nine innovations that, taken together,
would dramatically improve the per-
formance of the nation’s public schools
without requiring a great deal of addi-
tional funding. They represent a begin-
ning — the foundation for imagining the
pertect public school.

TEACHERS AS
ENTREPRENEURS

In more than half the public
schools in Dade County, Fla.,
teachers help to hire principals,
draft budgets and shape curricula under
a radical experiment launched in 1987.

‘Minmnesota lawmakers went even fur-

ther im 1991, permitting state-licensed
teachers to start_up and rur indepen-
dent public schools under three-year
comtracts with local school boards.
Arcund the country, the idea of allow-
ing teachers to act as “educational en-
trepremeurs” is proving to be a powerful
low-cost strategy not only for raising
teacher performance but also for at-
tractimg and keeping the best and the
brightest in the profession.

Granting teachers “ownership” of
their schools is a radical notion in pub-
lic education. A long tradition of bu-

- reawcratic authority has relegated

teachers to the role of old-style assem-
bly-line werker in schools, with little or
no role in decision making. But educa-

43
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tors have become increasingly aware in
recent years of the untoward conse-
quences of this hidebound practice.
They began seeing more and more
dispirited teachers merely going
through the motions in class —if they
showed up at all. Absenteeism rates as
high as 20 percent were leaving more
and more students in the hands of ill-
prepared substitutes.

By contrast, teachers thrive when
they are given a voice in running their
schools, and the more freedom
the better in many cases. Min-
nesota’s charter schools must
be nonprofit and nonsectarian.
and they cannot charge tuition
or admit students selectively:
otherwise, they are free from
interference. In designing St.
Paul’s City Academy, for in-
stance, teachers Milo Cutter
and Terry Kraabel were able to
create an innovative curriculum
aimed at former dropouts.
Housed in a St. Paul recreation
center, the school features four
days of interdisciplinary courses
and electives a week. Students
spend the fifth day in the St
Paul community, learning pot-
tery with a master craftsman.
say, or serving as interns at the
city’s science museum.

In Dade County, teachers at
the 1,732-student Miami
Springs Middle School have
drastically reorganized the
school since assuming a leader-
ship role. A seven-member fac-
ulty “council” divided the insti-
tution into 11 groups of about 160
students and four teachers each. and
the teachers have used their new au-
tonomy and power to redesign the cur-
riculum. Among other things. they
chose textbooks they considered more
appropriate for their largely Hispanic
student body. -

Signs of commitment. Teacher dedica-
tion and involvement have risen dramat-
ically as a result of these reforms. ~We
were struck by the extent to which teach-
er decisions served the interests of the
school rather than that of individuals.”
write researchers Charles Kerchner and
Julia Koppich about Dade County
schools in a forthcoming book on the
teaching profession. “Through the expe-
riences of peer evaluation, hiring or
making decisions together. teachers
have become more committed to and
more supportive of one another.” Exam-
ples of teachers’ commitment are plenti-
ful. Not only is there no teacher absen-
teeism problem at City Academy in St.

Battling alienation. Smail programs are

/
=

¢ Paul. the students are given teachers’
| home phone numbers and encouraged
; to call for help after regular school
hours. [n Dade County. a teacher-led
zlementary school voted to offer classes

dents: 200 signed up.

Granting teachers autonomy tends to
2o hand in hand with a movement toward
smaller schools. Increasingly. large
“comprehensive” high schools are being
dismantled and divided into schools

within schools that provide a more per-
sonal atmosphere. As part of Philadel-
phia’s attempt to “‘reinvent the neighbor-
hood school,” for instance, the 1,000-
student Furness High School was divided
into three independent
schools. each boasting its
own academic specialty and
team of teachers.

Although the Philadel-
phia reformers did not ex-
plicitly intend to increase
teacher autonomy, that is
just what thev have done.
Teuchers are given a larger
stake in Furness's small
programs. They play a ma-
jor role in the programs’
designs and receive a pot of
discretionary funds to
spend cach year. These opportunities
have produced an increuased sense of
collegiality among teachers—as well as
a greater degree of shared respoasibii-
ity. Traditionallv. “teachers could shut

Wash.

; on Saturday. The statf expected 30 stu- |

more personal than “comprehensive high schools.

= City Academy,
St. Paul, Minn.

> Fairdale High Schoot
Career Magnet Acad-

emy, Fairdale, Ky.

2 Greece Arcadia High
Schoot, Greece, N.Y.

= interlake High
Schaal, Bellevue,

/HQB_‘-__RE\"M\M,

<, C

their doors and essentially be account-
able to no one.” savs Michelle Fine, a
psvchologist at City University of New
York and the architect of the Philadel-
phia plan. “Not so when vou are a
memoer of a small team.”

The changed climate in many small
schools pays tangible dividends as well.
A 937 studvy of 744 comprehensive
high schools by researchers Robert Pitt-
man and Perri Haughwout found that
the dropout rate at schools with more

SCD
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than 2.000 students was twice that of
schools with 667 or fewer students. And
a 1988 study of 357 high schools by Uni-
versity of Chicago researchers Anthony
Bryvk and Mary Erina Driscoll revealed
higher rates of class cut-
ting, absenteeism and
classroom disorder in large
schools. :

Giving teachers deci-
sion-making responsibility
and the freedom to inno-
vate also helps recruit top
talent into teaching. An in-
dependent 1991 study of
Dade County's teacher-run
schools concluded that
“the involvement of teach-
ers in decision making”
was “making the profes-
sion more attractive.” One indication:
The number of applications for each
teaching slot in Dade County has risen
from ™o to eight since the shift to
teacher-run schools.
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Byzantine bureaucracy. By curting its bloated administration in half, Cincinnati found millions of dollars for academic reform.

SLASHING THE
BUREAUCRACY

Last spring, on the recommenda-

tion of a panel of Ohio corporate

leaders, the 50,000-student Cin-
cinnati public school system slashed its
administration by 51 percent. Sixty-five
positions, from assistant superintendents
to supervisors, were abolished, saving the
city $16 million over two years. In Balti-
more last summer, school officials turned
over the physical plant operations of nine
public schools to Johnson Controls, a for-
profit company that is maintaining the
schools with fewer staff members.

One of the major obstacles to quality
education has little to do with teaching
and textbooks. Public schooling’s vast in-
frastructure —from those who change
the light bulbs to the bureaucrats who

" push the paper —~ has grown so unwieldy
and idiosyncratic that it is more often a
hindrance than a support to education.
Around the country, educators are scru-
tinizing everything from plumbing to
supply requisitions, looking not only to
stretch scarce tax dollars but also to im-
prove morale that has been deflated by
frustrations over the bales of red tape.

Distorted power. It is not just the size of
the public education infrastructure that
reformers find maddening; some of it is
corrupt or just plain bizarre. For exam-
ple, buried in the widely publicized Chi-
cago School Reform Act of 1988 was a

clause giving Chicago principals the au-
thority to have keys to their schools; in
the past, only janitors had keys, and they
had the right to deny keys to their princi-
pals. The results of a yearlong investiga-
tion of New York City’s school custodi-
ans, released in November, showed that
custodians routinely put nonexistent as-
sistants on. their payrolls and pocketed
the ghost workers’ paychecks. A recent
report by the Texas Auditor’s office iden-
tified $640 million worth of inefficiencies
in the state’s public schools. It cited one
Texas county that had 12 school sys-
tems —with 12 school boards, 12 superin-
tendents and so forth — that together en-
roiled only 5,000 students.

Despite the huge sums of money in-
volved, financial accounting is a low pri-
ority in education. The Texas audit re-
vealed that more than half of the state’s
135 largest school systems had no internal
auditor on their payrolls. “Many school
systems have no idea how their money is
spent in schools,” says Robert Martin, an
education expert at the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce. “I can’t believe that we've
been making decisions in a $240 billion
industry without that information.”

In contrast, privatization is cutting red
tape in Baltimore —and making schools
more attractive places for teaching and
learning. Shards of glass no longer litter
the playground at Harlem Park Middle
School, and the graffiti are gone from the
walls. Bathrooms have soap and paper
towels once again. Repairs that in the
past took two years are now completed in
days. Johnson also plans to invest heavily

in state-of-the-art lighting and heating
and cooling systems, having calculated
savings (and profits) of $100,000 yearly
on heating and cooling alone.
Educators view the assauit on red
tape, inefficiency and corruption as a
way of paying for the substantive educa-
tional reforms that are so desperately
needed. Cincinnati, for exampie, is put-
ting much of its $16 million windfall back
into a new social-studies curriculum and
other instructional projects. On average,
only 60 percent of public school funding
is spent on instruction in schools, ac-
cording to a new study bv researchers
Bruce Cooper and Robert Sarrel.
Maay reformers see central office cut-
backs as part of a larger philosophical
shift. “We had too many people creating
too much paper,” says Cincinnati’s Su-
perintendent J. Michael Brandt. “If you
let principals and teachers make deci-
sions, vou have less need for central ad-
ministration telling you what to do.”

TRAINING IN
THE CLASSROOM

Last year, Peter Kressler, a veter-
an history teacher at Holt High
School outside of Lansing,
Mich., co-taught instructor Trudy Sy-
kes’s college-level course on the teaching
of social studies. But the course was not
taught on the Michigan State University
campus, where Sykes is on the faculty. It
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was taught at Holt High, where Kres-
sler’s senior historv class served as a lab.

This unusual teacher-professor col-
laboration is a reflection of Holt's

unique role as a “clinical school.” a pub-
lic school working closely with a univer-
sity-level school of education. Function-
ing as teaching hospitals do in the
training of new doctors, clinical schools
alm to replace the traditional six weeks
of student teaching with a far more in-
tensive regimen that includes not oaly
teachers in training but also teachers in
their first few vears on the job.

This new model of inducting teachers
into their profession is sorely needed,
educators say. Not only have many edu-
cation courses become irrelevant to
public school teaching, but over-
stretched school systems tend to throw
rather than ease new teachers into their
extraordinarily difficult jobs. Partly as a
result, fully a fifth of the new teachers
in some school systems abandon their
jobs after a year.

Creative pairings. But at clinical
schools, student teachers and entry-level
teachers are taught the latest classroom
techniques by colleagues with experience
“in the trenches. At Holt, they are im-
mersed in discussions and demonstra-
tions on teaching, led by MSU facuity
members and Holt’s staff. One fixture on
the school’s weekly calendar is a 2V%-
hour Wednesday moming meeting on
creativity in the
classroom. During a
recent session, Dan
Chazan, a Michigan

State faculty mem-
ber who is team-
teaching a Holt alge-
bra class this year,
joined several Holt
staffers in discussing
an innovative tech-
nique — pairing stu-
dents with profes-

 Haimes Middle %«
Schoat, Fint, Mich.:

~ Ha't High Schaoal.

Lansing, Mich. .4
< Holyoke High Schaal,
Halyoke, Mass.

: Rgbert E. Lee:
High Schaal,
San Antonio

Clinical model. Holr High School is
modeled after a teaching hospital. It is
one of a handful of schools that work
collaborativelv with local colleges to irain

sionals who use math
in their daily work, as
a way of making math “real” to students.

At present, there are only a few
schools like Holt nationwide. But a group
of influential Michigan political, corpo-
rate and education leaders has proposed
that within a decade, there be a network
of clinical schools to train all the state's
new public school teachers. “You don't
want o induct new teachers into medio-
cre schools” where exemplary teaching is
neither exhibited nor valued, says Michi-
gan State Prof. Gary Sykes.

The teacher-training program at Holt
sends a strong signal to beginning teach-
ers that they are entering a profession
with high standards. Student teachers

new reachers in the classroom.

“get down to serious teaching much
quicker because ot this laboratory set-
ting.” says Trudy Svkes. The chance to
work in clinical schools and to help train
new teachers is also a point of protfession-
al pride to top veteran teachers. whose
talents often go unrewarded in public
schools. [n Louisville. Ky.. teachers at
clinical schools are helping to design and
teach University of Louisville education
courses that are taught at the clinical
schoots. MSU ofticials are considering
making Holt's senior teachers adjunct
members of the MSU taculty. further
increasing therr status.

Clinical schools ulso help keep univer-
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sity faculty in touch with the realities of
classroom teaching. Professors who are
in schools like Holt every day simply
cannot approach pedagogy as an ivory
tower abstraction: they are forced to
grapple with student alienation, lack of
supplies and other intrusions on ideal
classroom instruction.

Some reformers see clinical schools as
a wav to bolster the academic grounding
of teachers entering the profession. The
courses designed by clinical school
teachers in Louisville, for example, per-
mit college graduates with degrees in bi-
ology and literature to earn teaching li-
censes by spending one year at a clinical
school without having to endure educa-
i tion courses on a college campus. Ulti-
mately. reformers suggest, clinical
schools might permit the nation to by-
pass the superficiality of education de-
grees altogether.

LESS-IS-MORE
CURRICULUM

Teachers aren’t assigned to de-
partments at University Heights
High School in the Bronx. And
the school’s 375 students don't roam
from class to class during the day. In-
stead, the academic school day is divid-
ed into two two-hour blocks and the
faculty is divided into six interdisciplin-
ary teams that spend a semester with 60
students studying themes like the
American dream and global citizenry
from different perspectives.

University Heights is one of a small
number of high schools that are at-
tempting to raise
student achievement
by teaching fewer
subjects more inten-
sively. The curmicu-
lum in a typical sec-
ondary school is
littered with elec-
tives, and in many
classrooms teachers
race from one topic
to another in a fren-
zied attempt to get
through overstuffed
course outlines by
June. A failure to set priorities in the
U.S. high school curriculum has resuit-
ed, among other things, in textbooks so
crarnmed with topics that they deal with
noae of them in depth.

“Teaching in U.S. schools trivializes
by being superficial,” says Theodore
Sizer, a leading school reformer. “Even
in hotshot high schools, the quality of
students’ writing makes it clear that
something is wrong. Kids need to write
and rewrite and rewrite. That takes
time.” Sizer is highly critical of the cha-
os in the typical curriculum, where
“math is unrelated to science is unrelat-
ed to French.” The solution is to teach
fewer subjects in greater depth and bet-
ter iluminate the connections between
them. Says Sizer: “Less is more.”

Seeds of leaming. This fall, a team of
four University Heights teachers and 60
students concentrated on the theme
“seeds of change” —the Columbian ex-
change of plants and animals between
Europe and the Americas during the Age
of Discovery. The “seeds” —corn, sugar
cane, horses—became a vehicle for
studving botany, chemistry, geography,
ecoaomics, politics. math. history, litera-
ture and art. University Heights students
study a new theme with a new faculty
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No smorgasbord. Students at University Heights High School in the Bronx focus on a few topzcs. ztplormg them in depth.

team every semester through graduation.

Lengthier classes and interdisciplin-
ary teaching draw students deeper into
the subject matter. “In a traditional cur-
riculum, you memorize Columbus’s
name and 1492,” says science teacher
Luis Reyes, a member of the “seeds”
team. “Here, students are putting facts
together —they understand the relation-
ships of the information they are learn-
ing.” To students, the University
Heights teaching method is more de-
manding but ultimately more reward-
ing. “It puts responsibility on you to
learn,” says junior Amy Sabater.

Measure for measure. This approach
to curriculum reform has demonstrable
benefits. A study by two UCLA re-
searchers of an interdisciplinary curricu-
lum in 29 Los Angeles schools found
that students in the program wrote bet-
ter than their peers, had a stronger grasp
of abstract concepts and, as a group,
were absent from school less and
dropped out at a lower rate. Such results
are another argument against compre-
hensive high schools and their sprawling
course offerings. Says Sizer: “Schools
don’t need to offer six foreign languages.
You learn a language to learn how to see
the world through a different linguistic
lens. In that sense, it doesn't matter
what language you study.”

But Sizer’s less-is-more philosophy re-
quires teachers who are better grounded
in their subjects than most now are. Sev-
enteen percent of all U.S. public high-

school teachers have less than a college
major or minor in the subjects they teach
most frequently, according to the U.S.
Department of Education. That number
is much higher among science and math
teachers. For an interdisciplinary curric-
ulum to be adopted widely, states would
have to drop the requirement that teach-
ers hold a degree in education—and in-
sist instead that they bring a solid aca-
demic grounding to the classroom.

TESTING STUDENT
PERFORMANCE

Last spring, 140,000 Kentucky
4th, 8th and 12th graders took a
revolutionary set of statewide
tests. It included projects requiring small
groups of students to synthesize knowl-
edge from a number of different subjects,
as well as portfolios of students’ writing
gathered during the school year.
Mandated by Kentucky lawmakers as
part of a sweeping 1990 school reform
package, the new tests are a sharp de-
parture from the low-level, largely mul-
tiple-choice tests that the nation has re-
lied on to gauge the performance of its
schools. Already, the Kentucky tests are
presenting a truer picture of what stu-
dents are learning—and not learning.
What’s more, they are sparking teaching
and curriculum reforms in many Ken-

tucky classrooms. Reformers in other
states are turning to these new “per-
formance” tests as well.

Educators have become increasingty
dissatisfied with the rote learning and
lowly skills measured by standardized
tests and with their effect on teaching.
To get students ready for multiple-
choice exams, teachers spend weeks
drilling them on work sheets and other
duil exercises. By contrast, the more so-
phisticated Kentucky tests demand a dif-
ferent kind of classroom instruction.
“Kids are being asked not only for the
answer but also for how they got it,” says
Lennie Hay, principal of the 600-student
J. Graham Brown School in downtown
Louisville. Geometry students, for ex-
ample, not only
solve problems but
also provide prose
explanations of their
reasoning.

The new tests
have enlivened
teaching in many
classrooms and en-
couraged the kind
of interdisciplinary
thinking that school
reformers have been
calling for else-
where. Such work is
necessary preparation for the rigorous
thinking required in the exams. One
question on last year’s test, for instance,
posited that Washington, B.C., had been

- J. Graram Brawn
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bombed and asked students to draft the |

outline of a new government, using the
philosophies of Hobbes, Locke, Rous-
seau or Montesquieu.

Kentucky’s new testing system is four
times as expensive as the old multiple-
choice tests. It is also tough on teachers,
who must spend a good deal of uncom-
pensated time assembling and grading
portfolios. But the biggest challenge of
performance testing is ensuring that es-
says and portfolios are graded against a
common standard. A recent Rand Corp.
study of Vermont’s four-year-old port-
folio program found troublesome incon-
sistencies in teachers’ evaluations—a
problem Kentucky has sought to avoid
by training teachers extensively and re-
scoring samples of tests.

The scores on the first round of testing
under the new Kentucky law have been
sobering. Only between ! percent and 14
percent of Kentucky’s students were rat-
ed “proficient” or “distinguished” by the
state. Even so, school officials prefer a
more accurate assessment of their stu-
dents’ progress, and they believe the
classroom reforms will in time meet the
“world-class standards” that Kentucky
officials demanded of the new tests.

INCENTIVES FOR
GOOD TEACHING

Marsha Flores is a top special-

education teacher at Sunnyside

High School in Tucson, Ariz.
Her classroom skills have earned her
two promotions in recent years and add-
ed $3,900 to her yearly salary, bringing
it to $32,000.

The rewarding of Flores’s talents
would be unexceptional in most fields,
but in public school teaching it amounts
to heresy. In the vast majority of school
systems, tradition and union contracts
dictate that teachers be paid strictly on
the basis of the college credits they have
amassed and the years they have spent
in the classroom; the quality of their
teaching is ignored. As a result, school
reformers argue, teaching often fails to
attract and retain talented people who
reject the notion of being paid the same
salary as an incompetent colleague
down the hall. The Sunnyside Unified
School District and 20 others in Arizona
are in the vanguard of a movement to
tie pay and promotions to performance.

Professional pride. Marsha Flores
earned her promotions and a fatter pay-
check by climbing a four-rung “career
ladder” introduced in 1985-86. The op-

/

portunity to win promotions and take on
new responsibiities without having 10
leave the classroom for school adminis-
tration has improved teachers’ morale
and elevated teaching’s status. “Being
paid on how well vou performrather than
how long vou've done something adds
legitimacy to the profession,” says Sun-
nyside English teacher Jim Heintz. “Not
all teachers are equally good, and it is
archaic to think they are.”

The career ladder also has required
Sunnyside and other schools to scruti-

L

in reducing the rate of teacher attrition
from 10 percent in 1980-31 to0 4 percent in
1990-91. The improved teaching talent
isn't gratis. Arizona is spending $24 mil-
lion this vear on career ladders. which
involve 9,400 -29 percent-of the
state’s teachers.

States such as South Carolina and
Kentucky, meanwhile. are introducing
schoolwide incentives to ensure that
principals and teachers who are granted
greater authority over their schoois are
held accountable for their performance.

DAVIO BUTEIN ~ SLACK STAR FOR (SNEWR

Merit pay. Outstanding teachers get rewarded at Tucson’s Sunnyside High.

nize their teachers’ work far more care-
fuily. Traditionally, teacher evaluation
has been superficial and arbitrary in
many U.S. schools, with principals do-
ing little more than sticking their heads
in classrooms once or twice
a year. At Sunnyside, teach-
ers attempting to advance
face four classroom inspec-
tions by teams of trained
evaluators that include
teachers from  other
schools. They are also
judged on the quality of
their academic planning
and on various evaluations
of student progress through
their course work.
Arizona's teacher ladders
are fulfilling their aim of at-
tracting and retaining talented teachers.
A study of the Mesa Unified School Dis-
trict. Arizona’s largest, found that the
district’s career ladder plaved a key role

~ Creatham County
Central Hign
Ashiand City. Tenmn.

Red Maour:o.n Hhgh
Schegl, Mesa, Anz

" Rnerside Heh
Schaol, Greer, S.C.

-+ Sunnyside g
~ Schaal, Tucsan, Anz ™

Each Kentucky school will receive a
“benchmark” grade later this month,
based on student test scores and factors
such as attendance, dropout rates and
the percentage of students who make a
successful transition to fur-
ther schooling or work.

Teachers in schools that
improve their performance
on these measures over the
aext two years will be eligi-
ble for at least $45 million in
bonuses. Schoois that don't
improve face state sanc-
tions, and their teachers risk
loss of tenure, mandatory
supervision and even dis-
missal. Ultimately, the state
is authorized to shut down
failing schools. Says Princi-
pal Lennie Hay of the Brown School in
Louisvifle: “The new benchmarks have
kind of upped the ante for all of us, in a
real specific way.”

haoal,
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TECHNOLOGY
FOR LEARNING

Westfield High School is a small
school in a small town 1n rural
southern [ndiana —a school that
only a generation ago would have been
restricted by its isolation. But today,
thanks to the school’s investment in
technology, its social-studies teachers
are able to enrich their instruction on
international trade by bringing into
their classrooms live coverage of French
farmers demonstrating in Strasbourg or
by discussing the subject live with a uni-
versity professor in California who is an
authority on sanctions and embargoes.
New technologies have the power to
open up the world to students in
schools like Westfield High. Thanks to
the largess of GTE, several other tech-
nology companies and nearby Ball State
University, every classroom and office
in the three-school, 1,919-student school
district is equipped with a TV monitor
and wired into a fiber-optic network.

SCOTT GOLOSMITH FOR LISNEWR
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Wired for learning. Westtield High School’s inve

3 -

~

Teachers can use u simple channel
changer in therr classrooms o display
evervthing from newspuaper articles and
educational graphics to films and. in the
case ot Westtield. live programming vz
satetlite.

single “technology distribution center”

serving the entire school system. Teuch- |

ers in their classrooms electronically
“check out” of the librarviike center the
material they want to use. and it is “de-

livered” to their rooms with the push of |
a button. The technology also allows |

Westfield teachers to create their own
multimedia materials.

Video appeal. To students nurtured on
Nintendo, multimedia materials make
learning more fun. To edu-
cators eager to improve the
quality of instruction in the
nation’s classrooms. today’s
technology offers opportu-
nities far less teacher lectur-
ing and more hands-on, in-
terdisciplinary learning of
the sort advocated by curric-
ulum reformers. Students

: M.
become “active rather than &%

Westfield Highr

Penn High Schoal,”
Mishawaha, ind

. Shorewood Highr
. Schaol, Seattle-

Watlans Mill High ™
Schoal, Garthersburg,.:

T
5 CHOOL REF 0 R 4~ ———— e —

©pussive learners’” in manv high-tech

Slassrooms, sayvs District Superintendent

" Jetfrey Herer.

Technology also can help address the
probiem of teacher quality that plagues

¢ so many schools. Westtield Washington
Much of the material is stored in a !
! muddle school to offer courses in Japa-

District’s sateflite hookup will permit its

nese. Latin. French and Spanish for the
first tme next fall. The courses will be
taught by certified teachers hired by T1-
IN Network. a provider of “distance-
learning” programming.

[f introduced on a large scale. experts
say, cutting-edge technology could im-
prove public education’s bottom line
significantly. Congress’s Office of Tech-
nology Assessment recently reported “a
general consensus that the
appropriate assignment of
new technologies within
effectively organized
schools could make a big
difference in academic
performance.”

But the cost of getting
the newest technology into
classtooms is likely to be
high. The computers in

Schoal, Westfield,

ing.

stment in innovative classroom teciinology brings the world into the rural school.

38

US.NEWS & WORLD REPORT, [ANUARY iL 190




—y%

many public schools are outdated and
used primarily for drilling students in
basic skills. Buying hardware and soft-
ware, wiring schools with fiber optics
and training typewriter-generation
teachers to use the new equipment are
all expensive. Yet in the long run, tech-
nology can produce savings. The total
cost of the new foreign language
courses in Westfield Washington will be
about $2,000, a fraction of what it
would cost to hire teachers localily.

While no amount of technowizardry
is going to do away with the need
for high-quality books, teachers
and schools, educators are begin-
ning 1o see technology’s potential
to transform and improve teach-
ing and leamning.

CHOIGE AND
COMPETITION

This week and next, 800 or

5o parents planning to en-

roll students in the Cam-
bridge, Mass., schoois next fall will
stop by one of 10 locations around
the city to record their preferences.
By late February, officials will pair
the students with schools, granting
90 percent of families their first,
second or third selection.

School choice — permitting stu-
dents to select the schools they at-
tend rather than assigning them to
“neighborhood” schools —has be-
come a huge and divisive issue in
education. Claiming that competi-
tion is a key to improving public educa-
tion, some choice advocates have pressed
for vouchers to publicly fund private edu-
cation, a notion that is essentially untest-
ed in the United States. Others have pro-
moted the idea of permitting students to
travel between school districts in search
of stronger schools, a policy that has had
a poor track record. But a third type of
school choice, one that requires students
within a public school system.to select the
schools they attend, is proving to be a
valuable reform, in Cambridge and else-
where. Well-designed “intradistrict”
choice plans spur improvement and in-
novation in schools and help motivate
students and teachers.

Cambridge’s choice plan confronts
schools with a clear proposition: Offer a
strong program or risk having disgrun-
tled parents vote with their feet. “You
have to constantly prove yourself.” says
Don Watson, principal of Cambridge’s
Tobin School, a 700-student concrete

/
=

and cinder-block tortress in a middle-

class neighborhood. Tobin has created !

three special programs to attract stu-
dents: a computer-oriented “school of
the future.” an enrichment program for
disadvantaged children and a progres-
sive elementary program. Programs that
fail to attract students are allowed to
contract, making way for more popular
alternatives.

The pressure that choice puts on edu-
cators in Cambridge stems from the fact
that the city’s families are required to

teachers’ stake in their schools, motivat-
ing them to work harder. The city’s
dropout rate has declined tfrom 9 pér~
cent to 2 percent a vear since the intro-
duction of school choice a decade ago,
and daily attendance is over 90 percent,
high for an urban school svstem. Teach-
er absenteeism is 5 percent. low for an
urban school system.

The Cambridge choice plan also en-
courages parental involvement in kids’
schooling —a key educational ingredient.
The percentage of the city’s students at-

JEFFREY MachLAN — USNEWIR

select schools. In voluntary choice pro-
grams like Minnesota’s, by contrast,
fewer than 2 percent of the state’s stu-
dents participate; such programs conse-
quently have been a lot less effective in
spurring schools to improve
themselves.

The Cambridge model
produces the benefits of
competition while avoiding
the likely pitfalls of publicly
funded vouchers for private
school parents: a large trans-
fer of public money to exist-
ing private schools that
would not stimulate any new
competition among schools;
educational “triage” in the
inner cities, with students
left behind in public schools
ending up worse off, and a significant
amount of fraud and abuse.

Public school choice in Cambridge.
by contrast. increases students’ and

Carmardg2
Screals, Cambrdge,

+ Comrmunity Schoal

» Cammunity Schoaf
Dstret &, New York

= Mantclair Pubtic
Scheals, M.

Informed consumers. Choosy Cambridge parents spur }ocal schools to improve.

tending public versus private schools has
risen from 80 percent to 88 percent since
choice was introduced.

Public school choice isn’t likely to
work well in sparsely populated rural
communities where there
are few schools to choose
from. Even in cities and
suburbs, choice works only
when there are real differ-
ences between schools. Be-
fore implementing what's
probably the nation’s best-
known intradistrict public
school choice plan, the su-
perintendent of Communi-
ty School District 4 in
East Harlem, N.Y., encour-
aged groups of teachers to
open a wide range of inno-
vative programs in the distnict. Today,
there are 53 “schools” housed in the dis-
trict’s 20 buildings. Choice goes hand in
hand with other reforms like teacher au-
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holiday. Beucon High in Oaklund is one o'a handful of schools open year-round.

No

tonomy and smaller specialized schools.

Adequate transportation and parent
information are also important to mak-
ing choice work. The Cambridge bus
budget increased by about one third with
the introduction of chotce. The city staffs
a full-time information center in six lan-
guages; it conducts 10 information nights
around the city, and its 14 schoolis spon-
sor 200 tours a year. Each school also has
a full-time parent coordinator.

Choice hasn’t been a no-cost quick fix
in Cambridge. But it isn’t prohibitively
expensive either. In all, the city spent $1.4
million on choice in 1992, out of a total
school budget of $§71.5 miilion.

STRETCHING
THE YEAR

The Japanese Ministry of Educa-
tion had the nation in an uproar
last year. It declared that public
school students had to attend school
three rather than four Saturdays a
month, cutting Japan’s school vear from
240 to 228 days. Opponents took to the
airwaves and editorial pages to proclaim
the ruination of Japanese education.
The brouhaha in Japan no doubt
seems curious to U.S. students, who at-
tend school an average of 180 days a year.
Only 1 schools in the entire country —
five public and six private —are in session
more than 210 days a year. On average, as
a result, Japanese students attending 12
years of school receive the equivalent of
16 years of schooling in America. Com-
parisons with other advanced nations are
only slightly less troubling. “The length
of the school year is the most impregna-
ble bastion in American education,” says
Milton Goldberg, head of a national
commission that is studying issues of
time in U.S. education.
There is a strong case to
be niade for extending the
nation’s school year. In a
1991 review of 100 research
projects, Herbert Waiberg
of the University of Illinois
at Chicago found that in 9
out of 10 instances student
achievement rises with the
amount of time in class. A
1989 study of students tak-
ing an international math
test found that Japanese
students had studied 98
percent of the precalculus and calculus
topics on the test, while their U.S. coun-
terparts had been taught only 50 per-
cent. Half of the Japanese performed as

)
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ell as the top 3 percent of Americans.
A longer school year also allows stu-
:nts to take more courses. To Greg
ash, a junior at Parry McCluer High |
-hool in Buena Vista, Va., where a 218-
wy school year is broken into four quar-
rs, a longer school calendar means be-
g able to enroll in a college-level
ology course this winter. He took a
quired prerequisite in chemistry dur-
g the last summer quarter, where
wurses run four hours in length. Though
mmer quarter is voluntary, 60 percent
the school’s 400 students enroil.
Backsliding. Research reveals that kids
se a lot of ground educationally while
‘ting their minds lie fallow during the
mmer. The New York Board of Re-
ats has found. for example, that teach-
5 spend on average the first month of
2 fail semester reteaching material for-
tten over the summer. The problem is
rticularly acute for students from im-
verished families because they often
ve fewer opportunities to learn during
mmer vacations. The New York study
ind that affluent students gain an aver-
¢ of one month of knowledge during
> summer; disadvantaged students [ose
‘ee to four months.
Extending the school year does not
ve to break the educational bank
acher salaries, air conditioning and
nsportation are the largest expenses.
arles Ballinger, executive director of
: National Association for Year-
.und Education, a California-based
vocacy group, estimates it would cost
30 million a day to increase the school
ir nationwide, or about 20 percent less |
n the daily costs of the regular 180-day
ir. However, Beacon High School, a
all private school in Qakland, Calif., is
:n 240 days a year and charges only
000 in tuition, less than the average
slic school spends per student. Beacon |
nages this by keeping a bare-bones
ninistrative staff and paying its teach-
about §32,000 for 12 months’ work,
+than'the typical public school teacher
ns under a nine-month contract. .- _
\ decade ago. the authors of “A Na-
1at Risk” argued that the U.S. school
r should be as long as 220 days. Their
>mmendation is still a solid one. Of
rse, lengthening the academic year in
ools plagued by other problems isn’t
ly to yield great returns in academic
ievement. The best strategy? In-
ise the quality and the quantity of |
»oling in America. u
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

COMPARISON OF MAJOR POLICY ISSUES

MAJOR
ISSUES

EXECUTIVE
RECOMMENDATION

JLBC STAFF
RECOMMENDATION

Overall Budget

Increases budget $73,868,200.
Reduces .75 FTE positions.

[ncreases budget $57.657.700.
Reduces 6.95 FTE positions.

GNP Price Detlator

No Deflator adjustment recommended.

No Deflator adjustment recommended
which saves $(63.7) mullion.

Student Growth (pg. 9)

Includes $77.3 million for 20% growth
in preschool disabilities, 3.2% for
elementary and 3.5% for high school.

Includes $76.9 mullion for 25% growth
in preschool disabilities, 3.5% for
elementary and 3.5% for high school.

Assessed Valuation (AV)
(pgs. 11-12)

Assumes 0% growth for AV.

Assumes | % decline in AV for a cost
of $8.4 muillion.

Career Ladders Program
(pgs. 13-14)

Recommends no change to this
program.

Recommends phasing the program out
over a 2 year period for a savings of

$(11.9).

Teacher Expenience Index

Recommends no change to this
computation.

Recommends phasing the computation
out over a 2 year period for a savings
of $(9.5) million.

Unified Schools Equity

Recommends no change to the
calculation for State Aid.

Recommends caiculating State Aid on a
unified basis (K-12) and requiring the
Qualifying Tax Rate (QTR) of $4.72 be
applied for a savings of $(8.0) million.

Sudden Growth

Funds at 64 % level with no increase in
funding.

Funds at 64 % level with an increase of
$1.5 million to reflect the increase in
the funding requirement.

Rapid Decline
(pgs. 15-17)

Funds at 32% of the requirement for a
savings of $(1.5) mullion.

Changes the qualifying floor from 95 %
to 90% for a savings of $(1.4) miilion

Prior Year State Aid

Recommends amending Laws 1992,
Ch. 1 to eliminate the appropriation
made for interest earmings for a

Recommends no change but carry
forward anticipates rollover reduction.

savings of $(696,400).
Non-Formuia Program No programs recommended for Recommends eliminating the Education
Eliminations elimination. Commission of the States, Az

Humanities Council and the AZ
Principals Academy for a savings of
$(110,200).

Non-Formula
Reductions/Block Grants

No reduction to non-formula
programs.

Recommends reducing 6 programs
(Adult Education, Chemical Abuse,
Dropout Prevention, Gifted Support,
Preschool At-Risk and K-3 Support) by
20% for a savings of $(3.0) million and
allowing districts to spend the funding
on the programs of their preference.
Recommends reducing Vocational
Education Assistance, Vocational
Education Program Support and
Vocational and Technological Education
by 10% for a savings of $(.6) million.




JOINT LEGISLATIVE BUDGET COMMITTEE

EXTWEZZTZ

Date:  January 21, 1993
Apalyst NetsenUFusak
APACHE COUNTY 1 : 2 3
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal. Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduction Reduction  (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base Growth @ 1.0%
- |
10201 St Johns $4,605,600 $0 $0 0.00% ] $71.164 $45.694
10208 Window Rock $11,489,800 (3247,607) (875,.520) (3323120 -281% | $379.350 $117.375
10210 Round Valley $6,651,200 ($17,600) ($17,600) 0.26% j $230.229 $69.677
10218 Sanders $4,015,000 ($12.544) ($12.544) 4.31% { $124.770 $40.442
10220 Ganado $7.541,700 (3141,036) 30 ($141,036) -1.87% | $236.972 $77.739
10224 Chinie $15,699.100 $0 $0 0.00% | $485.268 $159,283
10227 Red Mesa $3.436,600 ($103,630) ($103,680) 297% | $95.657 $35.27
10306 Concho $898,500 ($12,331) $0 ($12331) -L37% { $23.341 $9.102
10307  Alpine $300,400 ($16,754) (516,754  -558% | $883 $2.270
10309 Vernon $346.800 (57475 $0 ($7.475) 216% | $6.550 $2.600
10323 McNary $351,300 ($4,416) (34.416) -1.26% | $10,664 $3.475
|
TOTAL 355,386,000 (3338,643) (319,306) ($230,514) (3638,962) -1.15% | $1.665.349 $562.937
EEZIXZIREXIT=T ETITRETRN XMW BED EE E £ 5 & 3 TXWREEE E L & 5 ] I ETWEZSTZ=S= E R+ - £ & 5
|
! .
]
COCHISE COUNTY 1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduction Reductiobn ~ (64%-90% Floor) Changes 14 Base { Growth @10%
|
20100 Ft Huachuca $5,312,100 (354,530) $0 (854,530) NA | $185,883 $53,121
20201 Tombstone $3,756,.200 (329,425) $0 (329.425) 0.73% | $125,208 $38,547
20202 Bisbee $4.462.900 (855,488) ($55.488)  -1.24% | $113,050 $45.873
20213 Willeox $4,941.100 (SL425) ($15,232) (516,657)  0.34% | $164,245 $52.037
20214 Bowie $600,200 - $o0 30 0.00% { 3,434 $6,484
20218 San Simon $421,500 (521,067) (321,067) -5.00% | $L674 $4,734
20221 StDavid $1,734,700 ($16,989) 50 ($16,989)  098% | $63,687 518,162
20227 Douglas $14,631,000 (349,279) $0  (349.219) 0.34% | $512,240 S154.164
20268  Sierra Vista $21,422,800 (3235,763) $0 ($235,763) -1.10% | $739,698 $223.931
20323  Naco $1,057,600 (34,746) $24.591 $19,346 1.33% | $25.315 $7,305
2326 Cochise $352,200 $0 $0 0.00% | $7.787 $3.001
20342 Apache $134,100 $1,587 $1,587 1.18% | $299 $1.323
20345 Double Adobe $438,600 (315,172) $0 (315,172) -3.46% | $11,185 $3,657
20349 Palominas $3,380,400 $0 $0 0.00% } $69,785 $26.486
20355  McNeal $269,600 ($6,043) 3,471 (32572) 0.95% i $965 $2,105
20366 Rucker $48,700 $0 30 0.00% | $599 $742
20381 Forrest $78,900 $0 30 0.00% | $1.266 $645
|
Subtotal $63,042,600 30 (3413,369) (362,133) (3475,507) 0.75% i $2,031,869 $642.824
]
!
20409 Benson $2,558,500 (319,267) $0 (319,267) 0.75% | $84,695 $26.632
20412 Elfrida $313,300 30 $0 0.00% | 326,826 $8.689
2042 Pearce $626,000 ($45,056) (345,056) -1.20% | $3,796 $6,221
20453 Ash Creek $348,000 $0 30 0.00% | $10,612 $3.688
20464 Pomerene $443,900 (310,578) $0 ($10,578) -238% | $14,970 $4.565
20509 Benson $1,515,400 (33,437) $0 (33,437) 0.56% | $48.554 $15,828
2052 Valiey UHS $371,300 (34.251) $0 (34,251) 0.49% | $25.577 $9,660
|
Subtotal $7,176,900 0 (342,532) (345,056) (337,583) -1.2% | $215,030 $75.283
; !
|
TOTAL $70,219,500 0 (3455,901) (3107,194) (3563,095) 0.80% | 32,246,899 $718,106
|
|



COCONINO COUNTY

I
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Totai of % of Equal. | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal. Base Reduction Reduction (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base | Growth i@ 1.0 %
{
30201 Flagstaff 341,764,900 ($321,825) $0 (3321.825) 0.77% | $1.354.034 $435.906
30202 Williams $2,754.400 (5786) $0 ($786) 0.03% | $91.269 $23.813
30204 Grand Canyon $1.148,400 (34,964) $0 (54,964) 246% | $37.988 $11.806
0206 F&M $1,633,500 $10,793 $10,793 0.66% | $55,549 $17.164
30208 Page $12,061.000 $0 0 0.00% | $398.098 $124,030
30215 Tuba City $9.213,300 (337,486) (8269.218) (5306,704) -3.33% | $304,542 $93,321
30305 Chevelon Butte $123,800 33,940 $3,940 3.18% | $2.202 SLo0t
30310 Maine $492,300 ($1,579) $0 ($1,579) 0.32% | 1721 $5.176
I
TOTAL $69,192,100 $0 (3366,640) ($254,485) ($621,125) 0.90% | $2.245.402 $717.817
E 2 2 &£ & & £ £ 3 EEXEIRBER TWEZTEEWME EEERRZRER BEEBERERXREERD EEET=R I ABBRA=Z==== E===ma2===
|
GILA COUNTY |
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal. Base Reducti Reducti (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base | Growth @1.0%
|
40201 Giobe $7,524,800 (347,121 (347,040) (394.167) -L25% | $232.332 $71.289
40210 Payson $7,080,600 (314,659) (3522997) (52.240) (569,895) 0.99% | $234.342 $70.886
40220 San Carios 35,187,100 0 50 0.00% | $143,971 $53.346
40240 Miami $6,790,500 (878,052) $0 ($78,052) -L15% | $243,647 $70,345
40241 HW $2,050,900 (339.308) (35,184) (544,492) 217% | $43,718 $20.671
40305 Young $305,300 - $0 0 0.00% | 132 33,131
40312 Pine $1,333,500 (837,504) (337,504) -2.80% | $6,849 $9.986
40333 Toato Basin $315,400 S0 $0 0.00% | $7,858 $2.646
|
TOTAL $30,593,600 ($14,659) (3217,483) (391,968) (3324,110) -1.06% | $919,540 $302.299
BEBEREREXN EBEXEEBENE £ 2 & £ 2 ] AN NERE Er 2 £+ 2 2 £ £ 3] EBEENEX l EEXERXXTERZS XEBEXT ===
) [
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GRAHAM COUNTY ]
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TElL Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal. | Student Deflator
CD District Equal. Base Reduct Reducti (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base ! Growth @1.0%
|
50201 Safford $9,019,400 ($18,336) 50 ($18,336) 40.21% ] $307,030 $91.936
50204 Thatcher $5,354,400 ($102,611) $0 ($102,611) -1.92% | $134,468 $55.390
50206 Pima $2,661,800 $0 $0 0.00% | $92,075 $27,486
50207 FtThomas $2,126,700 (33,320) (33,320) 0.39% | $68.383 521,760
50305 Solomoaviile 31,173,700 50 0 0.00% | $29.385 $9.257
50309 Klondyke $54,600 $9,590 $9.590 17.56% | St $595
50316 Boaita $371,700 $5.901 $5,901 1.59% | $928 $3,332
|
TOTAL $20,762,300 (318,336) (3102,611) $7.171 (3114,326) 0.55% | $682,383 $209,756
EEERZVERE XEEBERERRN BEEEERX E 2 2 & &£ & F & 3 3 E 2 + F 2 & & & £ 3 TWEERE | BEEEXEZZI=Z= = =E========
|
GREENLEE COUNTY |
- 1 2 3 |
Casoer Ladder TEIL Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal. Base Reducth Reducti (64%-90% Floor) Changes -3 Base | Growth @1.0%
|
60202 Duncan $2.663,900 (36,796) 0 (36,796) 0.25% | $37,410 $27,660
60203 Clifon SLTN 100 (314,528) (358,048) (372,576) -4.09% i $26,607 $18.128
60218 Mocenci $3,993,300 $21,504) (321,504) ,-0.54% | $142,766 $41,843
6032 Blue $64,600 ($L492) 0 (31,492) "L 2U% { $131 5319
60345 Eagle $30,200 (31,624) (316,576) (518200) -2269% | $208 $3S5
|
TOTAL $3,600,100 0 (324.439) (596,123) (3120,567) -L40% | $257,12 $89.305
EHERRE NN NN TEEEREBRN MEEEERER EEEXENRRNN EEERERNER MWW M X ' EXREIXZIZR =EE=E=R=E=S=s==



MARICOPA COUNTY

1 ) ) |
Career Ladder TE!l Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD Distnict Equal Base Reducuon Reduction (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base | Growth ‘@ 10
|
70100 Williams $1,858,500 ($25.654) (866.660) (392.314) NA ] $18.007 $13.585
70199 Horse Mesa $2.365,600 $30,353 $80.353 NA | $63.246 $23.057
70201 Mesa $221,563,100 (3$5.017,911) (3834.233) $0 ($5.852,144) -264% | $7.666,254 $2.293.191
70209 Wickenburg 33,470,700 (827.266) (354.720) (381.986) -1.36% | $77.431 $34.805
70211  Peona $76.564,100 (3L.711,318) $0 ($1,711.318) -224% | $2638,025 786,325
7024 Gila Bend $2,530,900 S0 $0 0.00% | $62.706 $24351
70241 Gilbert $33,507,200 $0 $0 0.00% | $1.343,867 $402.306
70248 Scotsdale b $70,485,900 (875,000) (3872122) (8544.576) ($1,491,698) -212% | $1.742.765 5722974
70269  Paradise Valley $94,019,200 (51.042,541) 0 ($1.042,541) -LI% ] $3.252.876 $974.398
70280 Chandler $39,097,500 (375,000) 0 ($75,000) 0.19% | $1.322.368 $399.349
70289 Dysart $13,595,200 (3294,519) ($77,283) 30 ($371,802) -273% | $464,665 $138.312
70293 Cave Creek * $6,363,000 (3121,975) * $0 (3121.975) -1.92% | $218,709 $66,723
70295 Queen Creek $3,205,900 (845,760) ($45,760)  -1.43% | $102.805 $32.589
70297 Deer Valley $56,045,400 $0 S0 0.00% | $1.889,450 3577716
70298 Fountain Hills $5,324,300 30 $0 $0 0.00% | $178,691 $54.694
70360  Higley $1.130,100 $0 $0 0.00% | $25.776 $8.493
70363  Aguila $718.500 $4,431 $4.431 0.62% | $3.270 $5,700
70371 Sentinel $347,100 (520,736) ($20,736) -5.97% | $5.660 $3.051
70375  Morristown $423,100 (521.312) (321.312) -5.04% | $9.744 $3.355
70381 Nadaburg $2,264,700 (316,896) ($16.396) 0.75% | $57.451 $16.834
7038 Mobile $161,600 (31,280) (31,.230) -0.79% | $2.303 $1,787
70390 Ruth Fisher * $1,534,000 30 30 0.00% | $33,900 $12.320
70394 Paloma $443,300 - 331,905 531,905 7.12% | $2,065 $3.694
|
Subtotal $642,023,900 ($7.295,73) (32,579,098) (3655,251) ($10,830,072) -1.69% | $21,182032 $6,605.210
!
70401 Phoenix $24,869,100 50 $0 0.00% J $378,081 $256.971
70402 Riverside * $735.400 $0 $0 0.00% | $24,731 7,630
70403 Tempe $40,589,400 - $0 $0 0.00% | 31,400,678 $419.227
70405 Isaac $13,953,200 $0 $0 0.00% | $669,802 $194,808
70406 Washington $75,976,300 (3953,145) $0 (3953,145) -1.25% | $2.658.335 $785.200
70407 Wikon $2,348,600 $0 30 0.00% | $99,435 $29.347
70408 Osborn $11,471.500 30 $0 0.00% | $400,686 $118,451
70414  Creighton $18,593,200 (3417,510) 30 (3417,510) -225% | $651,574 $193.476
70417 Tolleson $2.751,600 30 $0 0.00% | $96.833 323,999
70421 Murphy $7.234,500 ($28.179) ($38,464) (566,643) ' 0.92% | $258,089 $75.204
70425 Liberty 53,209,400 $0 $0 0.00% ] $107,742 $32.204
70428 Kyrene $39,246,700 (5792,876) $0 ($792.876) -202% } $1,351.218 $402.347
70431 Baisz $7,560,800 30 $0 0.00% | $262.529 $78,619
70433  Buckeye $3,389,300 (334,112) (334,112) -1.01% | $119,301 $35,278
70438 Madison $13,178,600 117,577 $0 Suns2n 089% | $446,262 $135.278
70440  Glendale $28,734,100 32.292) $0 (322,292) £0.08% | $1.002,538 $297.337
70444  Avondale $3,394,300 $0 0 0.00% } $293,441 $36.217
70445 Fowler $4,110,700 $0 $0 0.00% | $144,974 $42,547
70447  Arlington $599,300 (33,590) $18.265 $14,676 245% | $1,955 $6.218
70449  Palo Verde $919,200 (35,760) (35,760) 0.63% | $29,098 $9.350
70459 Laveen 55,647,200 30 $0 0.00% | $194,285 $57.895
70462 Union $340,000 b1p<] bypal 0.21% | $1.341 $3.446
70465  Litteton $4,419,200 $0 $0 0.00% ! $154,205 $46,061
70466 Rooseveit £34,529,100 (352.467) $0 (352.467) 0.15% | $1.201.431 $356,541
70468 Alhambra $24,750,300 30 $0 0.00% | $939,247 $278.043
70479 Litchfieid 35,194,200 (3100,528) 30 ($100,528) -1.94% | $177.305 352336
70483  Cartwright $46,385,700 (3342, 724) $0 ($348,724) 0.75% | $1,657,259 $434,063
70492 Pendergast $14,372,600 ($30,654) 30 ($30.654)  021% | $507,368 $147.13
70501 Buckeye $2.426,500 ($2,769) 0 ($B769) ©  0.84% | 39,088 $29.258
70505 Glendale $48,225,200 ($1,504,339) (5434,830) (S1,939219)  402% | $1,647,146 $495,686
70510 Phoemix Unicn  * $69,439,900 (S787,794) $0 ST 94 L13% | $2.359.392 $730.829
70513 Tempe Union $32,684,500 ($517,344) $0 (S517.348)  -158% | $1.117,982 $338,302
70514 Tolleson $10,454,500 $0 30 0.00% | $346,533 $106,975
70516 Agua Fria 35,720,600 (339,402) $0 (339,402) 0.69% | $186,567 $58.300
70801 Inst of Tech $2,734,300 30 50 0.00% | $92,481 $27.348
|
Subtotal $620,655,500 (SL.341,567) (34,398,571) (3494,228) ($6,234,365) -1.00% | $21,476,450 $6,539,895
|
TOTAL $1,262,679.400 ($82,637,289)  ($7.277,669) (51,149.479) (S17.064437)  -135% | $42.658.483 $13.145.106
EREEENEEREIX E: £ 5 = 3 £ £ EWERIRBE EEEZEERESSN EWEWEBRTBRE EEREEE ' BERER=TSSS== === ====
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MOHAVE COUNTY

|
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduct Reducti {64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base | Growth @i
!
80201 Lake Havasu $13,757,400 ($22.828) $0 (522.828) 017% | $489,.188 $142.819
80214 Colorado City 13,172,300 30 $0 0.00% | $50,173 $32.047
|
Subtotal $16,929,700 $0 ($22.828) $0 ($22.828) 0.13% | $539,362 $174,866
|
80403 Hackberry $265,900 ($7.528) 30 (87.528) 28% | $6.278 $2.635
80404 Kingman $14,547,100 $0 $0 0.00% | $500,291 $151,163
80406 OQOwens Whitney $341,700 $0 $0 0.00% | $9.970 $3.89%0
30408 Peach Springs $746,200 $5.220 $5.20 0.70% | $4,730 $7.700
80409 Littiefield $435,100 $0 50 0.00% | $13,703 $4.555
804i1 Chloride $733,300 $0 $0 0.00% |} $25,197 $7.695
80412 Topock $578,300 $0 $0 0.00% | $17,563 $5.895
80413 Yucca $37,500 ($9,408) ($9,408)  -10.75% | $286 $848
80415 Bullhead City $7,829,500 50 $0 0.00% | $266,074 $81.546
80416 Mohave Valley $4,572,600 %0 $0 0.00% | $152.130 $46,904
3042 Valentine $199,600 (36,592) (36.592) 330% | $835 $2.019
80502 Colorado River $4,865.900 ($L,701) 0 $1.701) 2.03% | $154,824 $47.556
80530 Mohave UHS $6,114,100 (853,753) $0 ($53,753) 088% | $195,012 $62.345
|
Subtotal $41,317,300 0 (362.981) ($10,730) ($73.761) 2.18% | $1,346,898 $424.750
]
TOTAL $58,247,000 50 ($85.309) ($10,780) ($96,589) 017% | $1,386,260 $599,616
ERETITIZ=_XR E+ 2 F ¢ & & 3 E+ & &£ % % 3 EERTBITIXRN= WRBVEEXT TR WA ‘ ES=S=m=T === ==
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NAVAJO COUNTY |
i 2 3 i
Career Ladder TE! Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal. | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reducts Reducts (64%-90% Floor) Changes 13 Base } Growth @1.0%
= |
90201 Winsiow $3,048,600 (325,548) s0 (325,548) 432% | $282.623 $34.222
90202 Joseph City $2,009,500 ($10,104) 0 (310,104) 050% | $58,545 $21.173
90203 Holbrook $6,638,400 (364,308) ($47,428) ($111,732) -1.68% | $218,062 $63,196
90204 Pinos $3,470,300 0 %0 0.00% | $107,943 $35,979
90205 Snowflake $5,544,200 (522,080) 0 ($22.080) 226% | $286,397 $37,340
90206 Heber-Overgaard $1,849,500 S0 S0 0.00% | $29,577 $19.103
90210 Showlow $7,114.300 (366,992) 0 (366,992) 094% | $248,625 $73.105
90220 Whiteriver $7,614,600 ] $0 0.00% | $267,961 $79,567
9025 Cedar $2.979,100 (330,272) (830,272 -1L2% | $83,718 $29.492
90227 Kayenta $9,538,000 30 $0 0.00% | $294,927 $98.807
%0232 Blue Ridge $6,312,500 ($16,151) 0 (316,151) 226% | $218,601 $65.557
|
TOTAL $64,119,000 %0 (3205,182) (577.696) (3282,878) Q4% | $2,096,979 $662.543
b+ £ £ ¢ ¢ 2 % & 3 EERRBRER EEEERBER EESAETEREE BERRERBERS EEBEE®R ‘ EBEERXRVIRET EmEER====
i



PDMA COUNTY

|
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal. | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduction Reduction  (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 * Base | Growth @10%
[
100100 Zimmerman $56,200 $32.036 $32.036 57.00% | $BS $562
100201 Tucson $194,605,100 ($2,087,626) $0 (32.087,626) L07% | $6.600,389 $2029.177
100206 Marana $29,362.300 $0 $0 0.00% | $935,303 $301.934
100208  Flowing Welis $19,194,900 ($389,083) 30 ($389.083) 203% | $668,679 $197.829
100210  Amphitheater $48,812,100 (51,074,900) $0 ($1,074,900) 220% | $1.646.854 $504.866
100212 Sunnyside $46,919,200 ($1,061,412) ($126,350) $0 ($1,187,762) 253% | $1.653,766 $487.400
100213  Tanque Verde $5.820,000 ($12.500) ($125.952) ($138,452) 238% | $139.694 $59.588
100215 Ajpo $3,078,400 ($111,589) $148,575 $36,986 1.20% | $10,377 $30.553
100216  Catalina Foothills $12,421.300 ($237,660) $0 (3237,660) -191% | $405.649 $128.160
100230  Sahuarita $6,008,300 ($24,353) 0 ($24,353) 041% | $194.114 361,957
100240  Indian Qasis $4,454.500 30 S0 0.00% | $109,730 $45,539
100320  Vail $3,258,200 S0 $0 000% | $68.327 $24.742
100335  San Fernando $202,200 $26.538 $26,538 13.12% | $289 $1.799
100337 Empire $129,700 (3420 (S4.220) 3.26% | $3.092 SL142
100339 Continental $1,255,800 ($1,536) $0 (31.536) 0.12% | $28.548 $9.882
100344 Redington $116,300 ($6,400) ($6.400) 5.50% | $3.097 $1.026
100351  Altar Vailey $3,162,300 $0 $0 0.00% | $69,581 323,668
|
TOTAL $378,856,800 (S2775.554)  ($32.351,454) $70.073 (85,056,435) -133% | $12.537,726 $3.909.824
E+ + £+ £ £ & F J L 5 & & 24 BZXT X Z=:EmES=ST== =REZ==RS E 5 & 1 I =R ==== E========
|
|
|
PINAL COUNTY - ]
1 2 - 3 |
Career Ladder TEL- Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduct Reduct (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base i Growth @10%
|
110100 -Mary OBrien $359,200 $0 $0 NA | $12146 $3.592
110201 Florence $3,811,300 50 $0 0.00% | $122.756 $39.715
110203 Ray $4,135,500 (35,442) $0 (35,442) 213% | $135.222 $43,278
110208 M/S-M $5,145.500 (5162.962) ($162,962) 265% | $28.708 $61.441
110215 Superior $2,972,700 s22.91) (364,592 (387,503) 294% | $13,792 $28.847
11020 Maricopa $3,470,200 - (533,968) (383,968) 242% | $87,568 $35,485
11021  Coolidge $9,336,900 (323,530) S0 (823,530) 0.25% | $315,366 $97.645
110243  Apache Junction $15,002,200 ($314,850) $0 ($314,850) 210% ¢ $499,262 $152.653
110302 Oracie $2,985,400 $0 50 0.00% | $76,369 $23.633
110344 JO Combs $1,359,800 ($14727) ($14727) -108% | $4,378 $9,157
]
Subtotal $49,628,700 ($314,350) (351,383) ($326,249) (3692,982) L% | $1,295,569 $495,446
{
110404 Casa Grande $15,457,400 $0 50 0.00% | $515,104 $158,823
110405 Red Rock $305,100 ($289) ($3,776) (34,065) -133% | $7.633 $3.326
110411 Eloy $4,306,200 30 $0 0.00% | $149,632 $45,139
110418 Sacaton $2,280,400 0 $0 0.00% | $10,270 $22,960
11042 Toltec $1,934,900 0 $0 0.00% | $63,002 $19,720
11042¢  Stanfield $2,134,300 s0 30 0.00% | $63,364 $20,909
110433  Picacho $568,900 (33,320) (38.320) L24% | $2.845 $6,664
110502 Casa Grande $7,208,100 ' (3107,769) 30 (3107.769) -1.50% | $233,488 $77.462
110540 Santa Cnz $2,204.200 (31,920) (3L.920) 0.09% | $69,960 $22.504
|
Subtotal $36,499,500 $0 (3108,058) (314,016) ($122,074) 033% | $1,115,298 $377.510
|
TOTAL $96,128,200 ($314,250) (3159,941) ($340,265) ($815,056) £95% | $2.410,867 $872.957
MEBEEEEEE BEEEBEER EWMEBRERE EEXRBMEERNEERX E 2 2 3 &£ £ 2 J EREmRE | EEEXTERXRXEE= === ===



SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

!
L 2 3 i
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduction Reduction (64%-90% Fioor) Changes 1-3 Base ] Growth @10%
{
120201 Nogales $19,955,700 $0 $0 0.00% | $685,334 $204.714
120235 Santa Cruz Valley $5,207,300 30 30 0.00% | $166,912 $52.468
120328 Santa Cruz $623,000 $0 $0 0.00% | $15.709 $5.316
!
Subtotal $25,786,000 $0 $0 $0 50 0.00% | $367,955 $262.499
!
120406 Patagonia $774,200 (317,792) (317,792) 230% | $23.966 $7.918
120425 Soooita $440,700 $1.901 $1,901 0.43% | $1.775 $4.633
120520 Patagonia UHS $550,000 $0 $0 0.00% | $14,419 $5.980
!
Subtotal $1,764,900 $0 0 (315,891) ($15.891) 0.90% | $40,160 518,531
|
TOTAL $27.550,900 $o 30 (515,891) (815,891 0.06% | $908,115 $281.030
AXEBETXREXT BEBEBRRME EERREXRER EMERTXJZTREN EE = = & £ = & 3 MEZTRXE l Z=m=T=2=2= = EE=EE=Ss=====
|
!
|
YAVAPAI COUNTY |
1 2 3 ]
Career Ladder TEl Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reduct Reducth (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base | Growth @1.0%
! :
130201  Prescott $16,134,700 ($139.143) ($29,184) (S168327)  -1.04% | $559,990 $167,089
130209 Sedona Oak Creek * $4,091,400 50 0 0.00% } $131.222 $40,957
13020 Bagdad $2.221,400 (335.392) (835,392) -1.59% | $60,565 $23.328
13022 Humboldt $9,863,600 $0 $0 0.00% | $334.520 $102.427
130228 Camp Verde $4,648,300 $0 $0 0.00% | $159,851 $47,867
130231 Ash Fork $759,600 $o 30 0.00% | $26,105 53,045
130240 Seligman * $664,300 (34,283) ($4,283) 0.65% | $11,996 36,887
130243 Mayer $1,919,000 (39,984) (59,984) 0.52% | $62,902 $20,128
130251 Chino Valley $5,535,200 $0 $0 0.00% | $198,653 $57.164
130302 Williamson $231,000 (52.589) ($2,539) 492% | $686 $2.296
130307 Walnut Grove $128,000 (57.808) ($7.308)  4.10% | $1,161 s34
130314 Champie ° $25,400 (87.374) (37374 -B.03% | $41 $113
130315 Skull Valley $278,000 (56,206) $31,962 $25,757 9.26% | $611 52164
130317 Coangress $720,300 S0 $0 0.00% | $16,432 $5.315
130323  Kirkland $291,500 $0 $0 0.00% | 32320 $2,529
130326 Beaver Creek $1,100,700 50 50 0.00% | $26.100 $8,392
130335  Hiliside $196,100 ($3,001) $3,592 $5.591 285% | $492 $1.630
130341 Crown King $54,200 (32,720) $14,083 $11,364 2097% | $193 $543
130350 Canoun $1.063,900 $0 $0 0.00% | $26,169 $9,185
130352 Yarnell $391,500 $54,356 $54,356 1388% | $2.700 $2.371
!
Subtotal $50,418,100 %0 (3151,069) $12374 $138695)  028% | $1,628,710 $509,740
!
130403  Clarkdale $1,479,000 $0 0.00% | $49.851 $15.369
130406 Cottonwood $7,075,300 (34,196) $0 198) 0.06% | $241,159 $73.925
130504 Mingus UHS $3,354,100 (S24,725) s 725) £2.74% | $111.862 $35.361
|
Subtotal $11,908,%00 » (522,923) $0 ($28,923) au% | $402,372 $124,656
|
TOTAL 362,327,000 0 (3179,992) $12374 (3167,618) 42% | $2.031,582 $634,397
E 2 2 3 2 & k] BENESBEE BEEEENRE EXEEEXIRXRREN E £ 2 2 2 £ £ X £ BEREEN l BEEEEEX=X ETI=ZBIR=Z==
!



YUMA COUNTY

|
1 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal. | Student Deflator
CID District Equal Base Reduction Reduction  (64%-90% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base i Growth @ 1.07%
!
140401  Yuma $28.132,900 0 50 0.00% | $952.265 $289.153
140411  Somerton $6,044,900 $0 $0 0.00% | $217.77 $63.144
140413  Crane $15,725,700 ($33.111) ] ($33,111) 0.21% | $538,633 $160.718
140416  Hyder $318.300 (54,646) ($1.396) ($6,542) 0.30% | $3.340 $3.227
140417 Mowbawk Valley $1,178,300 (36,609) 0 (86,609) 0.56% | $35.493 $12.056
140424 Wellton $1,752.400 $0 $0 0.00% | $55,038 $17.357
140432 Gadsden $4,962,000 $0 $0 0.00% | $161.855 $49,737
140550  Antelope $1,362,300 30 $0 0.00% ] $54.198 $19.416
140570  Yuma $25,404,000 30 $0 0.00% { $319.329 $256,949
I
TOTAL $85,881,800 (333,111) (311,255) (51.896) ($46,262) 0.05% | $2.837.928 $876.765
TTTT[TJITEI Bk 2 & % BRETITIWE X=X TTERZIIT=T= Z=== l EEZS=sS==== mEE=E==s====
|
J
I
LAPAZ COUNTY ]
{ 2 3 |
Career Ladder TEI Rapid Decline Total of % of Equal | Student Deflator
CTD District Equal Base Reducti Reducti (64%-%0% Floor) Changes 1-3 Base i Growth @1.0%
|
150227  Parker $3,057,000 $0 $0 0.00% | $263,057 $33.461
l
Subtotal $3,057,000 $0 $0 50 $0 0.00% | $263,057 $33.461
- ! .
150404 Quartzsite $1.211.200 - ($11,456) ($11,456) 0.95% ] $35.578 $12331
150419 Wenden $333,700 $41.879 341,879 1255% | $1,290 $3.495
150426 Bouse ¢ $184,900 (33,880) $0 (33.830) 210% | $5,428 $1,907
{50430 Salome $533,400 $0 $0 0.00% | $17,057 $5.554
150576 Bicentenniai . $745,600 30 50 0.00% | $21.806 $7.845
|
Subtotai $3,008,300 $0 (33,380) 530,423 526,543 0.88% | $31.160 ($81,160)
I
TOTAL $11,065,800 $0 (33,320) $30,423 $26,543 024% | $344.216 $114,592
BEZTRREBERET SEEEREEES EEBESEERE NEEREXZIXRZ ETABTIARE EEXIE=RX I MEIJIER=Z== EEE=EsE=Es=E==
|
TOTAL $2291,609,500  ($12,182.991)  (311,462,059) (82.255,755) (525,900,305) L13% | $75,728.851 $23.697.049
BEBRM BT NX TEXIMIMER EETIBWRE L 2 & & & 3 F ZXER R XX IS | S[WE===T=== =EES=ss==E==
¢ Zero-aid district.

°* Zero Aid District on the High School Side.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT ASSESSED VALUATION

Growth in school district assessed valuation increases the “local share® of total formula funding and thus offsets increases in state funding.
The JLBC Staff recommendation for Basic State Aid assumes a (1)% decline in school district assessed valuation for FY 1994. Statewide
assessed value growth has been steadily declining as follows: 1986, 16.3%; 1987, 13.2%; 1988, 7.3%; 1989, 8.9%; 1990; 3.1%, 1991,
0.2)%; 1992, (0.4)%.

Vg g
e ”i{' » Percent Growth/Decline by Class
Property [
Class 1986 1987 1988 1989 19% 1991 1992
1 9.3)% 10.0)% 25.1 29.7% 10.5% 26.8% 22.7%
2 4.8 2.7 0.7 8.4 @.1 ©0.3) 2.9)
3 29.8 126 9.7 10.6 9.6 a.n 0.1
4 18.2 ‘ 21.3 12.2 12.7 48 (1.5) 5.9)
s 15.5 11.4 8.6 1.6 3.7 2.4 2.6
6 12.5 0.3 4.5 1.6 (8.0 (10.7) a.7m
7 1.7 (28.2) 22 200 . 170 3.5 13.9
8 38.2 45.7 59.5 ' 24.6 ' 8.9 66.3 5.6
9 - - -- - - - 6.0
C (21.5) (31.8) 33 (28.5) 43.1 4.3 9.3)
Total 16.3% 13.2% 1.3% 8.9% 3.1% 0.2)% 0.9%

The Executive recommendation assumes 0% growth in assessed valuation.

The JLBC Staff considers the trend decline in assessed value and its impact on state financing of K-12 education to be one of the most
critical budgetary problems facing the Legislature today. The framers of the Basic State Aid formula did not contemplate a time when
assessed value growth would be less than the sum of pupil growth and inflation, yet alone a time when statewide assessed value would
actually decline from the prior year as we now expect it will for a 3rd consecutive year. This fact is essential to understanding our current
and prospective djfficulty in fully funding the Basic State Aid formula. In very simple terms, when assessed value grows by more than
the sum of pupil growth and inflation (currently 3.5% and 2.7%, respectively, or 6.2% collectively), the state general fund cost will grow
by less than the sum of the two; conversely, when assessed value grows by less than the sum of the two, the state cost increases by more
than the sum of pupil growth and inflation. For example, to fully fund the Basic State Aid formula for FY 1994 would require a $140
million, or 12% increase in the state gencral fund appropriation even though the bottom-line increase for school districts would be the
aforementioned 6.2%. It should be noted that each 1% of assessed value growth is worth over $8 million to the state’s cost of Basic State
Aid. Thus, if statewide assessed value growth were 6.2% instead of a decline of (1)%, the cost to the state would be reduced by
approximately $60 million.

- 11 -



As Assessed Value Growth Wanes
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Amphitheater
kpache Junct
Catalina Fthls
Cave Creek
Creighton
Dysart
Flowing Wells
Ganado
Kyrene
Litchfield
Mesa

Peoria

Sunnyside
. Window Rock

IOTAL

ARIZONA CAREBER LADDER PROGRAN
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232 200
220 194
103 83
296 210
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301 227
125 114
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SL TCH
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100%
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55%
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ADE, Sch.ol Finance

12/02/92
Page No.

1

Calculated using 64 percent difference

i
c-1-D

01-02-01
01-02-18
01-02-27
01-03-07
02-02-02

02-02-14
02-02-18
02-03-23
02-03-42
02-03-55

02-04-22
03-02-06
03-02-15
03-03-05
03-03-10

04-02-20
04-02-41
04-03-05
04-03-12
05-03-09

05-03-16
06-02-03
06-03-22
07-01-00
07-01-99

07-02-09
07-02-24
07-02-48
07-02-89
07-03-63

07-03-94
07-04-47

District

ST JOHNS UNIFIED DIST #1
SANDERS UNIFIED DISTRICT #18
RED MESA UNIF DIST 27
ALPINE ELEMENTARY DIST 7
BISBEE UNIFIED DIST 2

BOWIE UNIFIED DIST 14

SAN SIMON UNIFIED DISTRICY #18
NACO SCHOOL DISTRICT #23
APACHE SCHOOL DISTRICT #42

MC NEAL SCHOOL DISTRICT #55

PEARCE SCHOOL DISTRICT #22
FREDONIA MOCCASIN UNIFIED D-6
TUBA CITY UNIFIED DIST 15
CHEVELON BUTTE SCHOOL DIST 5
MAINE CONSOLIDATED DIST 10

SAN CARLOS UNIFIED DIST 20
HAYDEN-WINKLEMAN UNIFIED
YOUNG SCHOOL DISTRICY 3
PINE/STRAWBERRY SCHOOL
KLONDYXE SCHOOL DISTRICT 9

BOMITA SCHOOL DISTRICT 16
CLIFTON UNIFIED DISTRICT 3~
BLUE SCHOOL DISTRICY 22
WILLIAMS AFB ACCOM SCHOOL #510
HORSE MESA ACCOM SCHOOL #509

WICKENBURG UNIFIED DIST #9
GILA BEND UNIFIED DIST 24
SCOTTSDALE UNIFIED DIST 48
DYSART UNIFIED DISTRICT 89
AGUILA SCHOOL DISTRICY 63

PALOMA ELEM DIST 94 __
ARLINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 47

ANALYSIS OF RAPID DECLINE BUDGET CAPACITY
Source data from modified Oct. ‘92 Apor

Std Count Wtd Std Cnt Base Level

1,185.345
935.928
670.964

42.945

1,198.566

129.421
85.203
174.746
17.570
39.625

130.380
386.050
2,329.855
13.060
84.055

1,254.902
467.615
44.495
209.840
2.570

32.430
430.450
6.500
413,455
4719.33%

831.475
608.745
19,178.850
3,478.380
122.700

72.065
106.760

w/o Rap Dec w/o Rap Dec

1,510.634
1,182.117
9%7.469
66.982
1,483.083

187.977
123.962
240.450
27.392
55.435

181.098
554.484
2,1717.018
20.361
131.042

1,521.201
649.849
69.368
315.390
3.595

50.558
604.618
10.134
543.957
690.158

1,068.177
840.365
22,845.986
4,099.749
170.676

100.819
149.037

Amount

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,410.26

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,6440.39
$2,576.61
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39

TES

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.0000
1.0147
1.0000
1.0839

1.0000
1.0000
1.0101
1.0000
1.0097

1.0000
1.0476
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.019%4
1.1214
1.0326
1.0000

1.0197
1.0000
1.0303
1.0138
1.0000

1.0000
1.0158

Amount
w/0 Rap Dec

$3,686,536
$2,884,827
$2,312,19%

$163,462
33,619,301

$458,737
$302,516
$595,418

$66,847

$146,633

'$441,950
1,353,157
6,845,455

$49,075
$322,896

$3,712,324
$1,661,373
$167,195
$769,675
38,665

$123,381
$1,504,128
$27,391
$1,370,743
$1,684,255

$2,658,122
$2,050,818
$57,442,435
$10,700,917
$416,516

$246,038
$369,455

Std Count Wtd Std Cnt
with Rap Dec with Rap Dec

1,201.785
940.312
686.916

45.791

1,209.578

132.818
92.812
186.834
18.479
41.668

142.969
422.531
2,536.560
17.906
86.460

1,292.149
472.914
45.959
213.632
4.573

34.929
432.236
7.204
454.406
515.156

845.778
612.236
19,201.861
3,478.692
128.097

- 80.913
131.664

1,529.672
1,188.726
970.687
71.388
1,498.140

192.730
135.537
256.336
28.809
58.294

198.012
604.323
3,039.120
27.915
134.791

1,574.798
637.759
71.650
320.662
6.198

54.454
606.716
11.20
593.620
737.144

1,089.340
845.778
22,875.164
4,100. 145
178.055

113.197
182.881

Base Level
Amount

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,410.26

$2,440.
$2,440.
$2,410.
$2,440.
$2,440.

$2,440.
$2,440.
$2,440.
$2,574.
$2,440.

$2,440.
$2,440.

39
39
26
39
39

39
39
39
61
39

39
39

TEY

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.0000
1.0147
1.0000
1.0839

1.0000
1.0000
1.0101
1.0000
1.0097

1.0000
1.0476
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.0194
1.1214
1.0326
1.0000

1.0197
1.0000
1.0303
1.0138
1.0000

1.0000
1.0158

Fite: RpdecOi
Report:Rpdec0l ~
Path: \dbprg93\rpdec

Amount
with Rap Dec

$3,732,996
$2,900,955
2,368,855

$174,215
$3,656,046

$470,336
"$330,763
$634,756
$70,305
$154,196

$483, 227
$1,474,784
$7,491,546
367,282
$332,133

$3,843, 121
$1,681,595
$172,695
$782,540
$15,421

$132,889
$1,509,348
$30,356
$1,495,891
$1,798,919

$2,710,785
$2,064,028
$57,515,798
$10,701,951
$434,524

$276, 245
$453,353

Rapid Deci
Budget Cap

$46,460
$16,129
$56, 661
$10,752
$36,745

$11,59v
$28,248
$39,338
$3,458
$7,562

$41,277
$121,627
$646,091
$18,207
$9,238

$130, 798
$20,222
$5,500
$12,866
$6,756

$9,508
35,219
32,965
$125,148
$114,664

$52,663
$13,210
$73,364
$1,054
$14, 008

$30,20/
$83, 898
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Calculated using 64 percent difference

1
C-T1-D

07-04-62
08-02-14
08-04-08

08-04-13
08-04-22
09-02-06
10-01-00
10-02-13

10-02-15
10-02-40
10-03-35
11-02-08
11-02-15

11-02-20
11-03-44
11-04-18
11-04-33
12-04-25

13-02-20
13-02-40
13-03-02
13-03-14
13-03-1%

13-03-35
13-03-41
13-03-52
14-04-16
15-04-04

15-04-19

.- W W

District

UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 62
COLORADO CITY UNIFIED DIST #14
PEACH SPRINGS SCROOL DIST #8

YUCCA ELM SCHOOL DISTRICT #13
VALENTINE ELEM SCHOOL DIST #22
HEBER-OVERGAARD UNIF SD
ZIMMERMAN ACCOM NO 00

TANQUE VERDE UMIF DIST 13

AJO UNIFIED DISTRICT NO 15
INDIAN OASIS-8 UNIF DIST #40
SAN FERNANDO SCHOOL DIST 35
MAMMOTH-SAN MANUEL UNIF DIST 8
SUPERIOR UNIFIED DIST #15

MARICOPA UNIFIED SCH DIST #20
J. 0. COMBS SCHOOL DIST 44
SACATON SCHOOL DISTRICT 18
PICACHO SCHOOL DISTRICT 33
SONOITA SCHOOL DISTRICT 25

BAGDAD UNIFIED DIST 20
SELIGMAN UNIFIED DIST 40
WILLIAMSON VALLEY SCHOOL DIST
CHANPIE SCHOOL DISTRICY 14
SKULL VALLEY SCHOOL DIST 13

WILLSIDE DIST #33

CROWN KING SCHOOL DISY 41
YARNELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 52
HYDER SCHOOL DISTRILT 16
QUARTZSITE SCHOOL DISY 4

WENDEN ELEMENTARY DISTIRICY 19

Stateuide Yotals * * *

Std Count Wtd Std Cnt

73.018
852.513
171.837

16.490
46.145
398.415
0.000
1,577.325

541.035 -

1,110.829
9.051
1,579.625
672.333

867.878
210.425
652.377
148.305

84.000

561.411
138.288
33.520
2.000
25.962

24.230
9.255
51.338
154.130
267.920

59.615

45,503,771

w/o Rap Dec w/o Rap Dec

102.152
1,069.885
236.448

23.070
64.557
606.670
0.000
1,943.219

809.298
1,390.693
%. 1M
1,981.104
963.815

1,078.401
287.230
755.453
205.254
130.956

782.69%4
203.022
46.89%
2.798
3.3

35.898
14.429
71.822
213.008
361.156

83.401

56,734.900

ANALYS1S OF RAPID DECLINE BUDGET CAPACITY
Source data from modified Oct. ‘92 Apor

Base Level

Amount TEl
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0879
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0183

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,440.39 1.0000

$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,410.26 1.0000
$2,410.26 1.0000
$2,410.26 1.0000
$2,410.26 1.1124

$2,410.26 1.0652
$2,410.26 1.1214
$2,440.39 1.0000
$2,440.39 1.0158
$2,440.39 1.0000

$2,440.39 1.0000

Amount
w/o Rap Dec

$246,213
$2,610,937
$577,025

$55,605
$157,544
$1,480,511
$0
$4,742,212

$2,148,605
$3,393,833

'$34,011
$4,834,666
$2,395,128

$2,631,719
$700,953
$1,843,600
$500,900
$319,584

$1,910,079
$489,335
$113,027
$6, 744
$97,383

$87,030
$39,000
$175,274
$528,036
$881,361

$203,531

$141,366,280

Std Count Wtd Std Cnt Base Level
with Rap Dec with Rap Dec

73.179
855.568
181.295

17.044
46.227
400.098
8.075
1,578.598

709.661
:1,115.200
15.156
1,645.080
696.548

886.160
218.654
653.513
150.993

87.343

561.965
139.440
36.231
3.226
32.630

27.004
11.832
63.918
169.993
268.119

71934

46,440.502

102.377
1,073.422
249.868

23.845
64.672
608.558
11.297
1,944.580

1,026.944
1,397.205

23.628
2,059.414
1,000.505

1,104.553
297.807
756.768
208.823
136.168

783.455
204.818
50.687
4.513
45.649

37.19
18.446
89.421
234.080
361.424

100.636

57,972.814

Amount

$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39
$2,410.26
$2,410.26
$2,410.26
$2,410.26

$2,410.26
$2,410.26
$2,440.39
$2,440.39
$2,440.39

$2,440.39

TEL

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0879
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0183

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.1124

1.0652
1.1214
1.0000
1.0158
1.0000

1.0000

Fite: RpdecOl
Report:RpdecOl
Path;: \dbprg93\rpdec

Amount
with Rap Dec

$246,755
$2,619,568
$609,775

$57,473
$157,825
$1,485,119
"$27,229
$4,745,5%

$2,721,12
$3,409,725

$56,950
$5,025, 773
$2,486,304

$2,695,540
$726,765

$1,846,809

$509,610
$332,303

$1,911,936
$493,665
$122, 169
$10,878
$122,393

$96,99%

$49,857
$218, 222
$580, 272
882,016

$245,591

$144, 456,026

Rapid Decl
Budget Cap

$542
38,632
$32,750

$1,868
$281
$4,607
$27,229
$3,321

$572,519
$15,892
$22,918
$191,107
$91,176

$63,821
25,812
$3,209
8,710
312,719

$1,857
$4,329
39,142
34,134
$25,010

$9,964
$10,857
$42,948
$52,236
3654

$42,060

$3,089, 746
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ANALYSIS OF RAPID DECLINE BUDGEY CAPACITY
Catculated using 64 percent difference Source data from modified Oct. ‘92 Apor
! std Count Wtd Std Cnt Base Level Amount Std Count Wtd Std Cnt Base Level
c-T-D District w/o Rap Dec w/o Rap Dec Amount YEI u/0 Rap Dec with Rap Dec with Rap Dec Amount

The student counts with and without repid decline are the state aid counts for K-8 and 9-12.
The weighted student counts are the weighted values of these state aid counts. -

pistricts marked with an **’ applied for Rapid Decline. The total repid decline budget capacity for these districts only is 32,845,342,

file: RpdecO)
Report:Rpdec0l
Path: \dbprg93\rpdec

Amount  Rapid De
TEl  with Rap Dec  Budget (.



41ST LEGISLATURE
FIRST REGULAR SESSION

MINUTES OF AD HOC COMMITTEE ON
K-12 EDUCATION

DATE January 28, 1993 TIME 5:00 p.m. ROOM HHR 2

CO-CHAIRMEN Senator Bev Hermon Representative Lisa Graham

ATTENDANCE

COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Senator Arzberger
Senator Springer

Senator Wright
Representative R. Burns
Representative Johnson
Representative McLendon
Senator Hermon, Co-Chair
Representative Graham, Co-Chair X

o
g
o
=

Absent

> DX X X X X

Co-Chairman Hermon called the meeting to order at 5:15 p.m. and roll was noted. Senator Hermon
announced co-chair Graham was out ill today. See attached sheet for other attendees.

Representative Johnson suggested the responsibility of the Appropriations Committee was to prepare
the budget and, as members of that committee, it would be very helpful to the Committee if the speakers,
would have information containing alternate suggestions on how to cut the budget, rather than *not cut.*
If anyone with experience in education budgets has an alternative or suggestion for revenue source, it
would be very helpful to the committee.

Kelly Draper, Assistant Coordinator, K-3 At-Risk, Machan School, Creighton District, presented some
brief handouts (copies on file with original minutes). Ms. Draper said she was also involved in writing
the at-risk program for the preschool, so wanted to speak to the successes of the program and the effect
of the funding cuts. Ms. Draper first discussed the handout, "K-3 At Risk Funding', reiterating the
material on the sheet. The statistics show a considerable improvement in those students in the at-risk
program. The impact of 20% reduced funding was listed on the handout. When the program started
three first-year teachers were hired for $70,000 which enabled the school to reduce class sizes. Keeping
these teachers on for the program now only allows for two teachers for $70,000. Even with sustained
funding from 1989-90, the schools were facing program cuts.

Regarding the handout *At-Risk Preschool Funding*, Ms. Draper explained it started last April. When the
program was written there were only 16 out of 100 who had attended preschool (the head start
program). By starting the preschool program it has doubled the number of kindergartners who start
school with some experience in preschool. Reducing the budget 20% would probably mean scaling
back the number of hours for the community worker, scaling back bilingual personnel which would
probably result in losing some of these persons, as well as those items listed on the handout.
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Senator Hermon expressed her enthusiasm for the programs Ms. Draper had outlined and asked her to
go over the retention rate again. Senator Hermon felt that with these resuits, part of the program couid
pay for itself. She noted that for a child to repeat a grade, the cost was $4,000. Programs like this, and
perhaps year-round school, could bring about a savings which could be reinvested. Ms. Draper said
$4,000 wouid pay for a half-time personal instructional aide for one year. With regard to retention, a lot
had to do with teacher frustration...coping with 28 kindergartners in the morning and 28 kindergartners
in the afternoon, and really not feeling they were able to prepare the children for the first grade. The
additional support from the at-risk program has helped immensely.

C. Diane Bishop, Superintendent of Public Instruction, said she was here to respond to some of the
requests from the Committee last Friday when she gave her presentation. She passed out some
information (copies on file with original minutes), noting the first page of the material covered the *Select
Resuits from the Evaluation of K-3 At-Risk Demonstration Sites®, done by the Morrison Institute at Arizona
State University. The districts/schools picked varied from urban-suburban to rural to reservation. The
study indicated gains and Ms. Bishop went over them in detail. Any gain of 2 or more was considered
significant, and many of these gains were in the 30's and 40's. Ms, Bishop expiained NCE stood for -
Normal Curve Equivalent and ITBS stood for lowa Test of Basic Skills.

The next item of information Ms. Bishop covered was the "Executive Summary: Impact of Career Ladder
on Student Achievement.* Student achievement in career-ladder districts was greater than student
achievement in noncareer-ladder districts, even for students taught by noncareer-ladder teachers in a
career-ladder district. Figure 1, on page 2, compares achievement test scores. They have increased
considerably in the career-ladder districts which started in 1986.

Senator Wright asked if anyone could draw any conclusions, or explain why, noncareer-ladder teachers
in a career-ladder district obtain higher achievement scores. Ms. Bishop said she had no specific answer
to that, but felt there was an overail effect in working with their peers in curriculum and other programs
while working with these career-ladder teachers within the District.

Suzanne Fedell, teacher in Tucson, speaking for herself, said from her experience, working in a district
with career-ladders, there was a lot of sharing and team teaching involved between teachers involved

in the career-ladder program and those who were not. Those not involved were taking information and
ideas from the career-leader teachers back to their classes and were finding that they were working.

A gentleman from the audience asked if it was not necessary to have a district completely staffed with
career-ladder teachers, and what percentage would be needed for a district that would fit within the
budget set by JLBC (Joint Legislative Budget Committee). Senator Hermon said it was not intended that
every district have the career-ladder program...the teachers had to vote on whether they wanted to be
involved in it, with the majority ruling. Ms. Bishop said the original group was 14 districts, and the Board
of Education had just approved another 8 districts on Monday. This was not an overwhelming majority
of school districts, although new ones come forth each year. it took a lot of the faculty’s time to work
with this program. It was not envisioned that every district would participate; some districts may never
want to participate.
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Ms. Bishop said she had one other memorandum in her packet of information in response to inquiries
from the last meeting by Representative Smith on FTE's (Full Time Employees). Since he was not
present today, Ms. Bishop said she would just include the memorandum with her packet.

Ms. Bishop said she wanted to pass along a Resolution passed by the Board of Education and the
Board on Vocational and Technological Education on Monday. Basically it strongly opposes JLBC's
recommendations. (Copy on file with original minutes.)

Ms. Fedell added to her previous testimony, explaining she had been teaching 16 years, half of which
had been on the career-leader program. She outlined the benefits both for herseilf and her students.
Prior to joining the program, she was an isolated teacher in a classroom, experimenting to see what
worked best. After joining the program, her approach was much more knowiedge-driven. She has
access to programs that were supported by research and have been proven. Ms. Fedell feit this had
been a growing experience for her, thus contributing to a growing experience for her students. There
has been an increase in her students’ learning. She gave several examples of how it set stages for the
students to continue and enhance their learning. She said that personally she could see the changes -
in herself and her students. Ms. Fedell réad from a parent’s letter that showed her acknowledgement
of the effect career-ladder teaching had had on their son.

Lyle Wright, representing himself, said he felt everyone he had met was for enhancing education in
Arizona, afthough there would be differences in opinion on how this wouid be done. He wanted to
specifically speak to the JLBC recommendation on adult education. He felt the block grant program,
which included kindergarten with aduit education, and which would only go to school districts, would
obliterate adult education for the 40,000 people now using this program, including his own Pima County
Adult Education program. He had a plaque received in 1992 which named the Pima County Adult
Education program as the finest in the country. Rio Salado had also received this award about five years
ago. Neither of these programs will be funded under JLBC’s recommendations. Right now in Arizona
it costs about $115 per student. Adult education graduated about 10,000 people with GED’s (general
education degrees) and helped many thousands get jobs. Much research pointed out the single
determinant for a child's success in school, or lack thereof, was the mother's education. Mesa and
Tucson have two of the first family literacy programs in the nation, which were currently operating and
were models for family literacy. (Handout *Arizona’s Adult Education Program and the 1993 Legislative
Recommendations is on file with original minutes.) Mr. Wright asked the Committee to take a look at
JLBC’s recommendations and note the tremendous negative impact it had on adutt education.

In answer to a question from Senator Hermon, Mr. Wright said the waiting list in Pima County varied from
500 to 1000. It serves 10,000 people a year. State statistics show about 5,500 people gain employment
through this program. While he did not have the figures specifically for Pima County, he felt the
percentage was around 20%. '

Michelle Sciame, Project Coordinator_of Project Dream, Dysart High School, which was the at-risk
program at the high school, begun five years ago to keep at-risk students in school. At lot of time was

spent on gathering the data and now the parents and students were coming to the project to get into
it. There was also a waiting list to get into the program. The schooi did not want to lose any of the
students currently enrolled.
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Cami Cooper. Case Manager, Project Dream, Dysart High School, said she worked directly with the

students...one-on-one counseling, home visitations, etc. One of the main things they took pride in was
taking in students who might otherwise fail between the cracks. The school has members from all the
gangs in its districts in Project Dream...which was considered a neutral zone. She outlined a number
of the positive things the students have accomplished.

Maggie Silvas, student at Dysart High School, had dropped out of school and Ms. Cooper had spent
a year meeting with her at her home, convincing her to come back to school. She did, and was now
the top student in the program. Ms. Silvas said she now planned to make something of her life. She
had been helped a lot by Ms. Cooper and the program. She noted there were a lot of students waiting
to get into the program. Ms. Hermon asked if she had a career goal now and Ms. Silvas said she
wanted to be an engineer.

Joge Guerrero, student at Dysart High School, recently graduated from the Maricopa Skills Center with
a certificate in welding. He was formerly in and out of Adobe Mountain Correctional Center for Juveniles.
Mr. Guerrero said he graduated a month ago and has a much brighter future for himself. Formerly he -
had not seen any future at all for himself. He said he had been in trouble in the past, and now friends
were looking up to him for what he has accomplished.

Christina Munillo, student at Dysart High School, has been in the program since the 7th grade. She
was formerly aimost always in the principal's office. She was now only there when she makes
announcements. Ms. Munillo said the program helped her stay in school and helped her with peer
pressure and in getting along with her family, friends and teachers.

lsmael Esquivel, student at Dysart High School, used to be in the principal's office all the time for
fighting. Now he goes out to break up fights and says things can be handled another way. Mr. Esquivel

said this program had kept him from fighting, which was what had put him in Adobe Mountain, even
though some call him *chicken. He hopes to go to coilege and become a social worker. He feels the
program has helped the gang members in the area get along. Mr. McLendon noted that it was a lot less
expensive to have students like Mr. Esquivel in the Dream Program rather than in Adobe Mountain.

Dr. Robert . Donofrio, Superintendent, Murphy Elementary School District #2, said he hoped when
decisions were made the points to keep in mind were that in the 1970's, schools were tied to a 6% or

7% inflation. When inflation came down, the price defiator was instituted. Over a ten-year period the
Legislature has increased the courts by 925%, or 92% a year. Mr. McLendon brought out the corrections
issues...the Department of Corrections budget has been increased 329%, or 33% a year. Of the super
nine agencies, the ones that make up 92% of the budget, K-12 was dead last. These figures were from
JLBC. During that same period of time, education has become a condition for children which was
embarrassing. Arizona ranks in the bottom of the country in what it spends ‘on children in all categories.
He asked that the Legislature find the money for education. He felt there was a lot of talk about
administrative costs, but when one looked at the positive programs and positive results from the
programs that have been instituted, that were now *on the bubbie," he asked that the Legislature have
the courage to find the funding for education that was found for the counts and all the others. He noted
there were five funds from which the kindergarten funding comes.




MINUTES OF AD HOC COMMITTEE January 28, 1993
ON K-12 EDUCATION Page 5

Mr. Burns pointed out that of the agencies mentioned by Dr. Donofrio have had their funding cut, while
education has had its budget increased. He did not feel that the Legislature was sitting here, neglecting
children. K-12 was at the top of the list as far as funding was concerned.

Teresa Inosghita, parent, Papago School District, spoke regarding the social worker at Papago who
helped Ms. Inoshita and her daughter find counseling. She had aiso helped as a transiator who helps

at the meetings. As a working mother who goes to school full time, the fieid trips her daughter has been
able to take was something Ms. Inoshita could not have afforded. The full-time kindergarten allows Ms.
Inoshita to work full time and stay off state aid. The personal attention Ms. Inoshita's daughter has
gotten from the social worker has gotten her through a rough time in her life. These programs intervene
before problems get out of hand and were so valuable.

Dawn Holliman, At-risk Preschool teacher, Creighton Schooi District, said these children in her at-risk
K-3 program were very important. They live in conditions that they should not have to experience.
Specifically, there was a child who was sent home with scabies and was told she could not come back
without a doctor's permission slip. There.were two visits at home and the parents were too stoned to .
take their child to the doctor or get her medication. Ancther home had animals that defecated on the
floor and the preschooler was playing with another child on the floor. Another home there was a drug
transaction going on while Ms. Holliman and her aide were sitting in the living room. There was one
home where the father had a loaded gun on the sofa with a 2-year-old and 4-year-oid running around
the house. There were the families with no food. Out of the 40 homes Ms. Holliman deals with, four
have had fires while the children were home, unsupervised because they got hold of matches or lighters.
In the at-risk program, the children were kept in a safe environment for 4 to 4 1/2 hours a day. With the
help of the aide, there have been 70 home visits since September which allowed numerous services to
be offered, along with several child protective services referrais as well as helping abused children and
mothers get help. The classroom has over 200 hours of parent heip in the classroom. The state grants
with the highest success rate were those with a strong parental family component.

Another area that wouid be cut would be the medical program. Out of the 40 children in the program,
the teacher has helped two sexual abuse cases, two children with speech problems, several with
developmentally delays, a child with a heart murmur, 2 children needing glasses, an epileptic child and
one with a hearing problem. There were also updated vaccinations for hailf the group. One child
received extensive dental services through a referral. Ms. Holliman said she did not know where the
resources would come from, but felt it would be a crime to take it away from them and these programs.

Esther Montenegro, community worker, Machan Preschool, introduced Maria Soto, a parent at her
'school. Mrs. Soto spoke in Spanish and Ms. Montenegro said she was acting as translator. Mrs. Soto

said how happy she was to have her children in the preschool. She had had many problems and had
been heiped. She expressed her sincere wishes not only for her childrem, but for all the children who
will be affected by this program. it was a concern for her that the program may be cut as she has three
children at the school. She hoped her words will affect you...she felt it was a good opportunity for her
children to have a good head start in life, to help avoid gangs and drug use. She asks not only for
herself but for all families involved.
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Janey Marquez, Member, State Board of Education At-Risk Advisory Counclii, said she was in
education and child development and wanted to discuss the quality of the at-risk program and the

difference it also makes for the parents of these children. Early education prepares every child for doing
better in school. it helps the children get through their school years without as many, or as serious,
problems as children who do not get this early intervention. These programs also offer parent education
and medical education you have heard mentioned earlier. Health problems continue to plague children
in their school years if they were not detected early.

Kathy Shupp, Kindergarten teacher, said she had been teaching kindergarten for 20 years, the last 3
of which she has taught all-day kindergarten. She had three smalil youngsters with her, who she
introduced as 'three of her best friends.” She noted that she had taught the brother of one of the
youngster's in half-day kindergarten some seven years ago, and in looking back over her records she
noted the brother had not done as well in one year and this youngster had done in half a year of all-day
kindergarten. Many of the kindergartners at Ms. Shupp’s school were at-risk and 50% were Spanish-
speaking students, without the strong vocabulary in that language which they must have before learning
English. It has been Mrs. Shupp’s experience that many of the English-speaking students would qualify -
as non-English speaking students when they enter kindergarten. The goal of the class has been to
develop language skills. The programs that have been provided have helped the youngsters with their
reading, writing and math. Because of the all-day program, Ms. Shupp has had a half-hour of
uninterrupted time to spend with each of her at-risk students, helping them in the areas in which they
need help. Reading was so important to progress through school, and Ms. Shupp feit that the all-day
kindergarten allows the children to get a solid foundation. . She detailed how many in her class couid
do various aspects of kindergarten-grade work.

Senator Hermon called on Sue Lefebre but she had left.

John Mulkady, Ag. teacher, representing himself, spoke about some of the proposed cuts. He said
it looked like JLBC's cuts were about 10% for vocational education, yet vocational education works. The
studies show on the average, more vocational graduates, versus general graduates, earn more, were
more productive, go on to college and were more successful. A survey of businessmen across the
country has shown they would prefer to hire vocational graduates because of the reasons just listed.
One thing wrong with education today...that our children tell us is wrong...is that education lacks
relevance. Rt has no connection with the real world. Through vocational education the students can see
the relevance to the-real world. Specifically, Mr. Mulkady said he was told there were three areas that
will be affected...priority in local support, from which he gets his supplies, and monies that come directly
to the school for purchase of equipment and other supplies for hands-on experience for the kids. For
his district, that would amount to $17,000 alone. His supply budget for 200 kids was $3,000. Also
affected would be the vocational associations. Finally, discretionary funds which the school has used
to fund some of the pilot programs to see how effective they were before a'large amount of money was

spent.

David Dennison, counciliman, Carefree, representing himself, stated he had taught Junior Achievement
in the 8th grade for a number of years so was familiar with the problems first hand. He wanted to make
three points. First, education shouid have a high priority...higher than it has. He would suggest that
funds might come from not instituting the proposed tax cut, but rather increase taxes, if necessary, to
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continue the education program. Second, regarding career-ladders, which has been started in his school
district, Mr. Dennison thought it would be a crime to discontinue it. it has led to greater curriculum and
more training for the teachers. This program raises the caliber of all teachers involved, not just those
on career-ladders. Third, in 8th grade classes there were students that have no business in 8th grade,
or even 6th grade. There was no doubt the at-risk program would help everyone. Those who were not
up to their grade level only hold back the others in their classes.

Senator Hermon noted that it was never the intention of the school funding formula to be in the situation
where property assessed valuation was dropping. Of course, that was not picked up at the locai level,
but at the state level one does not see that, but it was an additional cost of education.

Irma Miller, housewife, representing herseif, has two kids in school. She had one child who was
constantly in troubie until he went to Prciect Care. Now he was on the honor roll, actually enjoys school
and has not been in trouble. She accredits this to the Project Care program, otherwise he would have
dropped out of school. The counseling aiso provided helped Ms. Miller and her son with the problems

they had been having before Project Care. '

Michelle Fusak. Fiscal Analyst, JLBC, handed out an alternative proposal for cutting all Assistance to
Schools line items by a percentage which achieves the *bottom-line* savings outlined in the JLBC Staff
recommendation in an "across-the-board® manner. (Copy on file with original minutes.) The original
JLBC program called for an $8 million savings. The new estimate is $15 million, which will probably be
revised again as it has been refined to $12.5 million. Senator Hermon asked if this would be about a
2% cut rather than 10% to 20% in some line item items. Ms. Fusak went on to explain the details of her
handout.

In light of some of the shots JLBC had received from the audience, Representative Bob Burns pointed
out that the numbers Ms. Fusak was quoting were prepared at the request of the Legisiature, they were
not just numbers JLBC came up with. Representative McLendon said he wanted to clarify that he had
not had any input into the figures JLBC were working with, but rather the Appropriation Chairmen of both
Houses probably had more of the input. Representative Burns said while part of what Representative
McLendon said was true, in the end it wouid be the entire Legisiature that would be responsibie for the
resuits not just one or two people in the Legislature.

Robert C. Lockwood, Director of Research, Arizona House of Representatives, handed out a
memorandum to the Committee (copy on file with original minutes). Mr. Lockwood noted that there was

a miscalculation on the reduction amount. While last week it was $35 million, this memo proposes $43
million. Mr. Lockwood went on to explain the options covered in the memo. He then explained that $30
million of this, would come from the capital levy budget and would not affect school operations.

Senator Hermon asked about school districts that were growing fast. Mr. Lockwood said the school
district would have to look at funds it had already accumulated. Senator Wright said this appeared to
be the least "miserable* for the chiidren.

Jim DiCello, Assistant Superintendent, Business, Paradise Valley Unified, said he could not tell where
to find the money. However, he suggested that the last proposal was the lessor of all evils. Districts
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that were fortunate to offer bonds, can do their building with the bond funds, while the districts with low
assessments would rely on the capital money for construction. He noted that raising the QTR one cent
woulid raise $9 miilion. With respect to state retirement being iowered to 3.14% next year by JLBC,
although it was not the best idea, it would be an afternative. Mr. DiCello went through some of the
things that his district was specifically doing.

Representative McLendon asked why it was not a good idea to change the retirement rates. Mr. DiCello
said it would tap the funds the retirement has if you do not fund it entirely this year.

Senator Hermon called upon Pam Jones, Director of Curriculum, who was no longer present.

Annette C. Wessel, teacher, career-ladders. Creighton School District, inquired if Representative Bob
Burns would answer a question regarding the new K-12 monies. He agreed and she asked if that was

not the money for funding the 16,000 new students in the state. Representative Burns said the $57.7
million was new money in the budget for K-12, to be used for whatever was needed and will provide for
the new students coming to Arizona schools. He noted the Scottsdale School District had spent some .
$2 million on students last year who would not be covered in the funding formula until this coming year.

Ms. Wessel said she would like to address JLBC’s recommendation to drop career-ladders. The first
goal of the program was to attract and retain quality teachers, the second was to increase the
achievement of ail the students. Her administration was confident it was achieving both goals. The
majority of the staff identified the career-ladders program as the reason they were interested in the
school district. While the school district has increased its at-risk students, it has not noticed a decline
in its achievements. A correlation has been shown between the time a student has been in the district
and his academic performance. Ms. Wessel emphasized the importance of the career-ladder program
and its achievements.

Betina Perea, representing herself, spoke on the Mesa literacy program center and its program for
GED’s. She told of her achievements after having attended this program, and how she was continuing
her education goal for a GED. She then plans on going to the community college so she can support
herself and three children without going on welfare.

Laurence Ockenfels, Aduit Basic Education, Phoenix Union District, brought out the main point of
adult education being good business. The schools were working to make students more employable
by teaching reading and writing English, as well as teaching Citizenship. The students were
exceptionally willing to work; they know they need the education to help themselves. He made the point
that adult education works closely with the child education movement. Right now there was a program
at one of the schools, where the parents were sent to the Adult Basic Education classes through the
DES (Department of Economic Security) program at the school. Putting Adult Basic Education in the
block grant program was not a good idea. The schools need money so desperately that adult education
will get the short end of the stick.

Mary Kay Haviland, Director of Government Relations, Arizona Education Assoclation, reiterated the
concern expressed by the President of the Association last week on the cuts in education. She hoped

that the Committee would take all of the testimony given today into consideration when making decisions.
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Mark Branes, teacher, Glendale, wanted to speak to the uniqueness of adult education within the field
of education. It was a resource for the silent, determined, underrepresented, often desperate part of our
community. It was the adult educators in their area that they turn to to change their lives. His concern
was that cuts may affect these people by not being able to attract the quality of teachers and educators
to teach these people. Without adequate funding, it wouid be difficult to train the teachers. Mr. Branes
asked the Committee to not forget the silent community out there.

The following were called upon, but were not present:
Rey Cruz. Director, Project Sage,
Irene Jacobs, Sr. Program Assoclate, Childrens Action Alllance,
Jessie Salazar, parent,
John Agee, VICA-Voc Ed Student. representing Vocational Industrial Clubs of America.

ivonne Godinez, VICA Officer and student, representing VICA and Vocational Education, said she
was a high school student at Metro Tech. Her ambition was to become an obstetrician. She said it was
her understanding that JLBC was recommending a $1 million cut in vocational and technological
education. The need for skills in industry were needed for the job market. it would be a setback in the
programs now underway if this cut were instituted.

Charlotte Boyle, Principal, Papago School, said she had been with the Creighton School District since
1970. She wanted to make a couple of statements: Creighton was a career-ladder program which has
made a great difference in recruitment and retention of teachers and personnel. The achievement level
at her school was quite high. She outlined what her school was doing.

Roberta Craine, teacher, Machan School, said she was a first grade bilingual teacher. The K-3 grant
has reduced class size and her class size was now 18. She told of one particular student, Robbie,
whose 18-year-oid brother dropped out of school and has been in jail, his 12-year-old sister has been
expelled after bringing a gun to school. However, Robbie was a personable computer whiz. At
conference time the mother did not show up. When contacted, she said she was so upset with the
sister’'s problems, she didn’'t want to set foot on the school campus. Ms. Craine and the social worker
went to see her at home to tell her all the good things about Robbie. They talked about how important
her backing of Robbie was. Even though she works 60 hours a week, with a larger class, Ms. Craine
said she would not have been able to visit with Robbie’s mother. She urged the present funding be kept
to continue these programs.

Mike Gilllsple, teacher, Peoria High School, said he would like to point out an article in U.S. Today
about vocational education. Most kids should go to college, but noncollege careers were desirable and
the best path for some students. Some of the industries, such as electronics, advance rapidly and need
to be kept up with. Mr. Gillispie would recommend reducing the money spent on juvenile corrections
and use the funding for vocational education, it might keep kids out of these institutions. At Peoria High
School last year, 175 students generated over $107,000 from their occupational experience program
which was turmed back into tax-paying money. This was one of the top vocational education programs,
recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education. Vocational education was tied into academic subjects
as much as possible. He encouraged the Committee to find other ways to secure the funding rather
than cutting the vocational education.
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Hope Kamier, FFA member, told of the obstacles she faced in growing up in central Phoenix. Upon
moving to Peoria she found the opportunities to be able to get the support she needed to improve
herself.

Jack Gonzeles, parent, representing community parents, said it was beyond his thinking that the state

would consider cutting education. It has been shown tonight that these at-risk programs were working.
To have a future for the children, these programs must stay in piace. The communities were being
helped by these programs as well as helping the children.

Edward How, aduit student, Glendale, said he was from Mozambique, South Africa. He said most of
his fellow students were aiso from other countries and the lack of ability to speak English was a big
drawback to getting a job. These classes were essential for finding the key to success to keep their
families from starving. None of the students were in the position to learn English in a place where they
must pay for it. Through these classes we will obtain job skills.

Shane Sterrett, FHA State President, said she was a junior in high school. Vocational education was
something that must be experienced. She presented the benefits she had received from her participation
in FHA. '

At the suggestion of the Committese, it was recommended that those who did not have time to speak this
evening could put their thoughts in writing and submit them to the Committee.

The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. (These minutes were taken from the tapes of the meeting.)
Respectfully submitted,

Sonja Wandro,

Committee Secretary



ARIZONA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

GUESTS ATTENDING MEETING

HEARING ROOM -

_ | TIME

MEETING L~ % — DATE '’

NAME AND TITLE (Please print) REPRESENTING BILL NO.
[ldnee omie Lyt 57 Lleg i ) s b plo) L]

B et G for o | Mgﬁ/ /72@/ Ad
/ ) » /**"/Ju— _ el A7
»/// , %f gl e \: T v
ajlmﬁ._%k A ngé o) Kl

Vo G \:\ J“‘ -
%ﬂm Zéﬁu, [t 4
VI ——
H
{"Q{&h‘fi'ck ) &Z A AT
Sisan Seor Tommed” N rc e T b -
D e LT e e = N S
T g Lla T 3
‘kaw Voo N
Tl e (oo 2 e '
A /_41‘// I :
Juu Mw Crdponsy Ot b
e [Ducacy Dot /by lpr e e
Z %222@5 VS AENC [ R
/Mﬂ/z//}m/\ VS%”éX f,é@/
PaepteA Ropey Az Sctooe Bps Pesoc | AoHoc-

-MJJ 4/,7,{«/71 Sz/F Y Ho £

Zop 0y S e A/ Lze

<P Lt
mgN 3u0q ‘gL&Lu/

M/“// c‘,\wk ESS‘J‘ !

R f’ﬂu%@; ol Caltia, s

/ ATTACHMENT

uJ;

LRt

(ectghds 1
)

S 'S L”

\/«

« Hol



ARIZONA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

GUESTS ATTENDING MEETING

MEETING L —I 2 A Hoc

HEARING R

oOoM &

TIME_S: 00 pm

DATE_| /zx/f'ﬁ

Wy Ern Py SELF
NAME AND TITLE (Please print) REPRESENTING BILL NC.
u ) »(\e /,/ov '///<// =
1/ - Alse M D,
{\ ¥ GPEMC_
Wi Tos L2 /. ya
WP M
Stiinis Hosalin ) D
e T R e
W %&m} //r == Al
/\.\M \/hvuk L&‘kkb\ Q(\M\ NSy
OTHERINE (oo | AanEn CeEIcrIron/
@AKWTTZ: Beyle] TArAso LS jeH T 1)
S ARE i o PO i
//414,& ﬁéef(/{ﬂ 4 FHA/HERL
K” ‘/L—'r‘xc}éf Cre }\A"f’th < o A
Lol B vanes O iindsle
g/ﬁ-méla /{1 1o b
T da pe. e rehs e f’.»-z;’u/z;é o~
["'”’{ ‘ /‘/ ’j‘}’/?// f‘r/ | .
LA PP @c/wflu . A ) N
(Zﬁw? A Jreiy  Jemmise o LTS Ao Sctool Bl
[]/‘/ o f. ,,uucé/é Lf/'f s
T e M rat
e Wk // L T ATTACHMENT
a:zv/m/\{f;t\érWSm\ échnZd osytcwa. M%Lq Schoo} Dist 0\/[/‘/ "",'7



William T. Machan School Contact Persons:

Creighton School District Dr. Lynn Davey
2140 E. Virginia Kelly Draper
Phoenix, Arizona 85006 381-6120

K-3 At Risk Funding

FY 93 Allocation $216,655.90
20% Reduction S 43,331.18
Reduced Allocation $173,324.72

The K-3 At Risk Project at Machan School is designed, administered and implemented by staft members
_and parents at the school site. The emphasis of the K-3 At Risk Project has been direct services to
~ over 450 children. Ninety percent {90%) of the FY 93 budget is allocated for personnei costs. These
funds are used for five full time staff members and the equivalent of five part-time (approximately 30
hours per week) stalf members. The major services provided are: reduced class size, instructional
assistants, a summer program, small group counseling, parent programs and staff development.

SUCCESSES
* * Increased Student Achievement
The 1992 {TBS testing in the fall of fourth grade indicate that students who have
continued at Machan School from kindergarten into fourth grade exhibit higher
achievement scores in reading, math and study skills than students who have enrolied
more recently at Machan. For students whose first language is English, continuing
students scored higher than recent enrollees in the following areas:

READING .71 grade equivalent higher
MATH .36 grade equivalent higher
STUDY SKILLS .93 grade equivalent higher

* * Increased Parent Invoivement

* * Improved Attendance

* * Reduced Retention Rate

* * State And National Program Recognition

IMPACT OF 20% REDUCTION IN FUNDING

The loss of $43,000 will result in two or more of the following:

5
N /{)} * Increased ciass size

N A

> Q* ~ e Elimination of 4 week summer program
~ ‘:}:‘

V&)‘ * Reduced time with instructional assistants

* Elimination of social work services

1



At Risk Preschool Contact Persons:

William T. Machan School Or. Lynn Davey
Creighton School District #14 Dawn Holliman
2140 E. Virginia 381-6120

Phoenix, Arizona 85006

At Risk Preschool Funding

FY 93 Allocation $68,274.00
20% Reduction $13,654.80
Reduced Allocation $54,619.20

The At Risk Preschool at Wm. T. Machan School serves twenty preschoolers and their families. The

_major services include:

developmentally appropriate curriculum
medical/dental/developmental screening and follow-up services
monthly parent meetings

family nutrition and literacy programs

monthly field trips

breakfast and lunch program

home visits/community service referrals

» » % % % = »

SUCCESSES
Since the preschool program began in April of 1992, the following successes have been identified:

50% increase in kindergarteners with preschool expenence
Increased parent communication and involvement
Identitication of signiticant medical/developmental problems
Increased early registration for kindergarten classes

* ‘" % »

IMPACT OF 20% REDUCTION IN FUNDING

A twenty percent reduction in funding would demand a complete restructuring of the preschool
program. At current salary levels, $54,619.20 would not cover the salaries of the teacher,
instructional assistant/community worker, and transportation costs. Placing full time staff on par-
time status would reduce costs, but would probably result in the loss of experienced, qualified staff
members. The budget cuts would reduce:

«  \" preschool staff
\y} s medical/dental/developmental screenings
‘e r tield trips
* parent training programs
* staft development
*

instructional materiails



PAPAGO SCHOOL

CREIGHTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
2013 NORTH 36TH STREET
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85008
381-6100

AT-RISK PRESCHOOL FUNDING

FY 93 Allocation $68,274.00
20% Reduction 13,654.80
Reduced Allocation 54,619.20

Benefits of Program

The Papago At-Risk Preschool began in Spring, 1992, with a Running Start Program
and has continued this school year with many benefits to the twenty children and
their families who are in the program . A developmentally appropriate educational
program which addresses student needs is provided by a full time teacher/coordinator
and half-time instructional assistant. Other benefits include:

*Comprehensive medical / dental / developmental screening
and follow-up services

*Early interventions to assist in developing readiness
skills for kindergarten

*Nutrition - Breakfast and lunch program
*Awareness of environment
*Socialization development

Impact of 20% Reduction

A twenty percent reduction in funding would demand a complete restructuring of the
preschool program. The modeling of a stable, consistent environment would suffer.
At current salary levels, the allocation would not cover the salaries of the teacher,
instructional assistant/community worker, and transportation costs. A concern of
placing full time staff on part -time status to reduce costs is that we couid lose
experienced, qualified staff members. This reduction could also have an impact on the
following:

*Elimination or cutting of medical screening/follow-up

*Reduction in field trips, instructional supplies, parent
training, nutrition program

*CDA training for staff cutback



PAPAGO SCHOOL

CREIGHTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
2013 NORTH 36TH STREET
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85008
381-6100

RESTRUCTURING PILOT GRANT
PROJECT PRIDE

FY 93 Allocation $73,500
20% Reduction 14,700
Reduced Allocation 58,800

Benefits of Program

Project Pride, our Restructuring Grant from the state, has made a significant impact on
our 1,010 students and their families at Papago School. With a population of 93% on
free or reduced lunch and an LEP population of 40%, these students are truly at risk of
failing. This population has need of services of a social worker who can provide
individual and small group counseling for students and work with families to link them
to concrete services within the community. Our grant has benefited our school in the
following areas:

*Social Worker - fuli-time services
*Technology - purchase of computers / software -
*Staft Development - certified and classified

*Instructional materials purcht;o to enhance programs
in reguiar and muliti-age classrooms

e A

ﬁmdngmﬁdlmpaa thoﬁoﬂowing areas. Our Site-
mu make critical decisions conceming cutbacks
This reduction could have an effect in these

Impact of 20% Roducﬁon

in three criti¢
areas:

*Planned addition” of technology in classrooms - eliminate

*Planned staft development tied to programs that we are
implementing to meet the needs of At-Risk students - cutback



PAPAGO SCHOOL

CREIGHTON SCHOOQL DISTRICT
2013 NORTH 36TH STREET
PHOENIX., AZ 85008

381-6100

FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN

FY 93 Allocation $180,000.00
20% Reduction 36,000.00
Reduced Allocation 144,000.00

Benefits of Program

The Papago Full-Day Kindergarten program which began in January, 1991, serves
At-Risk students within the Papago attendance area. With a popuiation of 93% on
free or reduced lunch and a LEP population of 40%, these students are truly at risk
of failing. Full-day kindergarten has provided a stable, consistent environment with
a focus on developmentally appropriate curricuium for students. The benefits to
students have been many and include the foliowing:

*Early interventions to assist students with readiness skills
necessary for success in grade one.

*Nutrition - breakfast and lunch program
*Self-Esteem growth - more time to experience success
*Instructional Aides to provide small group / one-on-one instruction

*Additional time for:
*Math - Exploratory and discovery time
*Social Studies skill development
*Science skill deveiopment
*Oral Language development

*Elimination of student retention In kindergarten

Impact of 20% Reduction

A twenty percent reduction in funding of our full-day kindergarten program would
result in reduction of one certified staff member and an instructional aide.
The pupil / teacher ratio would change from 1 /24 pupil / teacher ratio to a 1 /28

pupil / teacher ratio. Other areas that could be impacted are:

*Cutbacks in instructional materials, staff development trainings,
CDA training, and/or parent materials



Arizona
Department of Education

C. DIANE BISHOP
Superintendent

January 28, 1993

Ad Hoc Committee on K-12 Budget:

Representatives: Senators:
Lisa Graham Bev Hermon
Robert Burns Carol Springer
Leslie Johnson - Pat Wright
Bob McLendon " Gus Arzberger

Arizona State Capitol Building
1700 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Committee Member:

Attached is the information that was requested at the hearing on

Friday, January 22, 1993, regarding proposals for the budget for
grades K-12 for fiscal year 1993-94.

I hope you find this information useful in understanding our agency
and programs. In addition, I am including a copy of a resolution
.by the State Board of Education and the State Board for Vocational
and Technological Education which indicates their opposition to the
budget proposed by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.

C Diane Blsh E

Superlntendent of Public Instruction

Slncerely,

attach.

_ + 1535 West Jefferson, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 *
602-542-4361
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SELECT RESULTS FROM THE EVALUATION OF K-3 AT-RISK DEMONSTRATION SITES®
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GAINS (Examples)
Student achievement scores were analyzed longitudinally for individual students (i.e., same students over

time). Results were aggregated for each district. The results below represent the gverage gains between
1989-90 and 1990-91 scores for a cohort of students for whom consecutive years” scores were available.

NCE GAINS IN:

District/School _(Region) Language Reading Math Composite
Tuba City/Gap (Reservation) 26.39 2831 15.17 29.19
Avondale (Urban-Suburban) 15.6 1131 9.53 13.14
Isaac (Urban-Suburban) 92 — — —

Tuba City/Cameron 83 — 2.9 _ -
Morristown (Rural) — 1.5 8.35 2.3
Somerton (Rural) 5.8 73 — 53

[Note: — = no NCE gain]

THIRD GRADE STUDENT GAINS: 1990 - 1991 (Examples)

Morrison Institute also looked at the ITBS scores of 1990s exiting third grade students in relation to the
ITBS scores of 1991°s exiting third grade students, since a purpose of the project was to increase third
grade students’ success. These results represent yearly comparisons for two consecutive third grade
cohorts for each district listed.

NCE SCORES:
District/School (Region) -  Language Reading Math sit

% 91 %0 ¥ %0 H1 %0 Bl

Avondale (Urban-Suburban) 31.6 413 375 494 33.0 40.1 33.0 442
Morristown (Rural) 338 505 233 443 342 583 305 S25
Picacho (Rural) 4.7 474 461 536 457 503 446 520
Creighton (Urban-Suburban) 29.5 38.7 250 412 304 260 247 328

* Abstracted from the 1991 database for the evaluation of 42 K-3 at-risk demonstration sites, prepared
by the Morrison Institute for Public Policy.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: IMPACT OF CAREER LADDER ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Research conducted by:
Ms. Mary Walton Braver and Dr. Gerald Helmstadter
College of Education, Arizona State University
February 1990

The purpese of this zeseazch was to analyze the impact of the Axizera -
Career Ladder Pllot Project on student academic achievement. Demonstzation of
Improved academic achievement was one of the goals of the Project as well as ors
of the requirements of Career Laddex legislatlon.

The zesearch design featuxes a longitxdinal examination of student
achievement both priox to and following the implementation of Careex Ladder.
The reseazch design was fuzrther refined %o permit year-by-year commarisons in
student achieverent between Career Ladder and non-Career Ladderx distzicts. This
approach shows nost clearly what was happening with student achisvement befecse
Career Ladder implementation, so that any changes that ocouxred aftexr Carser
Ladder implementation become readily apparent. For the analyses presanted heze,
Cazreer Ladder distzicts were the seven distzicts which began theix pch:azz‘
duzring FY 1985/86, the first of thres annual irplementation phases of the Arizena
Career Laddex Pilet Pzroject. Seven additional districts were added duxing FY
1986/87 and FY 1987/88, for a total of 14 distzicts., 2Achieverent data from the
later seven Career Laddexr distzicts was not included in the "Careew Laddez”
categozy for this research, and was removed from the "non-Career Laddex™ grem
as well. Data from these districts will be analyzed at a futuxe date.

The student achievemant indicators examined in this zesearch wexre scozes
from the state mandated norm-referenced test (e.q., Iowa Test of Basic skills),
administezred each spring to all 2Arizona public school students. The dsta
analyzed comprised the mathematics, reading compzehension, and language scozas
for approximately 40,000 students in each of grades 2-§ fzom 1981-1988. For exh
year, test scores io: all subjects and grades analyzed wexs averaged into a
single composite score, so that a single avezage achievement scoxre for Careex

Ladder districts and a2 single average achlevement score for all non-Caxeex Laddar
distzicts was computed and could be comparzed.

Two distinct types of averages weze actually computed. Score Type 1 wes
comuted using a statistical approach which adjusts each student’s achievesment
scores for some fachors which affect achievemnt but over which tm=achers have
no contxol (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, pimary language). This approach locks
at the extent to which a student achieves ™as expected", rather than the actual

scoze obtained. Scoze Type 2 used no such cznt:ols and avezag& students’
actual obtained scozes.

The zesearch desicn and analyses presented here were reviewed by exgers
fzom Arizena State University; further cxitiques on varying porfions of tiis
research were sought f=om experts ocutside the Azrizona university system.
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- Figure 1,
Comparison of Achievement Scores
(Score Type 1) by District Type
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Figqure 1 displays the results .of analyses which examined Score Type 1.
These scores are represented by the :scale on the left of the figure which is
interpreted as follows: "O"™ means that on average, students are achieving "at
expectation”, scores above "Q" mean that on average students are achieving "above
expectation”, and scores below "0" mean that on average students a:e achleving
"below expectation”. - .

Figure 1 illustxrates that in all years, the average achievement scores for
students in non-Career Ladder distzicts were below expectation. Conversely, even
before Career Ladder was intxoduced, those districts which eventually would
irplement Career Ladder were displaying average student achievement above
expectation. Average student achievement in Cazeer ladder districts showed 3
definite increase after Career Ladder was intzoduced. Fuxther, this change in

achieverent level is consistent for each of the three yeazs after Career Laider
implementation. o

Because of the nature of Score 'I}'pe 1, a nmerical value depicting the size
of the relative impact of Career Ladder on student achievement cannot be
extracted. For this rzeason, and. to evaluate the data without statistical
controls, Score Type 2 is depicted ‘on the next page.
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Figure 2.
Career Ladder vs Non-Career Ladder
Differences in Achievement—Score Type 2
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Figure 2 displays the results of analyses of Score Type 2. Score Type 2
is the result of subtracting the average achievement of non—Career Ladder
districts from that of Career Ladder districts. 1In 1981, for example, Career
Ladder average achievement exceeded that of non-Career Ladder distxicts byl 1/2
points. In 1986, after the introduction of Career Laddexr, avexage achievement
in Career Ladder distzricts exceeded that of non-Career Ladder districts by bettex
than 3 points. Thus, "difference™ in this context is the degree to which Cazeer
Ladder distzicts exceeded the performance of non-Career Ladder distzicts. (Score
Type 2 is calculated £rom NCE's, [Normal Curve Equivalents] vhich have a minimm
of 0, 2 maximm of 99, and a mean of 50).

In all cases, average student achievement in Cazeer Ladder distzicts
exceeds that in non-Career Ladder distrxicts. Bowever, the difference in average
stident achievement between the two types of districts increases aftar the -
introduction of Career lLadder in favor of the Career ILaddexr distxicts. The

difference in average student achievement after the introduction of Caxreer Laddex
also is consistent £rom year to year. ‘



ASU: 2/12/9C

Conclusions ard Discussion

Based on the data presented, two main conclusions about the impact of
Career Ladde: on student achievement can be made:

) o An increase in stodent achievement occurred in the Careexr Laddex
districts following the implementation of the Career Ladder Pilot Progranm,
vhereas the non-Caxreer Ladder districts showed no ssch incresse.

o Purther, this incresse remined consistent from year to year
following Career Ladder implementation.

Career Ladder is increasing student achievement in such a way that the
Career Ladder districts, which are more successful districts pre-Career Ladderx,
are displaying enhanced student achlevement post-Caxeer Ladder. This "moze
successful districts" phenomenon-is explored in great detail by Dr. Packard ard .
Dz. Dereshiwsky of NAU and will not be addressed here.

One challengs to these zesults is that the-change in achievement level aftar
the introduction of Cazreer Ladder is actually an artifact of a test change and
not the result of Career Ladder, since a new achievement test was intrcducad the
same year as the Career Ladder Progzram. This explanaticn would be noze
plausible, however, i£ the 1985 results (ITBS) displayed in each fiqure were less
like the 1981-1984 results (CAT), which they seem to be, than the 1986-1388 ITES
results, Further, "test artifact"™ would have been expected to affect all
districts to a similar degree, not just the Career Ladder districts. Analysis
of the later seven Career Ladder districts (thzee of which implemented Career
Ladder in FY 1986/87 and four of which implemented Career Ladder in FY 1987/88)
may provide clarifying information about whethezr oz not the change is due to test
artifact. These analyses are in-progzess.

A second challenge could be that the Career Ladder districts found ways
to increase student achievement scozes post-Career Ladder without actually
inczeasing student learning (e.g., teaching to specific test items, or excluding
groups of low-achieving students from testing). This challenge might be answered
by examining other Career lLadder district-level student achievement indicators
which reportedly deemphasized the use of statewide testing in favor of district-
level criterion referenced tests and other achievement indicators.



Arizona
Department of Education

C. DIANE BISHOP

Superintendent

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

MEMORANDUM
January 28, 1993

Members of the Ad Hoc Education
Appropriations Committee

C. Diane Bishop aﬁﬁ‘-’ﬂe /97“’4/4‘9

Superintendent of Public Instruction

SUBJECT: Response to Representative Smith Concerning FTE count

The Department of Education has analyzed the JLBC appropriations
reports for the four years ending June 30, 1993 in order to
determine to what extent the Arizona Department of Education, ADE,
has increased or reduced the number of FTEs funded via the State
General Fund.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Vocational Education has a federal maintenance of effort
requirement, therefore, the number of funded FTEs has remained
steady at 26.3.

The number of FTEs associated with assistance or "below the
line" programs varies as programs are established by the
legislature. Generally, positions hired for these programs
are established as "limited"™ rather than "permanent"
positions. Currently 45.80 FTEs are funded with these funds.

The State Board of Education receives a separate
appropriation. The number of funded FTEs has remained steady
at 2.5. -

Due to the above considerations the attached analysis is
concerned only with the ADE General Services appropriation
which has gone from 155 FTEs in 1990 to 146 FTEs in 1993.” In
addition to the normal vacancy savings assessed against the
ADE GSA appropriation an additional lump sum reduction of 4%
or $278,900 was assessed against the ADE operating budget.
This effectively reduced funding available for FTEs to 139
positions or an additional 6.2 positions.

» 1535 West Jefferson, Phoenix, Arizona 85007
602-542-4361



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
ANALYSIS OF AVAILABLE FTES

Change Adjusted

Description in FTEs FTEsS
1930
GSA FTEs appropriated in FY 1990 155.0!
1991
Reduction in appropriation of $28,000 <1> 154.0?
1992
Reduction in appropriation of $98,200 < 4 > 150.0°3
Transfer of (4) FTEs from General fund
to Print Shop Revolving Fund < 4 > 146.0
1993
GSA FTEs appropriated is FY 1993 146.0% 3 ¢

! In addition a vacancy savings factor of 2% or $85,900 was
assessed against the ADE GSA appropriation.

2 In addition a vacancy savings factor of 2.6% or $112,500 was
assessed against the ADE GSA appropriation.

3 In addition a vacancy savings factor of 1% or $43,000 was
assessed against the ADE GSA appropriation.

¥ In addition a vacancy savings factor of 2% or $85,900 was
assessed against the ADE GSA appropriation.

> This figure does not reflect the transfer of 8 positions
from professional and outside services within each department
division and special 1line item to Personal Services for the
Communications Service Center.

¢ Due to a lump sum reduction of $278,900 assessed against the
ADE operating budget, the level of funding for FTEs was effectively
reduced by an additional 6.2 positions resulting in a total of
139.8 FTEs for FY 1993.



RESOLUTION

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
STATE BOARD FOR VOCATIONAL AND TECHNOLOGICAL EDUCATION

Whereas, the State Board of Education and the State Board for Vocational and
Technological Education are committed to insuring that quality educational opportunities
and programs are provided for all our scheol-aged children; and

Whereas, the State Board of Education and the State Board for Vocational and
Technological Education recognize the importance of meeting the demands of students
and adults with special needs; and

Whereas, sufficient and appropriate funding for K-12 public education is an absolute
necessity and a critical component to providing adequate programs and services and
accomplishing education reform; and

Whereas, the State Board of Education and the State Board for Vocational and
Technological Education realize the importance of vocational education programs for our
students as well as the significance of career development programs for our teachers and
administrators;

Now therefore be it resolved that the State Board of Education and the State Board
for Vocational and Technological Education strongly oppose the proposal of the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee which includes the following reductions in funding for K-12
public education: elimination of the teacher experience index, the Career Ladder program
and state support for the Principals’ Institute and arts programs provided by the Arizona
Humanities Council; 20% reductions in adult education, chemical abuse prevention, 7-12
at-risk dropout prevention, K-3 at-risk, preschool at-risk and gifted education; 10%
reductions in vocational education; and further reduction of rapid decline funding.

Be it further resolved that the State Board of Education and the State Board for
Vocational and Technological Education firmly believe that the budget as proposed by the
JLBC would have lasting, damaging effects on the education system, education reform
and, ultimately, the educational success of our students.

DATED this 28 +h day of Maua y , 1993,

Dr. Eugene Hughes, President
State Board of Education

C. Diane Bishop, State Superintendent
and Executive Officer »
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ARIZONA’S ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM
AND
THE 1993 LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
Status Report--January 28, 1993

LEGISLATURE

Recommendation

The staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) recommends that Adult
Education be combined into a block grant format with five k-12 programs. They are
Chemical Abuse, Dropout Prevention, Gifted Support, Preschool At-Risk and K-3 Support.
The State Adult Education Program is currently a separate line item in the Department of
Education budget and funds are distributed statewide through a competitive grants process.
The JLBC has also recommended that the Adult Education Program funding of $3,042,000.
be reduced by 20% ($609,000.). Under the JLBC block grant proposal, state school districts .
will receive funding for all six progrims based on their K-12 enrollments (average daily
membership--ADM). This block grant approach will allow districts to spend monies on any
one or any combination of the six programs named. above, at the districts’ discretion.

Reaction

This recommendation would parcel out funds currently used for adult education to school
districts statewide, the great majority of which do not currently provide adult education. It
would effectively eliminate most programs currently providing adult education in the state
(28 of 49 currently providing service), including ten affiliated with community colleges and
one which was selected in 1992 as the outstanding adult education program in the country by
the U.S. Secretary of Education. As indicated above, school districts will be under no
obligation to use those funds for adult education, and, in all likelihood, they will not . If
enacted, the recommendation for the block.grant approach and a 20% cut, which far exceeds
recommended cuts almost anywhere else in state government, will obliterate the adult
education opportunities created over the years for the hundreds of thousands of Arizona’s
adults in need of-them. In addition, the recommendation, if enacted, will not meet federal
funding match requirements and will result in a net loss of over $2,400,000. federal dollars
to the state.

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
Recommendation

Governor Symington has recommended level funding of $3,042,600.00 for the Department of
Education’s Adult Education Program. This recommendation, made through the Executive
Office of Budget and Strategy Planning, maintains both the competitive statewide grants
status of the program and the match requirements for federal funds.



Reaction

Given the budgetary realities of 1993, this Executive recommendation for level funding is a
positive. However, it does not address the need to take 4,500 people off of waiting lists
throughout the state, nor does it address the enormous strain being put on the Adult
Education Program by other governmental programs such as JOBS (welfare reform), JTPA,
and the courts which are mandating that clients attend and complete adult education courses
which are already filled to capacity. The Jobs Training Bill now under consideration in the
Legislature, if enacted, will probably exacerbate this problem.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION/DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Recommendation

The State Board of Education and the Department of Education have recommended the Adult
Education Program for an increase of $1,200,000. for a total FY 1993-94 appropriation of
$4,242,600.

Response

This recommendation would enable the program to serve an additional 7,400 persons beyond
the 40,000 already being served, eliminate current waiting lists and be more responsive and
effective in meeting demand for service driven in large part by mandated referrals from other
governmental entities.



ARIZONA’S ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM
AND
THE 1993 LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
Status Report--January 28, 1993

LEGISLATURE

Recommendation

The staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) recommends that Adult

Education be combined into a block grant format with five k-12 programs. They are
Chemical Abuse, Dropout Prevention, Gifted Support, Preschool At-Risk and K-3 Support.
The State Adult Education Program is currently a separate line item in the Department of
Education budget and funds are distributed statewide through a competitive grants process.
The JLBC has also recommended that the Adult Education Program funding of $3,042,000.
be reduced by 20% ($609,000.). Under the JLBC block grant proposal, state school districts -
will receive funding for all six programs based on their K-12 enrollments (average daily
membership--ADM). This block grant approach will allow districts to spend monies on any
one or any combination of the six programs named above, at the districts’ discretion.

Reaction

This recommendation would parcel out funds currently used for adult education to school
districts statewide, the great majority of which do not currently provide adult education. It
would effectively eliminate most programs currently providing adult education in the state
(28 of 49 currently providing service), including ten affiliated with community colleges and
one which was selected in 1992 as the outstanding adult education program in the country by
the U.S. Secretary of Education. As indicated above, school districts will be under no
obligation to use those funds for adult education, and, in all likelihood, they will not . If
enacted, the recommendation for the block grant approach and a 20% cut, which far exceeds
recommended cuts almost anywhere else in state government, will obliterate the adult
education opportunities created over the years for the hundreds of thousands of Arizona’s
adults in need of-them. In addition, the recommendation, if enacted, will not meet federal
funding match requirements and will result in a net loss of over $2,400,000. federal dollars
to the state.

GOVYERNOR'’S OFFICE
Recommendation

Governor Symington has recommended level funding of $3,042,600.00 for the Department of
Education’s Adult Education Program. This recommendation, made through the Executive
Office of Budget and Strategy Planning, maintains both the competitive statewide grants
status of the program and the match requirements for federal funds.



Reaction

Given the budgetary realities of 1993, this Executive recommendation for level funding is a
positive. However, it does not address the need to take 4,500 people off of waiting lists
throughout the state, nor does it address the enormous strain being put on the Adult
Education Program by other governmental programs such as JOBS (welfare reform), JTPA,
and the courts which are mandating that clients attend and complete adult education courses
which are already filled to capacity. The Jobs Training Bill now under consideration in the
Legislature, if enacted, will probably exacerbate this problem.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION/DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Recommendation

The State Board of Education and the Department of Education have recommended the Adult
Education Program for an increase of $1,200,000. for a total FY 1993-94 appropriation of
$4,242,600.

Response

This recommendation would enable the program to serve an additional 7,400 persons beyond
the 40,000 already being served, eliminate current waiting lists and be more responsive and
effective in meeting demand for service driven in large part by mandated referrals from other
governmental entities.



Joint Legislative Budget Committee
Staff Memorandum

DATE: January 28, 1993
TO: Senator Bev Hermon
FROM: Michelle Fusak, Fiscal Analysh{&?(

SUBJECT: REVISED REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Attached is a copy of a spreadsheet which illustrates your proposal to cut all Assistance to
Schools line items by a percentage which achieves the "bottom-line" savings outlined in the
JLBC Staff recommendation in an "across-the-board" manner.

The Full Funding column restores the reductions proposed in the JLBC Staff recommendation
with the exception of the Unified Equity reduction which is now estimated to save $15.0
million in state aid. In Basic State Aid, Rapid Decline is funded at 64 % (which adds $1.4
million); Career Ladder funding is restored (which adds $11.9 million); and the Teacher
Experience Index computation is restored (which adds $9.5 million). Since the JLBC Staff
recommendation used a conservative estimate for Unified Equity savings of $8.0 million, an
additional reduction of $7.0 million is included to reflect the revised savings estimate of
$15.0 million. The additional $7.0 million savings, however, is offset by a required increase
of $7.1 million to fund the .5% GNP Price Deflator authorized in FY 1993. In FY 1993,
the Base Level and state support level per transportation route mile were increased by .5% to
be paid from cash revertments in that year. The FY 1993 appropriation also included $2.5
million in state funding for districts that did not have sufficient cash balances to finance the
deflator adjustment. In FY 1994, the cash balances will not be used to fund this permanent
increase and, therefore, state aid must be increased to cover the cost. In addition, the Block
Grant/Program reductions are restored (which adds $3.7 million to the non-formula line
items).

The Prorata Reduction column reduces all line items by 2.0% (the first proposal included a
reduction of 2.6%) with two exceptions: First, the reduction for Prior Year State Aid is
included in the Basic State Aid line; the $142,196,400 amount for Prior Year State Aid was
appropriated in Laws 1992, Chapter 1, 9th Special Session and, therefore, a reduction would
require amending that law. Second, Additional State Aid (the Homeowner’s Rebate) is not
reduced due to the tax implications associated with this line item. The percentage reduction
for Additional State Aid is reallocated to all line items. For your information, to achieve the
Prorata Reduction savings in Basic State Aid, a reduction in the Base Support Level (negative
deflator) of approximately 1.1% (the first proposal included a negative deflator of 1.4%) will
need to be applied to all school districts.

If you need additional information or have any questions, please call me at 542-5491.

MF:ag
Attachment

xc: Ted Ferris, Director
JLBC




REVISED

JLBC Staff

January 28, 1993

Department of Education Analysis

FY 1994
JLBC Staff Full Prorata
SPECIAL LINE ITEMS Recommendation Funding . Reduction **  JLBC vs Prorata
Formula Programs
Basic State Aid 1,120,909,600 1,144,090,300 1,118,095,400 $2,814,200
Prior Year State Aid 143,196,400 143,196,400 143,196,400 S0
Additional State Aid 116,425,000 116,425,000 116,425,000 $0
Assist. to School Districts 520,000 520,000 509,500 $10,500
Cert. of Ed. Convenience - 9,298,900 9,298,900 9,111,100 $187,800
Permanent Education Vouchers 3,071,600 3,071,600 3,009,600 $§62.000
Perm. Special Ed. Inst. Voucher 5,411,000 5,411,000 5,301,700 $109,300
Non-Formula Programs
Academic Contest Fund 50,000 50,000 49,000 $1,000
Academic Decathion - 82,000 82,000 80,300 $1,700
Adult Education Assistance 2,437,100 3,046,400 2,984,900 (3547,800)
Az Humanities Council B 0 40,000 39,200 (839,200)
Az Principal’s Academy 0 25,200 24,700 ($24,700)
Az Teacher Evaluation 395,800 395,800 387,800 $8.000
ASSET 234,000 234,000 229,300 $4,700
Chemical Abuse 669,300 836,600 819,700 (5150,400)
Dropout Prevention 1,746,800 2,183,500 2,139,400 (3392,600)
Extended School Year 500,000 500,000 489,900 $10,100
Full-Day Kindergarten 1,403,100 1,403,100 1,374,800 $28,300
Gifted Support 801,900 1,002,400 982,200 (5180,300)
K-3 Support 4,363,400 5,454,200 5,344,100 (3980,700)
Preschool Disabilities 0 0 0 $0
Preschool Disabilities Support 0 0 0 $0
Preschool At-Risk Program 2,082,200 2,601,700 2,549,200 (3467,000)
Residential Placement 100,000 100,000 98,000 $2,000
School Breakfast Program 0 0 0 $0
SLIAG Adult Education 375,900 375,900 368,300 $7,600
Tuition Fund . 100,000 100,000 98,000 $2,000
Vocational Ed. Assistance 2,551,500 2,835,000 2,777,800 (8226,300)
Voe. Ed. Support - 909,200 1,010,200 989,800 (380,600)
Voc. & Tech. Education . 1,800,000 2,000,000 1.959,600 ($159,600)
Subtotal Non-Formula Programs 20,602,200 24,276,000 23,786,000 (33,183,800)
Subtotal Formula Programs 1.398.832.500 1,422.013.200 1.395.648.700 $3.183.800
Speciai Line Total 1.419.434.700 1.446.289.200 1.419.434,700 $0

* Does not include funding for the GNP Price Deflator of 2.7%.

** Includes a 2.02% Reduction to ail line items except Prior Year State Aid and Add'! State Aid.



ARIZONA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMO

FROM THE OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH . . . ROBERT C. LOCKWOOD

TO: Ad Hoc Committee on the K-12 Budget for FY 94
DATE: January 28, 1993
RE: Alternative Proposal for Reduction

For the first meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee last week, the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee prepared, at the request of
Senator Hermon, an alternative proposal for reductions in the
budget for K-12. This alternative provided for an "across-the-
board" reduction. The difference between Full Funding* and the
JLBC Staff recommendation was approximately $35 million.

[Please keep in mind that when "reductions" are being
discussed, that, even with the "reductions" contained in the JLBC
Staff recommendation, the FY 94 budget for K-12 is increased by
$57.7 million in the recommendation.)

However, in determining the Full Funding recommendation, the
base adjustments failed to include the 0.5% inflation factor for FY
93. When this amount is included, the difference between "Full
Funding”" and the JLBC Staff recommendation is approximately $43
million.

An alternative proposal to achieve this $43 million level of
reduction in General Fund expenditures involves (1] the
implementation of the "Unified School District Tax Equity" proposal
as contained in the JLBC Staff recommendation and [2] the reduction
in the Capital Levy Revenue Limit for school districts.

* Full Funding restores the reductions proposed in the JLBC
Staff recommendation other than the 2.7% GNP deflator
adjustment. In Basic Aid, Rapid Decline is funded at 64%,
Career Ladder funding is restored, the Teacher Experience
Index computation is restored, the Unified Tax Equity is
restored and the Block Grant/Program reductions are restored.



UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT TAX EQUITY

The JLBC budget recommends calculating state aid on a K-12
basis for Type 02 and Type 03 districts using the Qualifying Tax
rate of $4.72, rather than the current method of calculating state
aid on a K-8 / 9-12 basis for these type of districts using the
Qualifying Tax rate of $2.36 for each portion. ([§15-971]

At the time of the JLBC Staff recommendation it was estimated
that this would produce a net savings of $8 million in state aid.
It was presented as a "soft" figure which was based on an estimate
provided in a prior year.

The Department of Education has now calculated the state aid
savings for the current year to be approximately $15.9 million.
The net savings, decreased state aid plus increased additional
state aid, is approximately $12.7 million for the current year.

This provision does not affect the budget capacity of school
districts.

With this provision in place, the further required reductions
to meet the JLBC Staff recommendation is approximately $30 million
($43 million - $13 million].

CAPITAL LEVY REVENUE LIMIT

The statutes currently provide for two forms of capital
assistance/budget capacity: the Capital Outlay Revenue Limit ([§15-
961] and the Capital Levy Revenue Limit [§15-962].

Unlike other portions of the current school finance system
which differentiate between grade levels, the Capital Levy Revenue
Limit provides the same dollar amount of budget capacity per
student in preschool handicapped programs and grades K through 12.
There is an adjustment for districts with students counts of less
than 600 in grades K-8 and grades 9-12.

With no deflator adjustment for FY 94, the Capital Levy
Revenue Limit will be $171.97 per student count for districts with
students counts of 600 or more in grades K-8 and grades 9-12.

The Capital Levy Revenue Limit produced a total budget
capacity for all school districts of $108,524,000 in the current
year [FY 93). For FY 94, based on OSPB assumptions for student
growth, the Capital Levy Revenue Limit will produce an projected
budget capacity of $110.7 million. To produce the K-12 state aid
reduction of $30 million, the Capital Levy Revenue Limit per
student count could be reduced by approximately $50.



[Note: To produce a state aid reduction of $30 million, the
budget capacity of school districts would need to be reduced by
approximately $32 million. This is necessary to account for those
school districts which are not eligible for state aid.]

School district governing boards may accumulate monies
collected through the Capital Levy Revenue Limit in the reserve of
the capital outlay fund. Monies within the capital levy budget
limit [Capital Levy Revenue Limit and monies accumulated in the
reserve of the capital outlay fund) may only be budgeted in the
capital outlay section of the budget. They may not be budgeted in
the maintenance and operation section of the budget.

This portion of the alternative would thus impact the capital

portion of a school district’s budget and would not impact the
maintenance and operation portion of a school district’s budget.

brcl93.803



