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The O f f i ce  o f  the Auditor General has conducted a study o f  school d i s t r i c t  

admin is t ra t ive  costs,  regional services and telecommunications. The study 

was conducted i n  response t o  a request from the Jo in t  Leg i s l a t i ve  Committee 

t o  Study Consol idation o f  School D i s t r i c t s  and w i t h  the approval by 

reso lu t ion  o f  the Jo in t  Leg is la t i ve  Budget Committee o f  November 5, 19; . 

Cer ta in  areas discussed below may require add i t i ona l  study because fac tors  

a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  implementation were not  w i t h i n  the scope o f  t h i s  study. As 

a r e s u l t ,  several add i t i ona l  areas should be studied i n  depth t o  be t te r  

assess the need t o  res t ruc ture  the pub l i c  education system i n  Arizona and 

determine appropr iate act ions.  

SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Laraer U n i f i e d  D i s t r i c t s  Are More Cost E f f e c t i v e  I n  Terms O f  D i s t r i c t  

Admin is t ra t ive  Costs Per Student And Students Per D i s t r i c t  Administrator  

(See pages 9 through 26) 

Admin is t ra t ive  costs were compared a t  the d i s t r i c t  leve l  and the school 

l eve l .  The number o f  d i s t r i c t  and school administrators and t h e i r  s t a f f s  

were a lso  compared. Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  were categorized by average 

d a i l y  attendance e . ,  super large,  large, medium, small ,  and small 

i so la ted) ,  type ( i . e . ,  u n i f i e d ,  elementary, and h igh school),  and locat ion 

( i . e . ,  urban and r u r a l )  t o  determine which d i s t r i c t  categories spent the 

least on admin is t ra t ion per student and had the most students per 

admin is t ra tor  ( i  .e., were the most cost e f f e c t i v e ) .  

Larger u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  are more cost e f f e c t i v e  i n  terms o f  d i s t r i c t  
admin is t ra t ive  costs per student and number o f  students served per 
d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra tor .  Small iso la ted d i s t r i c t s  have the most 
d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs per student. 

Two other s i g n i f i c a n t  po in ts  were found i n  t h i s  area: 

School level  admin is t ra t ive  costs and the number o f  students per school 
* 

administrator  d i d  not vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  s i ze  d i s t r i c t s ,  
except that  small i so la ted  d i s t r i c t s  had fewer students per school 
admin is t ra tor .  



When union h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and t h e i r  elementary d i s t r i c t s  were 
compared t o  u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  o f  s im i l a r  average d a i l y  attendance, 
u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  had the most students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  and 
support s t a f f .  

Admin is t ra t ive  Costs Per Student And Students Per Administrator  Do Not 

D i f f e r  S ian i  f icant  l v  Compared To Other States (See pages 23 through 29) 

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between the percentage o f  t o t a l  operating 

expenditures f o r  admin is t ra t ion i n  Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  and those of  

the sample s ta tes was found. D i s t r i c t  and school admin is t ra t ive  

expenditures i n  our sample o f  Arizona d i s t r i c t s  were about 12 percent o f  

t o t a l  operat ing expenditures. Administrat ive expenditures a t  the d i s t r i c t  

level  were about 5 percent, and a t  the school level about 7 percent o f  

t o t a l  operat ing expenditures. These percentages were about the same as the 

sample s ta tes .  

The admin is t ra t i ve  costs o f  Ar izona's school d i s t r i c t s  were compared to  

those o f  a sample o f  s ta tes w i t h  populat ion growth rates s i m i l a r  to  

Arizona. Based on our sample o f  d i s t r i c t s ,  Arizona spent an average of  

$183 per student on d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion,  whi le  the sample s ta tes spent 

an average o f  $190. The number o f  d i s t r i c t -  and school-level 

admin is t ra tors  i n  Arizona was then compared t o  those o f  the sample states 

and n a t i o n a l l y .  Ar izona's average number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  

admin is t ra tor  was 532; the nat iona l  average was 526. Arizona had a r a t i o  

o f  381 students per school admin is t ra tor ,  which was higher than the sample 

s ta tes t  r a t i o  o f  307 and the nat iona l  r a t i o  o f  292. 

D i s t r i c t  Admin is t ra t ive  Expenditures Increased A t  About The Same Rate As 

Ex~end i t u res  For I ns t r uc t i on  Over The Past Decade (See page 34) 

From f i s c a l  year 1981-82 through 1989-90, expenditures fo r  both i ns t r uc t i on  

and d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion increased 125 percent i n  Arizona. However, 

t h i s  r a te  o f  increase was almost four times greater than the increase i n  

the Consumer Pr i ce  Index dur ing the same time per iod.  Two primary reasons 

f o r  such a substant ia l  increase i n  admin is t ra t ive  and i ns t r uc t i ona l  costs 

are  increases i n  the number o f  students and increases i n  sa la r ies .  Another 



reason i s  that  hea l th  and medical insurance premiums have increased by 

about 250 percent over the past ten years. 

Arizona's School D is t r i c t  Recordkeepinq System Should Be Modified To 

Conform With The U.S. Department Of Education's Financial Accountinq Manual 

For School D is t r ic ts  (See pages 39 through 40) 

The Uniform System o f  Financia l  Records, the standard accounting manual 

prescribed for  Arizona school d i s t r i c t s ,  should conform t o  the more 

de ta i l ed  funct ion account codes i n  the U.S. Department o f  Education's 

manual. I n  add i t i on ,  d i s t r i c t s  should use de ta i l ed  funct ion account codes 

for  a l l  funds t o  improve school d i s t r i c t  recordkeeping systems and 

comparabi l i ty  o f  Arizona school d i s t r i c t  f i nanc ia l  data among school 

d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  the State and na t i ona l l y .  

REGIONAL SERVICES AND TELEWNICATIONS 

School D is t r ic ts  Should Be Solely Responsible For Their Fiscal Af fa i rs  (See 

pages 44 through 45) 

Both school d i s t r i c t s  and county school superintendents mainta in school 

d i s t r i c t  accounting records. Mainta in ing dup l ica te  d i s t r i c t  accounting 

records and processing warrants comprise a major po r t i on  o f  s t a f f  time i n  

county school superintendents' o f f i c e s .  Thus, e l im ina t ing  t h i s  dup l i ca t ion  

o f  e f f o r t  would r esu l t  i n  cost savings. Addi t ional  cost savings might a l so  

be rea l ized i f  d i s t r i c t s  share costs or  j o i n  a cooperat ive that  provides 

recordkeeping funct ions.  

Educat ion Service Aqenc i es Shou l d Be Es tab l i shed I n Ar i zona (See pages 63 

through 68) 

ESA systems i n  other s ta tes  o f f e r  subs tan t i a l l y  more serv ices t o  more 

school d i s t r i c t s  than are cu r ren t l y  o f fe red  t o  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona, e i t he r  

by county school superintendents or  other regional serv ice  prov iders .  They 

provide a means fo r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  r e ta i n  local  autonomy whi le  maximizing the 



impact o f  l im i t ed  funds through cooperative e f f o r t s .  Such cooperative 

e f f o r t s  have resul ted i n  cost savings through economies o f  scale and have 

reduced dup l i ca t ion  o f  programs, services, and personnel. ESAs i n  these 

s ta tes have increased the services ava i lab le  t o  d i s t r i c t s  and, thus helped 

equi tably d i s t r i b u t e  the educational oppor tun i t ies  o f  students across 

regions. They have a lso helped f a c i l i t a t e  the use of  telecommunications i n  

school d i s t r i c t s .  

Current ly ,  :he services ava i lab le  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona vary 

widely according t o  the d i s t r i c t ' s  locat ion.  I n  areas w i t h  low-density 

populat ions, many services that  could be provided more cost e f f e c t i v e l y  

through cooperative e f f o r t s .  However, the number o f  such services o f fered 

cooperat ively and the number o f  school d i s t r i c t s  w i th  access t o  them are 

l im i t ed  i n  Arizona. 

E f f o r t s  To Estab l ish  And Coordinate Telecomnunications Svstems Throuqhout 

Arizona Shou I d  Be Increased (See pages 69 through 72) 

The use o f  telecommunications has a1 lowed d i s t r i c t s  to  expand curr iculum 

and s t a f f  t r a i n i n g ,  process and report data i n  a more accurate and t imely 

manner, and reduce the costs of  handling and s to r ing  large quan t i t i es  of  

physical records. I n i t i a l  investment costs i n  telecommunications equipment 

can be high;  how~ver ,  other states have reported cost savings through the 

use o f  telecommunications provided by ESAs. 

Telecommunications serve numerous educational and admin is t ra t ive  purposes 

such as distance learning, teacher t r a i n i ng ,  and data transmission. The 

use o f  telecommunications i n  education i s  growing na t i ona l l y  and i n  

Arizona. Arizona col leges and un i ve rs i t i es ,  as wel l  as a small number of  

school d i s t r i c t s ,  are cu r ren t l y  using teIecommunications i n  t he i r  d a i l y  

operations. However, most d i s t r i c t s  have had d i f f i c u l t y  purchasing and 

estab l ish ing telecommunications systems, and are not f u l l y  u t i l i z i n g  the 

capab i l i t i e s  s f  t he i r  systems. Arizona Education Telecommunications 

Cooperative (AETC) and the Arizona Department o f  Education have conducted 



studies regarding telecommunications in Arizona. Entities such as AETC 

have actively promoted the use of telecommunications throughout the State. 

We believe these efforts should be increased and that ESAs would help 

facilitate this process. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The O f f i c e  o f  the Audi tor  General has conducted a specia l  study o f  school 

d i s t r i c t  admin i s t ra t i ve  cos ts ,  regional serv ices and telecommunications i n  

Arizona and across the n a t i o n .  The study was requested by the J o i n t  

L e g i s l a t i v e  Committee t o  Study Consol idat ion o f  School D i s t r i c t s  and 

approved by reso lu t i on  o f  the J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Budget Committee o f  

November 5,  1991. 

GENERAL SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

The study comprised two d iverse areas. The f i r s t  area consisted o f  

c o l l e c t i n g  and analyz ing data on the number o f  school d i s t r i c t  

admin is t ra tors  and admin i s t ra t i ve  cos ts .  The second area consisted o f  

c o l l e c t i n g  and analyz ing informat ion about regional  serv ices  and 

telecommunications technology provided t o  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona and 

across the n a t i o n ,  as w e l l  as the func t ions  o f  Arizona county srhool  

superintendents. 

The J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Committee t o  Study Consol idat ion s f  School D i s t r i c t s  

se t  out  seven tasks f o r  our review: 

1. Determine the ac tua l  number o f  admin is t ra tors ,  i nc lud ing  support s t a f f ,  

per d i s t r i c t  categor ized by d i s t r i c t -  and school- level  admin is t ra tors  

and the r e s u l t i n g  per student r a t i o s  fo r  a l l  Ar izona d i s t r i c t s .  

2. Using the data  c o l l e c t e d  above, determine v a r i a t i o n s  among super large,  

large,  medium, smal l ,  and small i so la ted  d i s t r i c t s ;  among u n i f i e d ,  

elementary, and h igh  s c h o ~ l  d i s t r i c t s ;  and between r u r a l  and urban 

d i s t r i c t s .  Also determine " t y p i c a l "  o rgan iza t iona l  pa t te rns  and the  

reasons fo r  v a r i a t i o n s  from these pa t te rns .  

3. Through on-s i te  in terv iews w i t h  and ana lys i s  o f  30 sample d i s t r i c t s  

tha t  represented " t y p i c a l "  pa t te rns ,  determine these d i s t r i c t s '  ac tua l  

admin i s t ra t i ve  costs and how wel l  t h e i r  cur rent  admin i s t ra t i ve  

organ iza t iona l  s t ruc tu res  represented c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  pa t te rns .  



4 .  Compare Ar izona's admin is t ra t ive  r a t i o s  and costs w i th  those o f  other 

s ta tes .  

5. Develop recommendations on how Arizona's current  recordkeeping system 

could be modi f ied t o  provide b e t t e r ,  more comparable data on school 

d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t i ve  costs i n  the fu ture .  

6.  Review the funct ions o f  the county school superintendents'  o f f i c e s  i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  the services they provide for  the educational system (e .g . ,  

accounting, smai I  schooi serv ices,  special education serv ices) ,  and 

recommend how these funct ions could be modi f ied t o  p r ~ v i d e  more 

cos t -e f fec t i ve  serv ices.  

4 .  Review whether regional services and technology i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  school 

d i s t r i c t  management and personnel t r a i n i n g  funct ions have resul ted i n  

more cos t -e f fec t i ve  educational systems across the na t ion  and i n  

Arizona, and recommend a s t ruc tu re  for  these w i t h i n  Arizona. 

A sect ion o f  other top ics  we be l ieve should be studied i n  greater  d e t a i l  i s  

included i n  the Areas For Further Study sect ion o f  t h i s  report  (see page 

73). 

School D i s t r i c t  Administ rat ive Costs 

The area o f  the study that  dea l t  w i th  school d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs 

consisted o f  data c o l l e c t i o n  and analysis phases. The f i r s t  and most 

essent ia l  s tep was t o  def ine the terms t o  be used. 

A database was establ  ished from the information co l  lected from the Arizona 

Department o f  Education on each d i s t r i c t .  Data was co l lec ted  from f i s c a l  

year 1989-90, the most recent year information could be compared 

n a t i o n a l l y .  A l l  d i s t r i c t s  were d iv ided i n t o  categories based on student 

populat ion ( i . e . ,  super large,  large, medium, smal l ,  or  small i so la ted ) ,  

type ( i . e . ,  u n i f i e d ,  elementary, or  h igh school),  and locat ion ( i . e . ,  urban 

o r  r u r a l ) .  The r a t i o  o f  pupi I s  to  administ rators was then ca lcu la ted for  

each d i s t r i c t .  T h i r t y  sample d i s t r i c t s  were selected based on the average 



number o f  students per administrator i n  each category. Through on-si te 

v i s i t s ,  we co l lec ted admin is t ra t ive  cost data and other information from 

each o f  the 30 d i s t r i c t s  or t he i r  county school superintendents. Data 

co l lec ted about the number of  administrators and admin is t ra t ive  costs was 

then analyzed and var ia t ions  were determined among the various categories 

o f  d i s t r i c t s .  

lnformation was a lso co l lec ted about the number o f  administrators 

na t i ona l l y  and admin is t ra t ive  costs i n  other states w i t h  a populat ion 

growth pa t te rn  s im i la r  t o  Arizona. This data was then analyzed and 

compared w i th  Arizona data. 

Problems w i t h  the data co l l ec t i on  of  admin is t ra t ive  costs from the sample 

d i s t r i c t s  were a lso analyzed and recommendations t o  improve the S ta te ' s  

school d i s t r i c t  recordkeeping system were developed. 

Reqional Services and Telecommunications 

The second area o f  the study addressed regional services and 

telecommunications technology i n  Arizona and across the nat ion,  and the 

functions o f  Arizona county school superintendents. 

Arizona Revised Statutes and the Uniform Accounting Manual fo r  Arizona 

County School Superintendents were reviewed t o  obta in  information about the 

functions o f  county school superintendents. 

lnformation about other regional serv ice providers and telecommunications 

technology i n  Arizona was obtained from a questionnaire mailed t o  county 

school superintendents and school d i s t r i c t s .  Based on t h e i r  responses to  

the questionnaire, we contacted other regional serv ice providers i n  Arizona 

t o  obta in  information on the types of  services and technology they are 

provid ing t o  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona. 

A sample o f  14 states was selected t o  obta in  information on regional 

services and te lecomunicat ions technology across the nat ion.  We contacted 

the s ta te  department o f  education and education serv ice agencies 



in each state and obtained information about their structure, operation, 

the services they provide to their member school districts, and cost 

sav i ngs . 

Advisory Review Committee 

The Auditor General established an advisory review committee of ten members 

with either expertise in school finance and administration or in the 

operations of county school superintendents' offices. The committee 

represented school district governing boards, county school 

superintendents, the Arizona Department ~f Education, taxpayers, and school 

district administrators from districts of various types and sizes, 

including a small isolated rural district. The committee consisted of the 

following members: 

Dr. Louann Bier le in  Assistant Director, Morrison Institute for Public 
Policy, Arizona State University 

Ms. Starr  Busks Director of Business Services, Murphy Elementary 
School District 

Ms. Sandra Dowling County School Superintendent, Maricopa County 

Mr. Eugene Dudo Assistant Superintendent for Finance, Glendale Union 
High Scho~l District 

Dr. Charles Essigs Assistant Superintendent/Business Services, Mesa 
Unified School District 

Dr.  Mary Lou Garmw>n Superintendent, Bonita Elementary School District 

Mr. Kevin McCarthy Executive Director, Arizona Tax Research Association 

Dr.  Judy Richardson Administrator for School Finance, Career Ladders, and 
Legislative Services, Arizona Department of Education 

Dr. Paul Street County School Superintendent, Yavapai County 

Ms. Marilyn Wilson Board Member, Mesa Unified School District: >resident, 
Arizona School Boards Association 

The advisory review committee was formed to provide input from the 

professions! community interested in the study, and comments and 

suggestions on the preliminary draft of our findings and recommendations. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 



CHAPTER 1 

COUPARISONS OF ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AMONG ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

"he Auditor General conducted a study of school d i s t r i c t  administrators and 

administrat ive costs i n  Arizona and concluded the fo l lowing questions were 

relevant.  

Do smaller d i s t r i c t s  spend more on administrat ion per student than 
larger d i s t r i c t s ?  What i s  the most cost e f f e c t i v e  student populat ion 
f o r  a d i s t r i c t ?  

a Are admin is t ra t ive costs less i n  un i f i ed  d i s t r i c t s  than i n  elementary 
o r  h igh school d i s t r i c t s ?  

e Does admin is t ra t ive spending d i f f e r  between urban and ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s ?  

e Do union h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and t he i r  feeder elementary d i s t r i c t s  
have fewer students per administrator than s im i l a r  u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s ?  

D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive costs consist p r imar i l y  o f  the costs o f  operating 

the o f f i c e s  of d i s t r i c t  superintendents, associate superintendents, and 

business managers; whi le school administrat ive costs consist general ly o f  

the costs o f  operating p r i nc ipa l s '  o f f i ces .  U.S. Department o f  Education 

de f i n i t i ons  were used so our data was comparable w i th  nat ional  f igures.  To 

determine the number o f  administrators and the per student r a t i os  to  

i den t i f y  sample d i s t r i c t s ,  data was col lected for  the 213 Arizona school 

d i s t r i c t s  that have administrators.  (See Map 2 on page 11 fo r  composition 

o f  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  each county.) To determine admin is t ra t ive costs,  

data was co l lec ted from 30 sample d i s t r i c t s .  (See Map 9 on page 10.) I n  

our analysis,  a d i s t i n c t i o n  was made between d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  and 

school-level administrators and administrat ive costs. (For more deta i led 

information about the scope and methodology o f  school d i s t r i c t  

administrat ive costs and de f i n i t i ons  used, see Appendices A and B . )  

FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 

The number o f  administrators and administrat ive costs were analyzed to  

determine var ia t ions among the d i f f e ren t  sizes and types of  d i s t r i c t s ,  and 

between urban and rura l  d i s t r i c t s .  Administrat ive organizational pat terns 

of school d i s t r i c t s  were also determined. 



MAP 1 

LOCATION OF THE 30 SAMPLE DISTRICTS 1 
1. Meao USD 
2. Tucson US0 
3. nagstoff US0 
4. Oeof Vally USD 
5. Nopolu US0 
6. Tmpo UHSO 
7. T m p .  €SO 
8. Flowing Wollr US0 
9. Snowfioke USD 

10. Pago US0 
11. Tollemn UHSO 
12. Coiomdo R l w  UHSO 
13. Cmno ESO 
14. Creighton ESD 
15. Avondalo ESD 
16- Bullhmd City €SO 
17. Tonque Vvde US0 
18. Glob. USD 
19. R. Thomas US0 
20. Show Law USD 

21. Mammoth-Son 
MonuJ US0 

22. Po*u US0 
23. Santo Cmz 

Voily UHSD 
24. Antolop. UHSO 
25. Ricnnido ESD 
26. Higly ESQ 
27. Nodobuq ESD 
28. Sdomonvillo ESD 
29. Mohawk ESD 
50. Owenr-Whitny ESO 

Laraer D i s t r i c t s  Have Lower Achninistrative Costs Per Student 

For our analysis based on average dai l y  attendance, d i s t r i c t s  were divided 

i n to  f i v e  categories according to  student population: super large (over 

40,0001, large (5,000 t o  40,0001, medium (under 5,000 but not smal I ) ,  and 

small and small iso la ted (under 600 i n  e i ther  elementary or h igh school 

g rades ) . 

I n  our analysis o f  the administrat ive costs o f  the 38 sample d i s t r i c t s ,  

d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive costs per student vary w i th  d i s t r i c t  s i ze  and 

smaller d i s t r i c t s  are less cost e f f ec t i ve .  However, even though our 

analysis indicated that the average student populat ion s f  small isolated 

d i s t r i c t s  i s  larger than small d i s t r i c t s ,  small isolated d i s t r i c t s  have 

higher admin is t ra t ive costs per student. (See Chart I on page 13.) School 

admin is t ra t ive costs do not vary as much w i th  average d a i l y  attendance as 

d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive costs. 

10 



COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
IN EACH COUNTY 

100% Rural 6 w 
85% - 99% Rural r~ 

1, 50% - 84% Rural 
Less than 50% Rural 

Note: Small, Medium, and Large 
categories are based on average 
daily membership for 1990-91. 1 Large 



CHART 1 

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
BY DISTRICT SIZE 

FISCAL YEAR 1-90 

SUPER LARGE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL ISOLATED 

Source: Compiled from da ta  of the 30 sample d i s t r i c t s  

A.R.S. $15-901.8.23 defines a small isolated d i s t r i c t  as any school 

I) d i s t r i c t  wi th  less than 600 students i n  ei ther high school or elementary 

grades, but a l l  schools i n  the d i s t r i c t  are located 30 miles or more from 

another school or ,  i f  road conditions and te r ra in  make dr iv ing  slow or 

hazardous, 15 miles or more from another ,no01 wi th  the same grades i n  

another d i s t r i c t .  I n  selecting our 30 sample school d i s t r i c t s ,  we noted 

several d i s t r i c t s  c lass i f ied  as small isolated d i s t r i c t s  under th i s  

d e f i n i t i o n  that are not located i n  remote areas. For example, both 

Wickenburg and St. Johns Unif ied School D i s t r i c t s  are c lass i f ied  as small 

isolated d i s t r i c t s  and, therefore, receive addit ional funding i n  accordance 

wi th  t h i s  statute.  However, both d i s t r i c t s  are located w i th in  the c i t y  or 

town l i m i  t s .  

Therefore, the d e f i n i t i o n  of  a small isolated school d i s t r i c t  i n  A.R.S. 

515-901.8.23 should be reviewed to ascertain whether t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  should 

be modified and, i f  so, to  determine a new de f i n i t i on .  



Our analysis a lso showed that  the number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  

administrator  and support s t a f f  decreases as the s i ze  o f  the d i s t r i c t  

decreases from super large t o  small isolated.  (See Chart 2 . )  

Economy o f  scale i s  the apparent reason larger d i s t r i c t s  are more 

economical i n  terms o f  the number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  

than smaller d i s t r i c t s .  A minimum number o f  administrators i s  necessary to  

manage a d i s t r i c t  o f  any s ize.  However, as the s i ze  o f  a d i s t r i c t  

increases, so does the number of  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator .  

Chart 3 shows that  a l  l s i ze  categories o f  d i s t r i c t s  have simi l a r  r a t i os  o f  

student-s per school admin is t ra tor ,  except for  small iso la ted d i s t r i c t s ,  

which have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  fewer students per school admin is t ra tor .  

There I s  A D i rec t  Corre la t ion Between The Size Of A School D i s t r i c t  And The 

b m o l e x i t y  Of I t s  Administrat ive Orqanizational St ruc ture  

Our study o f  the organizat ional  s t ruc tu re  o f  the 30 sample d i s t r i c t s  showed 

the fo l lowing general charac te r i s t i cs .  

I n t h e s m a l l e s t o f s c k o o l d i s t r i c t s , a d m i n i s t r a t o r s a r e m o r e  l i k e l y t o  
perform more t P 1 -  one funct ion.  

I n  medium schoci d i s t r i c t s ,  d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion w i l l  general ly  
include one o r  more ass is tant  superintendents. 

Large d i s t r i c t s  usua l l y  have three o r  more ass is tant  superintendents. 

0 Super large d i s t r i c t s  have a deputy superintendent supervis ing s i x  o r  
more ass is tant  superintendents. 

Appendix E includes sample organizational s t ruc tures.  

According t o  School Finance and Education Po l i cv ,  Enhancina Educational 

E f f i c i encv .  Eaual i tv  and Choice, studies concerning the cost-size 

re la t ionsh ip  among d i f f e r e n t  sckool d i s t r i c t s  ind icate  that  "per-pupil 

costs are  general ly  - igher i n  small school d i s t r i c t s  than i n  average-size 

d i s t r i c t s "  because l e r  school d i s t r i c t s  have " s i gn i f i can t  economies of  

scale" However, tr ~ r t i c l e  a lso po in ts  out that  studies ind icate  very 

large ~ i s t r i c t s  have ' s i gn i f i can t  diseconomies o f  scale" (Guthr ie) .  Some 



CHART 2 

STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR AND SUPPORT STAFF 
BY DISTRICT SIZE 

FISCAL YEAR 1-90 

SUPER LARGE LARGE MEDIUM SMAU SMAU ISOLATED 

Source: Compi 1 ed f rom A r i  zona Department o f  Educat ion d a t a  f o r  213 d i s t r i c t s  

CHART 3 

STUDENTS PER SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR 
BY DISTRICT SIZE 

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 
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Source: Compiled f rom A r i z o n a  D e p a r ~ n e n t  o f  Educat ion d a t a  f o r  213 d i s t r i c t s  



evidence o f  diseconomies o f  scale was found when numbers o f  students per 

d i s t r i c t  administrator  without considerat ion o f  t h e i r  support s t a f f s  were 

analyzed. barge d i s t r i c t s  had 649 students per d i s t r i c t  administrator 

whi le  super large d i s t r i c t s  had only 590 students per d i s t r i c t  

admrnistrator .  

Un i f i ed  D i s t r i c t s  Have The Lowest Administrat ive Costs Per Student 

Our analysis o f  d i s t r i c t s  by type (un i f i ed ,  h igh school, and elementary) 

found that  the number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  and support 

s t a f f  i s  the highest for  u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  and the lowest for  h igh school 

d i s t r i c t s .  

Our comparison o f  the admin is t ra t ive  costs o f  the 30 sample d i s t r i c t s  found 

that  u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  have the lowest d i s t r i c t  and t o t a l  admin is t ra t ive  

costs per student. High school d i s t r i c t s  have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher 

d i s t r i c t  and school admin is t ra t ive  costs per student. As shown i n  Chart 4, 

the h igh school d i s t r i c t s '  admin is t ra t ive  costs are considerably higher 

than those o f  u n i f i e d  and elementary d i s t r i c t s .  

To understand why high school d i s t r i c t s  have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher 

admin is t ra t ive  costs per student and fewer students per administrator  and 

support s t a f f ,  a small sample o f  h igh school d i s t r i c t s  was surveyed. We 

determined what programs, i f  any, were unique t o  h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and 

what add i t i ona l  admin is t ra t ive  costs were incurred as a resu l t  o f  those 

programs. Based on the survey, both high school and u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  

o f f e r  s im i l a r  programs and incur admin is t ra t ive  costs usual ly  not found 

i n  elementary d i s t r i c t s ,  such as vocational education programs; a t h l e t i c  

programs; pregnant teen programs; and bookstore, student a c t i v i t i e s ,  

newspaper, yearbook, and advanced placement. Many o f  these programs and 

a c t i v i t i e s  incur add i t iona l  admin is t ra t ive  expenses ( i . e . ,  sa la r ies  for  the 

d i r ec to r ,  coordinator ,  or assistant  p r i n c i p a l ) .  Addi t ional  admin is t ra t ive  

expenses are a lso incurred for  attendance, d i s c i p l i n e ,  secur i t y ,  and 

scheduling classes i n  both high school and u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s .  



CHART 4 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
BY DISTRICT TYPE 

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 

UNIRED HIGH SCHOOL 

Source: Compiled from d a t a  of the  30 sample d i s t r i c t s  

I f  these were the only factors involved, i t  would seem log ica l  that  

elementary d i s t r i c t s  should have the lowest admin is t ra t ive  costs per 

student. However, another fac tor  that  must be considered i s  d i s t r i c t  

s i ze .  I n  our sample, u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  were on the average larger than 

elementary and h igh school d i s t r i c t s .  The average s ize  o f  elementary and 

h igh school d i s t r i c t s  was about the same i n  our sample. 

The organizat ional  charts o f  the 30 sample school d i s t r i c t s  were a lso  

analyzed t o  determine whether the complexity o f  the admin is t ra t ive  

organizat ional  s t ruc tu re  was a f fec ted by the type o f  d i s t r i c t  ( i . e . ,  

whether type resul ted i n  ce r t a i n  functions being s ta f f ed  w i t h  separate 

administrators) .  However, any co r re l a t i on  between the type o f  d i s t r i c t  and 

the complexity o f  the admin is t ra t ive  organizat ional  s t ruc tu re  was not found. 



Urban D i s t r i c t s  Have Lower Administrat ive Costs Per Student Than Rural 

D i s t r i c t s  Because Urban D i s t r i c t s  Generallv Have More Students 

Our comparison o f  urban and ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s  found that  urban d i s t r i c t s  have 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower d i s t r i c t  and school admin is t ra t ive  costs per student 

than ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s .  Rural d i s t r i c t s  had d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs 

that  were 26 percent higher than urban d i s t r i c t s ,  and school admin is t ra t ive  

costs that  were 5.3 percent higher than urban d i s t r i c t s .  The importance o f  

t h i s  analysis can be seen when the makeup of  the d i s t r i c t s  i n  the two 

categories i s  considered. Urban d i s t r i c t s  general ly have a larger student 

populat ion than ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s  and would therefore be able t o  take 

advantage o f  the economies of  scale. Urban d i s t r i c t s  may a lso bene f i t  from 

a larger ,  more convenient, and more competi t ive supply o f  goods and 

serv ices,  a l lowing them to  obtain needed goods and services a t  lower 

p r i ces .  By cont rast ,  ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s  have a predominantly small student 

populat ion and are o f ten  iso la ted;  however, they s t i l l  incur ce r ta in  

minimum admin is t ra t ive  costs to  operate. 

The organizat ional  charts ~ f  the 30 sample school d i s t r i c t s  were also 

analyzed t o  determine whether the complexity o f  the admin is t ra t ive  

organizat ional  s t ruc tu re  was a f fec ted by d i s t r i c t  locat ion ( i . e . ,  whether 

locat ion resul ted i n  ce r t a i n  functions being s ta f f ed  w i t h  separate 

admin is t ra tors) .  However, any co r re la t ion  between the locat ion o f  the 

sample d i s t r i c t s  and the complexity o f  t he i r  admin is t ra t ive  organizat ional  

s t ruc tu re  was not found. 

Un i f i ed  D i s t r i c t s  Have More Students Per Administrator When Compared To 

Union H i ~ h  School D i s t r i c t s  And Their Feeder Elementarv D i s t r i c t s  

The ra t i os  o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  and support s t a f f  o f  

union h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and t he i r  feeder elementary d i s t r i c t s  were 

compared t o  the average o f  a l l  u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  o f  comparable s i ze .  The 

purpose o f  t h i s  comparison was t o  determine whether the u n i f i c a t i o n  of  a  

union h igh school d i s t r i c t  w i t h  i t s  feeder elementary d i s t r i c t s  may 

possib ly r esu l t  i n  fewer d i s t r i c t  administrators and support s t a f f .  



Table 1 shows that  i n  a l l  cases, u n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  o f  comparable s i ze  had 

more students per d i s t r i c t  administ rator  and support s t a f f  than the union 

h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and t he i r  feeder elementary d i s t r i c t s .  Un i f i ed  

d i s t r i c t  r a t i os  were an average o f  38 percent higher for  a l l  s i ze  d i s t r i c t s  

than union h igh school d i s t r i c t s  and t he i r  feeder elementary d i s t r i c t s .  

However, decisions to  consol idate should not be based so le l y  on t h i s  

analysis because many other factors are involved. 

TABLE 1 

UNIFIED DISTRICTS COMPARED TO UNION HIGH SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS AND THEIR FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 

STUMMTS PER DISTRICT 
ADUIMISTIUTOR AND 

S U ? ? m l  STAFF 

AVERAGE OF ALL SUPER LARGE, UNIFIED.  URBAN DISTRICTS 290 - 
P m X N I X  UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 1 3  FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 132  

GLENDALE UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 253 

AVERAGE OF ALL LARGE. UNIFIED,  URBAN DISTRICTS 307 - 
TEMPE UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 184 

YUUA UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 5 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 177 

TOLLESON UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 5 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 119 

AVERAGE OF ALL LARGE, UNIFIED,  RURAL DISTRICTS 206 - 
CASA GRANDE UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 1 1 5  

AGUA FRIA  UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 126 

AVERAGE OF ALL M E D I U ,  UNIFIED.  RURAL DISTRICTS 174 - 
BUCKEYE UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 185  

AVERAGE OF ALL SMALL, UNIFIED, RURAL DISTRICTS' 126 

AVERAGE OF ALL SMALL, ISOLATED, UNIFIED, RURAL DISTRICTS' 1 0 1  - 
SANTA CRUZ VALLEY UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 9 5 

PATAGONIA UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 48 

VALLEY UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AN0 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 62 

ANTELOPE UNION HIGH SCHOOL AN0 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 77 

BICENTENNIAL UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 54 

'krul l r u r a l  a n d  sma l  l i s o l a t e d  r u r a l  d i s t r i c t s  r e r e  a n a l y z e d  t o g e t h e r  b e c a u s e  s m l  l u n i o n  
h i g h  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  a n d  t h a i r  f e e d e r  e l e m e n t a r y  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  a m i x t u r e  o f  both C.t.pories. 

S o u r c e :  C o m p i l e d  frm A r i z o n a  Depar tmonk  o f  E d u c a t i o n  d a t a  f o r  213 d i s t r i c t s .  

w 



Ins t ruc t iona l  Costs Per Do l la r  Of Administrat ion Do Not Vary S i a n i f i c a n t l y  

With D i s t r i c t  Size 

To determine the re la t ionsh ip  between ins t ruc t iona l  and admin is t ra t ive  

costs as the s i ze  o f  a  d i s t r i c t  increases, the 30 sample d i s t r i c t s  were 

categorized by s ize.  The t o t a l  i ns t ruc t iona l  costs o f  the d i s t r i c t s  i n  

each s ize  category were added and then t h i s  f i gu re  was d iv ided by the t o t a l  

admin is t ra t ive  costs o f  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the same category. The resu l t i ng  

amount represents the number of  do l l a r s  spent on i ns t r uc t i on  for  every 

d o l l a r  spent on admin is t ra t ion.  Our analysis indicates there appears to  be 

no c lear  co r re l a t i on  between d i s t r i c t  s ize and ins t ruc t iona l  costs per 

d o l l a r  o f  admin is t ra t ion.  

However, fo r  each admin is t ra t ive  do l l a r  spent, the super large and large 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  our sample spent a  l i t t l e  more fo r  ins t ruc t ion  than medium, 

small ,  and small iso la ted d i s t r i c t s .  

D i s t r i c t s  With Hiah Assessed Valuations And Hiah Student Standard Test 

Scores Do Not Necessari ly Have Hiah Administrat ive Costs 

Administrat ive costs were compared t o  assessed va luat ion t o  determine 

whethzr d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  h igh assessed valuat ions had higher admin is t ra t ive  

costs Administrat ive costs were a lso exami :d t o  determine t he i r  e f f e c t ,  

i f  ar on the standard tes t  scores o f  d i s t r i c t  students. 

The resu l t s  o f  our comparisons ind icate  there appears t o  be no re l a t i on  

between admin is t ra t ive  costs and assessed valuat ion,  and admin is t ra t ive  

costs and standard tes t  scores. 

CONCLUS I ONS AND RECOWENDAT I QN 

Our review o f  admin is t ra t ive  costs and the number o f  administrators among 

Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  revealed the fo l lowing:  

@ Larger-size d i s t r i c t s  are more cost e f f e c t i v e  i n  terms o f  d i s t r i c t  
admin is t ra t ive  costs Der student and number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  
admin is t ra tor .  Small iso la ted d i s t r i c t s  are the least cost e f f ec t i ve .  



School- level a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  costs Der student and the number o f  
students per school admin is t ra to r  do no t  vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y  w i t h  
d i f f e r e n t  s i z e  d i s t r i c t s ,  except tha t  small i so la ted  d i s t r i c t s  have 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  fewer students per school admin i s t ra to r .  

High school d i s t r i c t s  have h igher  t o t a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  costs Der 
student than u n i f i e d  and elementary d i s t r i c t s .  U n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  a re  
the most cost  e f f e c t i v e .  

U n i f i e d  d i s t r i c t s  have more students per d i s t r i c t  admin i s t ra to r  and 
support s t a f f  than union h igh  school d i s t r i c t s  and t h e i r  feeder 
elementary d i s t r i c t s  f unc t i on ing  as separate d i s t r i c t s .  

A recommendation from our study i s  tha t  

@ The s t a t u t o r y  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a small i s o l a t e d  school d i s t r i c t  should be 
rev i ewed . 



CHAPTER 2 

COUPARl SONS OF AIM1 Nl STRATI VE COSTS OF 
ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO OTHER STATES 

In  comparing Arizona's admin is t ra t ive  s t a f f i n g  and costs t o  those o f  other 

states and na t i ona l l y ,  the fo l lowing questions were addressed: 

8 What percentage o f  Arizona's t o t a l  operating expenditures i s  spent on 
administrat ion,  and how does t h i s  percentage compare w i t h  other s im i l a r  
states? 

8 Does Arizona spend more on admin is t ra t ion per student than other 
s i m i l a r  states? 

a Does Arizona have more administrators per student than other s ta tes  o r  
when compared na t iona l l y?  

8 Does Arizona have more school d i s t r i c t s  o r  more small school d i s t r i c t s  
compared t o  other s ta tes w i t h  a s im i l a r  populat ion growth rate? 

Our analysis o f  numbers o f  administrators o f  Arizona's school d i s t r i c t s  t o  

other s ta tes included comparisons w i t h  the nat iona l  average. Our analysis 

o f  admin is t ra t ive  costs i n  Arizona t o  other states included comparisons 

w i t h  e ight  sample s ta tes w i  t k  a h igh populat ion growth ra te  l i k e  Arizona. 

See Appendix A for  add i t iona l  information on the scope o f  these comparisons 

and methodology. 

FINIINGS AH) ANALYSES 

Arizona's D i s t r i c t  Administrat ive Costs Per Student Are Lower Than Most 

States -led 

Arizona spent less on d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion per student than most states 

i n  our sample. However, Utah spent s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less per student on 

admin is t ra t ion than any s ta te  selected for  comparison. (See Chart 5, page 

24.) 

Also, when the r a t i o  o f  students t o  administrators i n  Arizona was compared 

w i t h  those o f  other s ta tes,  Arizona had a s l i g h t l y  higher r a t i o  o f  students 

per d i s t r i c t  administrator  than the nat ional  average, but a lower r a t i o  



than the sample s ta tes .  However, Arizona's r a t i o  o f  students per school 

administ rator  was higher than the nat iona l  average and a l l  s ta tes  sampled, 

except Utah. (See Charts 6 and 7.) 

We discussed the reason fo r  Utah's low admin is t ra t ive  costs w i t h  the Utah 

3epartment o f  Education and the National Center for  Education S t a t i s t i c s .  

Both rep l ied  that  Utah has r e l a t i v e l y  few d i s t r i c t s ,  most o f  which are 

large- and medium-size d i s t r i c t s ;  Arizona has numerous very small 

d i s t r i c t s .  As a r e s u l t ,  Utah i s  able to  operate w i t h  fewer administ rators 

per student. However, we a lso found that  some s ta tes  w i t h  considerably 

fewer d i s t r i c t s  than Arizona, such as F l o r i da  and Nevada, have higher 

admin is t ra t ive  costs per student. 

CHART 5 

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
ARIZONA AND SAMPLE STATES 

FISCAL YEAR 198%90 

$176 

GEORGIA 

5219 

WASH 

$237 

CAUF 

sat3 

FLORIDA 
w 

NEVADA 

Source: Compiled from data provided by the Arizona Department of Education and the sample 
s ta tes  
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CHART 6 

STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 

Source: Compiled from d a t a  p r o v i d e d  by the  Ar i zona  Department of Educat ion and the  N a t i o n a l  
Cen te r  f o r  Educat ion S t a t i s t i c s .  (Nevada was excluded because i t  r e p o r t e d  c e r t i f i e d  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  o n l y . )  

CHART 7 

STUDENTS PER SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 
600 

Source: Compiled from d a t a  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  Ar i zona  Department o f  Educa t ion  and t h e  N a t i o n a l  
Cen te r  f o r  Educat ion S t a t i s t i c s .  (Nevada was exc luded because i t  r e p o r t e d  c e r t i f i e d  
admi n i  s t  r a t o r s  on1 y . ) 



Arizona D i s t r i c t s  Have A S imi lar  Percentage Of Administrators As Other 

States 

I n  f i s c a l  year 1989-90, Arizona's proport ion o f  d i s t r i c t  and school 

administrators and support s t a f f s  to  t o t a l  employees was comparable t o  the 

average o f  the selected s ta tes,  but s l i g h t l y  higher than the nat ional  

average. Administrators and support s t a f f  averaged 12.8 percent o f  t o t a l  

employees i n  Arizona, whi le i n  the sample states the average was 

12.7 percent, and the nat ional  average was 11.8 percent. 

Based on our sample d i s t r i c t s ,  Arizona spent 12.3 percent o f  a l l  school 

d i s t r i c t  operat ing expenditures on administrat ion (5.1 percent on d i s t r i c t  

admin is t ra t ion and 7 .2  percent on school administrat ion);  the sample states 

spent an average o f  11.8 percent. 

Arizona Has More Small D i s t r i c t s  Than Many Other States 

A comparison o f  the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  by s i ze  c l e a r l y  indicates that 

Arizona has a ma jo r i t y  o f  small and very small d i s t r i c t s .  Arizona has more 

small and very small d i s t r i c t s  than h a l f  the sample states i n  our 

comparison. Only Missouri had a larger percentage of  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  fewer 

than 600 average d a i l y  attendance. 

Table 2 summarizes the number o f  school d i s t r i c t s  by s i ze  i n  each o f  the 

s ta tes selected. (The number o f  d i s t r i c t s  for  Arizona and other s ta tes and 

the d i s t r i c t  s i ze  categories vary depending on the source o f  information. 

For t h i s  comparison, National Center for  Education S t a t i s t i c s '  numbers were 

used. 

F i f t y  percent o f  a l l  school d i s t r i c t s  in- A,rizona have fewer than 600 

students, whi le  Utah, Nevada, and Georgia have r e l a t i v e l y  few d i s t r i c t s  

w i t h  fewer than 600 students, F l o r i da  has no d i s t r i c t s  that  smal l ,  and 

F lo r ida ,  Utah, and Nevada have only one d i s t r i c t  w i t h  fewer than 1,000 

students. Other comparisons show that  Utah has fewer administrators per 

student and spends s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less on d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion per 

student than any o f  the other s ta tes studied. 



TABLE 2 
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY STUDENT POPULATION S I Z E  

I N  SELECTED STATES 

Large Med i tlrn Srna I I Very Small  
Average To ta l  

Dai l y Number Of (5000 o r  Percent (1000 to  Percent (600 t o  Percent (Less Percent  
Attendance D i s t r i c t s  more) o f  To ta l  4999) o f  Tota l  999) o f  To ta l  than 600) o f  To ta l  

C a l i f o r n i a  4,437,940 1,074 220 20% 33 1 31% 104 10% 41 9 39% 

I Texas 3,075,333 1,062 105 10 320 3 0 159 15 478 45 

Missour i  727.777 543 30 6 137 25 88 16 288 5 3 

Washington 755,141 295 4 4 15 9 2 3 1 3 8 13 121 4 1 

1 Georgia 1,854,097 186 49 26 122 66 6 3 9 5 
I 1 F l o r i d a  1,646,583 67 4 3 64 23 3 4 1 2 0 0 

/ Utah 408,917 40+ 18 45 16 40 1 3 4 10 

Nevada 172,993 17 5 29 8 4 7 1 6 3 18 

I * The s i z e  o f  one d i s t r i c t  was no t  reported.  

I Source 
: Nat iona l  Center f o r  Education S t a t i s t i c s  "Pub l ic  Elementary and Secondary Schools 

and Agencies i n  the  Un i ted  Sta tes  and O u t l y i n g  Areas: School Year 1989-90". 



TABLE 3 
BENEFITS PROVIDED TO ADMINISTRATORS 

PERCENT OF ARIZONA PERCENT Of NATIONAL 
SAYPLE DISTRICTS, SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 

BENEFITS' OFFERING BENEFIT OFFERING BENEFIT 

Vacation 96.67Z 73 .701  

Sick Leave 96.67 98 .49  

Personal Leave 9 0 . 0 0  9 0 . 6 0  

Sabbatical Leave 40.08  59 .40  

Medical Insurance 100.00 98 .00  

Dental Insurance 90.00  85 .20  

V i s i o n  Care Insurance 5 0 . 0 0  46 .90  

P r e s c r i p t i o n  Drugs 96.67  76.89 

Income P r o t e c t i o n  Insurance 40.08  41.79 

Group L i f e  Insurance 9 6 . 6 7  79.50 

Severance pay4 5 6 . 6 7  37.79 

T u i t i o n  Reimbursement 10.09  35 .39  

Convention Attendance 93.33  81 - 2 8  

Profess ional  Dues 83.33  68.76 

Transpor ta t ion  108.00' 96.09‘ 

Cost o f  Physical Exam 23.33  38.09 

Profess ional  L i a b i l i t y  Insurance 53.33  72 .56  

Retirement Plan (Other than the 10.0Q 4 . 3 9  
Sta te  Retirement Plan)  

Housing o r  Housing Allowance 13.33  N / A '  

o t h e r a  40.09  MIA' 

These b e n e f i t s  are provided t o  superintendents, associate/ass is tant  
superintendents. and/or p r i n c i p a l s .  

Ar izona s t a t i s t i c s  are based on our survey o f  the 39 Arizona sample d i s t r i c t s .  

Mat ional  s t a t i s t i c s  are obtained from the Educational Research Serv ice Report 
sumnary publ ished i n  School Business A f f a i r s .  August 1991. 

Severance Pay - includes unused s ick  and/or vacat ion leave. 

' Transpor ta t ion  - includes p rov is ions  fo r  m i  leage allowance, use o f  a v e h i c l e  
f o r  business only .  and use o f  a vehie le  f o r  business and c m u t i n g .  

' Transpor tat  i o n  - Includes p rov is ions  fo r  mi l cage a l  lowance. annual a l  lowranee, 
monthly allowance. o r  some other  t ranspor ta t ion  p rov is ion .  (This  p r o v i s i o n  i s  
no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  def ined by the Educational Research Serv ice. )  

' H / A  - This  in fo rmat ion  i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  on a na t iona l  basis. 

Other - inc ludes behef l  t s  ssch as bereavement leave, ca fe te r  l a  p lan  packages. 
tax -she l te red  annui ty ,  ana t rm l i f e  insurance. 

r 



Comparisons between Utah and Arizona are p a r t i c u l a r l y  valuable due to  the 

demographic s i m i l a r i t y  of  the two s ta tes.  Both states have two major 

metropol i tan areas and numerous small communities scattered throughout. 

However, Utah has only 40 school d i s t r i c t s  whi l e  Arizona has 238 and 118 o f  

these have fewer than 600 students. Utah's small number o f  school 

d i s t r i c t s  i s  considered t o  be an important factor  i n  the s ta te ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  

maintain lower d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs per student than Arizona and 

nat ional  l y .  

Arizona Administrators Receive The Same Tvoes Of Benef i t  Packa~es As A 

National Sample 

As shown i n  Table 3, a compar is~n o f  the percentage s f  benef i ts  arovided by 

d i s t r i c t s  general ly  without cost t o  school d i s t r i c t  admin :raters i n  

Arizona and na t i ona l l y  indicates that  Arizona administrators receive a 

higher percentage o f  ce r ta in  benef i ts  and a lower percentage o f  others, but 

for  many bene f i t s  there were no s i gn i f i can t  d i f ferences.  

Our review o f  admin is t ra t ive  costs and the number o f  administrators i n  

Arizona compared t o  the nat ion and selected states indicated the fo l lowing:  

Arizona spends s l i g h t l y  less on admin is t ra t ion per student than most o f  
the other states i n  our comparison. However, Utah spends s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
less on admin is t ra t ion per student than the other states i n  the study. 

@ The number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  i n  Arizona i s  s im i la r  
t o  most o f  the other states selected for  comparison, except Utah and 
Georgia, which have a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher number o f  students per 
administrator .  

@ Arizona's t o t a l  admin is t ra t ive  expenditures account fo r  about 12 
percent o f  t o t a l  operating expenditures. D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  
expenditures are 5 percent of  t o t a l  operating expenditures. These 
percentages are about the same as other s ta tes w i th  s im i l a r  populat ion 
growth. 

@ I n  comparison w i th  other s ta tes,  Arizona has more very small (5Q 
percent have fewer than 600 students) school d i s t r i c t s  which may resu l t  
i n  higher admin is t ra t ive  costs. 



CHAPTER 3 

COMPARISONS OF CHANGES IN ARIZONA'S AND OTHER STATES' 
SCHOOL DISTRICT ADUlNlSTRATlVE COSTS OVER TIME 

This chapter addresses changes i n  numbers o f  administrators and 

admin is t ra t ive  costs over several years, changes i n  admin is t ra t ive  costs 

compared t o  i n f l a t i o n ,  and changes i n  ins t ruc t iona l  costs, and answers the 

fo l lowing questions: 

How does Arizona's r a t i o  o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  compare 
w i t h  the na t ion  and the sample states over the l as t  few years? 

e Are there fewer teachers per d i s t r i c t  administrator  now than i n  the 
past? 

8 Have d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  expenditures increased at a fas ter  r a te  
than ins t ruc t iona l  expenditures and i n f l a t i o n ?  Do expenditures f o r  
admin is t ra t ion represent a larger percentage o f  t o t a l  expenditures now 
than i n  the past? 

8 Have admin is t ra t ive  costs increased because o f  increases i n  Federal and 
State  programs and expenditures? 

e Have admin is t ra torsR sa la r ies  increased a t  a fas ter  r a te  than teachers' 
sa la r ies ,  and i n f l a t i o n ?  

FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 

Arizona's Ra t io  O f  Students Per D i s t r i c t  Administrator Has Chanaed Very 

L i t t l e  Over The Past Several Years 

Chart 8, page 32, shows that  Arizona's r a t i o  o f  number o f  students per 

d i s t r i c t  administrator  has var ied only s l i g h t l y  over the per iod 1986-87 

through 1989-90. These ra t i os  were higher than the nat iona l  average, but 

considerably lower than the average o f  the sample s ta tes.  The sample 

s ta tes '  average was 773 i n  1986-87 and 908 i n  1989-90. 

Na t iona l l y ,  the number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  rose s l i g h t l y  

over the per iod,  from 495 i n  1986-87 t~ 526 in 1989-90. I n  Arizona, the 

number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  dropped s l i g h t l y  over the 

per iod from 615 i n  1986-87 t o  605 i n  1989-90. 



CHART 8 

STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 

FROM FISCAL YEARS 1986-87 THROUGH 1989-90 

o ARIZONA a SAMPLE STATES o PlATlQNAl AVERAGE 

Source: Compiled f rom d a t a  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  Ar i zona  Department o f  Educat ion and t h e  Nat iona l  
Cen te r  f o r  Educat ion S t a t i s t i c s  

Utah, one of  the sample states i n  the comparison, had a markedly higher 

r a t i o  of number of students per administrator than any of the other sample 

states:  1,841 students per administrator i n  1986-87 increasing to  1,345 i n  

1989-90. 

Arizona's D i s t r i c t  Administrator S ta f f ina  Has Not Increased Uhen Compared 

To Teacher S ta f f ina  Over The Past Several Years 

Chart 9 indicates that Arizona has had s l i g h t l y  more teachers per d i s t r i c t  

administrator t h a ~  -ne national average, but considerably fewer teachers 

per d i s t r i c t  administrator than the sample states. Chart 9 also indicates 

that the r a t i ~  of  teachers to  d i s t r i c t  administrators for Arizona and 

nationwide has remained f a i r l y  constant over the past several years. 



CHART 9 

TEACHERS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 

FROM FISCAL YEARS 1- THROUGH 1-90 

o ARKOM + SAMPLE STATES o NATIONAL AVERAGE 

Source: Compiled from data provided by the Arizona Department o f  Education and the Nat ional  
Center f o r  Education S t a t i s t i c s  

I n  add i t ion,  a May 4988 a r t i c l e  published by the Educational Research 

Service concluded that  na t i ona l l y ,  the number o f  teachers per cent ra l  

o f f i c e  professional s t a f f  member, inc luding admin is t ra t ive  and professional 

s t a f f ,  has remained constant since 1982-83 a t  about 33-35 teachers per 

cent ra l  o f f i c e  professional s t a f f  member (Robinson). 

The main reason fo r  the higher number o f  teachers per administrator  i n  the 

sample s ta tes i s  the s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher r a t i os  o f  Georgia and Utah. 



A h i n i s t r a t i v e  Costs Have Increased A t  The Same Rate As Ins t ruc t iona l  Costs 

D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  and ins t ruc t iona l  costs have increased a t  about the 

same ra te ,  but a t  a ra te  almost four times greater than the increase i n  the 

Consumer Pr ice Index ZCPI) over the same time per iod.  Two reasons for  the 

large increase i n  costs i n  Arizona are an increase i n  sa la r ies  over the 

past few years (a lso,  see page 35) and an increase i n  the number o f  

students (about 17 percent over the las t  decade). Another reason for  the 

substant ia l  increase i n  admin is t ra t ive  costs i s  that  expenditures for  

medical and heal th  insurance increased dramat ical ly  i n  the las t  ten years. 

The Health Insurance Associat ion o f  America i n  Washington, D.C.,  which 

monitors nat iona l  expenditures for  employee heal th  and medical insurance 

bene f i t s ,  reported that  expenditures increased about 250 percent between 

1980 and 1990, although some increases may be due t o  changes i n  coverage. 

(See Chart 10.) 

CHART 10 

INCREASE IN ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS COMPARED TO INSTRUCTIONAL 
COSTS AND THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX IN ARIZONA 

FROM FISCAL YEARS 1981-82 THROUGH 1-90 

AOnINISTRATIVE COSTS + 1NSTRUCTIO)IAL COSTS 0 CONSUKR PRICE INDEX 

Source: Compiled f rom da ta  p rov ided by the  Ar izona Department of Educat ion 
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Administ rators '  Sa lar ies  Have Increased A t  A Rate Greater Than I n f l a t i o n  

For a nat iona l  sample dur ing the per iod 1984-85 through 1990-91, sa l a r i es  

o f  superintendents, p r i nc i pa l s ,  business managers, and teachers increased 

about 37 to  40 percent, wh i le  the Consumer Pr i ce  Index (CPI) increased only 

24 percent. The Arizona sample d i s t r i c t s  reported that  sa la r ies  o f  

superintendents increased 31 percent, business managers about 41 percent, 

p r i nc i pa l s  28 percent, and teachers 27 percent. (See Table 4 . )  

Therefore, sa la r ies  o f  the sample o f  Arizona's superintendents, p r i nc i pa l s ,  

and teachers have increased more than the CPI dur ing the per iod 1984-85 

through 1990-91, but less than the nat ional  sample. The sample o f  Arizona 

business managers' sa la r ies ,  however, increased more than the CPI and 

4 percent more than the nat iona l  sample. 

TABLE 4 

INCREASE OF SALARIES IN ARIZONA COMPARED 
TO NATIONAL SAMPLE, 1984-85 THROUW 1990-91 

Average Salary 

Pos i t  ion 

1984-85 1990-91 Percentage 
(rounded t o  nearest o f  Increase 
hundred) 

Superintendent Arizona Sample $59,700 $78,308 31% 
National Sample 57,000 79,900 40 

Business Manager Arizona Sample 39,800 55,900 4 1 
National Sample 40,300 55,100 37 

Pr inc ipa l  Arizona Sample 40,800 52,008 28 
National Sample 39,400 55,200 40 

Teacher Arizona Sample 23,700 30,200 2 7 
National Sample 23,600 32,900 39 

Source: Educa t iona l  Research Serv ice ,  &ri es Pa id  P r o f e s s i o n a l  Personnel i n  Pub1 i c 
School s  , 1984-85 and 1990-91 ed i  t i  ons 



Except for  business managers, the ra te  o f  increase i n  sa la r ies  for  Arizona 

superintendents, p r i nc i pa l s ,  and teachers has been s im i l a r  (27 t o  31 

percent),  i nd ica t ing  that  Arizona admin is t ra tors '  sa la r ies  have not 

increased s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a t  the expense o f  teachers' sa la r ies .  

Administrat ive Costs Were A Small Por t ion O f  Maintenance And O ~ e r a t i o n  Fund 

Ex~end i tu res  Over The Past Ten Years 

D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs and ins t ruc t iona l  costs as percentages o f  

t o t a l  Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures were compared t o  

determine whether d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs have increased a t  a higher 

ra te  than ins t ruc t iona l  costs over time. 

Expenditures fo r  d i s t r i c t  administrat ion and for  i ns t r uc t i on  i n  Arizona 

have remained very consistent over the period 1981-82 through 1989-90. 

D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  expenditures have cons is tent ly  accounted for  about 

4.6 percent o f  t o t a l  Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures, whi le 

expenditures for  i ns t r uc t i on  accounted fo r  about 60 percent. 

Increased Federal And State Proiect  Ex~end i tu res  Over The Last Ten Years 

Uav Have Resulted I n  Some Increases I n  Administrat ive Costs 

On a percentage basis,  the increase i n  Federal p ro jec ts  expenditures has 

not been as great as that  for  State p ro jec ts .  However, other fac tors  (such 

as increases i n  the number o f  students, sa la r ies ,  and the costs o f  hea l th  

insurance) have had a greater impact on increased admin is t ra t ive  

expenditures than Federal and State p ro jec ts .  

Total expenditures for  Federal pro jec ts  by Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  have 

increased from $62.6 m i l l i o n  i n  1981-82 t o  $109.5 m i l l i o n  i n  1990-91, or 

approximately 75 percent. Total expenditures fo r  State p ro jec ts  have 

increased from $1.7 m i l l i o n  t o  $18.7 m i l l i o n ,  or 1,000 percent. However, 

i n  f i s c a l  year 1990-91, t o t a l  expenditures for State pro jec ts  were only 0.6 

percent o f  t o t a l  Arizona school d i s t r i c t  expenditures, and expenditures for  

Federal p ro jec ts  were only 3.3 percent o f  the t o t a l .  



One reason c i t e d  by some administrators for  increased d i s t r i c t  

admin is t ra t ive  costs i s  an increase i n  paperwork caused by an increase i n  

the number o f  programs for  Federal and State pro jec ts .  

A 1987 Stanford Univers i ty  study found that  whi le the Federal government 

has become increasingly involved i n  the funding and management o f  

education, the high po in t  came i n  1977 w i th  programs for  r u r a l ,  urban, 

migrant, needy, handicapped, and other spec i f i c  types o f  students. The 

study a lso found that Elementary and Secondary Educational Act o f  1965 

(ESEA) Federal programs resul ted i n  higher admin is t ra t ive  and ins t ruc t iona l  

costs than d i d  non-ESEA programs. 

The Stanford study concluded that i n  comparison t o  loca l ,  Federal ESEA, and 

non-ESEA funded programs, State funded pro jec ts  had resul ted i n  the lowest 

levels o f  admin is t ra t ive  expenditures and s t a f f i n g  (Administrat ive Science 

Quarter lv) .  

Our review o f  changes i n  administrat ive costs and the number o f  

administrators i n  Arizona over time found that :  

at Arizona's r a t i o  o f  number o f  students per d i s t r i c t  administrator  has 
remained f a i r l y  constant over the las t  few years. However, t h i s  r a t i o  
i s  higher than the nat ional  average, but considerably lower than the 
average o f  the sample s ta tes.  

e The r a t i o  o f  teachers to  d i s t r i c t  administrators has remained f a i r l y  
constant over the past several years. Arizona has s l i g h t l y  more 
teachers per d i s t r i c t  administrator than the nat ion,  but s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
fewer than the states i n  our sample. 

Costs fo r  i ns t r uc t i on  and d i s t r i c t  administrat ion have increased a t  
about the same ra te  since f i s c a l  year 1981-82. However, such costs 
increased 125 percent dur ing t h i s  per iod compared t o  32 percent for  the 
Consumer Pr i ce  Index. increases i n  student populat ion, sa la r ies ,  and 
heal th  insurance are among several reasons for  t h i s  d i spa r i t y .  

e As a percentage o f  Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures, 
admin is t ra t ive  expenditures remained f a i r l y  constant dur ing the per iod 
1981-82 through 1989-90. 



0 In a sample of Arizona districts, the salaries of superintendents, 
principals, and teachers increased at a rate lower than the average of 
a national sample during the period 1984-85 through 1990-91. The 
salary of business managers increased at a rate slightly higher than 
the national sample during the same period. However, the salaries of 
all employees in the Arizona sample and the national sample increased 
at a rate higher than the Consumer Price Index. 



CHAPTER 4 

ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICT REWIDKEEPING SYSTEM 

In compliance with Arizona Revised Statutes 915-271, the Uniform System of 

Financial Records (USFR) was developed by the Office of the Auditor General 

in conjunction with the Arizona Department of Education to provide a 

uniform system of financial accounting and reporting for school districts. 

The USFR chart of accounts requires school districts to classify 

expenditures by fund, function, and object code. 

Currently, school districts may report expenditures at either a sumnary or 

a detailed function code level and neither level is required for capital 

expenditures. 

School Districts Generally Did Not Properly Use Function Codes Prescribed 

In The USFR Chart Of Accounts 

Almost all of the 30 sample school districts included in our study used 

function codes in a manner that was not consistent with guidelines included 

in the USFR chart of accounts. Specifically, the following deficiencies 

were noted. 

a Administrative salaries were not always charged to the proper function 
code category . 
Salaries of administrators serving more than one function were not 
allocated among function codes. 

a Summary function codes were used as detailed function codes. For 
example, employee benefits and miscellaneous expenditures were charged 
to summary function codes rather than charging these expenditures to 
the appropriate detailed function codes. 

a Expenditures were not always reported by function code. 

The USFR Chart Of Accounts is Not Comoarable With The Federal Chart Of 

Accounts 

The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and 

Improvement has developed and maintains a manual entitled Financial 



Accountina for  Local and State School Svstems 1990 that i s  intended to  

serve as the standard for  a l l  s ta tes .  The manual contains a uniform chart 

o f  accounts for  school d i s t r i c t  f i nanc ia l  repor t ing that  provides a more 

de ta i l ed  system o f  account codes than i s  present ly  included i n  the USFR 

chart  o f  accounts. 

The USFR chart  o f  accounts i s  not present ly  comparable w i t h  the Federal 

chart  o f  accounts. Arizona i s  one o f  only e ight  s ta tes  and Washington, 

D . C . ,  tha t  d~ not cu r ren t l y  use the Federal chart  o f  accounts, or  use a 

chart  o f  accounts that  cannot be reconci led t o  the Federal chart  o f  

accounts. The Auditor General was not aware that  Arizona d i d  not comply 

w i t h  the Federal chart  ~f accounts p r i o r  t o  t h i s  study. 

The fo l l ow ing  act ions should be implemented by the Auditor General, i n  

conjunct ion w i t h  the Arizona Department o f  Education and reviewed by the 

School Finance A d v i s ~ r y  Committee, t~ improve school d i s t r i c t  recordkeeping 

and comparabi l i ty  o f  school d i s t r i c t  f i nanc ia l  data among school d i s t r i c t s  

w i t h i n  the Sta te  and na t i ona l l y .  

e Function codes i n  the USFR chart o f  accounts should be revised based on 
the chart  o f  accounts developed by the U.S. Department o f  Education, 
O f f i c e  o f  Educational Research and Improvement. This would 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  expand funct ion codes to  provide greater d e t a i l  i n  
recording expenditures, inc luding admin is t ra t ive  expenditures, and 
improve the accuracy and comparabi l i ty o f  f i nanc ia l  accounting and 
repor t ing.  

8 Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  should be required to  report  expenditures o f  
a l l  funds a t  the de ta i l ed  funct ion code leve l .  While the USFR al lows 
school d i s t r i c t s  t o  report  expenditures a t  the summary code leve l ,  
doing so reduces the c o l l e c t i b i l i t y  o f  de ta i l ed  expenditure 
informat ion,  and the comparabi l i ty  o f  f i nanc ia l  data among school 
d i s t r i c t s .  



REGIONAL SERVICES AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS 



CHAPTER 5 

REGIONAL SERVICES IN ARIZONA 

Our study o f  county school superintendents and other regional serv ice 

providers i n  Arizona determined that the f o l  lowing questions were re levant:  

What county school superintendent dut ies  are required and allowed i n  
s ta tu te? How can these dut ies  be modi f ied t o  provide more 
cost -e f fec t ive  services? 

@ @ Are Arizona county school superintendents comparable i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the 
types o f  serv ices they provide? 

e What other regional serv ices are  being provided t o  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  
Arizona? Who i s  prov id ing these services? 

e Are these other regional services resu l t i ng  i n  a more cost -e f fec t ive  
educational system? 

We conducted a survey o f  a1 l counties and then selected the Maricopa, Pima, 

P ina l ,  and Yavapai County School Superintendents' o f f i c e s  fo r  fur ther  

on-s i te review. Our sample was judgmentally selected, based on information 

gathered i n  our i n i t i a l  phone survey. The most important c r i t e r i a  fo r  

choosing the sample was the number and types s f  serv ice programs being 

administered by county school s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s b f f i c e s .  Other factors 

considered were the number o f  county school superintendent employees and 

the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the county. 

Most Of The Dut ies Current ly  Performed Bv County School Su~er in tendents  Are 

R e ~ u i r e d  BY Statu te  

These du t ies  consist  o f  the fo l lowing:  

1. Apportion school monies and n o t i f y  the country treasurer and the school 
d i s t r i c t s  o f  the amounts apportioned. 

2. Process warrants and maintain a warrant r eg i s te r .  

3. Maintain school d i s t r i c t  revenue and expenditure records. 

4. Prepare and receive reports t o  a i d  i n  the school d i s t r i c t  budgeting 
process. 



5.  Cause a l l  regular and special e lec t ions to  be conducted. 

6.  Appoint school d i s t r i c t  governing board members to  f i l l  vacancies. 

7 .  Administer the special county school reserve fund, inc luding 
accommodation d i s t r i c t s .  

8.  Maintain records o f  e f f ec t i ve  and exp i ra t ion  dates o f  teachers' and 
admin is t ra tors '  c e r t i f i c a t e s .  

9. Issue c e r t i f i c a t e s  o f  educational convenience. 

10. Provide special education services t o  handicapped pup i l s ,  i f  not being 
provided by the school d i s t r i c t  governing board. 

11. Monitor home and p r i va te  schooling. 

12. F i  l e  a report  showing amounts received and amounts expended dur ing the 
f i s c a l  year w i t h  the superintendent of  pub l ic  ins t ruc t ion .  

13. Submit school d i s t r i c t  annual f i nanc ia l  reports t o  the superintendent 
o f  pub l i c  i ns t r uc t i on .  

14. Perform other admin is t ra t ive  dut ies .  

Records Maintenance And Warrant process in^ Account FOP UD To 61 Percent of 

Total Staf f  Time SoenP In  Required Statutorv Duties a 

We asked each county school superintendent 's o f f i c e  i n  our sample to 

d i s t r i b u t e  s t a f f  time based on the dut ies  required by s ta tu te ,  and i n  the 

operat ion s f  the o f f i c e .  The dut ies  and the time required t o  perform them 

were then grouped i n t o  the fo l lowing three categories: 

1. Records Maintenance and Warrant Processing - Phis includes the 

maintenance o f  de ta i led  revenue and expenditure records, and e f f e c t i v e  

and exp i ra t ion  dates o f  teachers' and admin is t ra tors '  c e r t i f i c a t e s .  I t  

a lso includes processing warrants, maintaining the warrant eg is ters  

and making and recording deposits. The time spent i n  t h i s  category 

ranged from 37 t o  61 percent o f  t o t a l  s t a f f  time spent on required 

s ta tu to ry  du t ies .  

2. Administrat ive Duties - Phis includes issuing c e r t i f i c a t e s  of  

educational convenience; maintain ing and reviewing achievement tes t  

resu l t s  fo r  students at tending a p r i va te  or  home school; t ransport ing 



students from unorganized t e r r i t o r i e s ;  operating accomtnodation 

d i s t r i c t s ;  conducting e lec t  ions; appoint ing governing board members t o  

f i l l  vacancies; ass is t ing  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the budgeting process; and other 

miscellaneous du t ies .  The time spent i n  t h i s  category ranged from 21.7 

t o  32.4 percent o f  t o t a l  s t a f f  time spent on required s ta tu to ry  dut ies .  

3 .  O f f i ce  O~e ra t i ons  - This includes the day-to-day operation o f  the 

o f f i c e  and the county school superintendent's pos i t i on .  The time spent 

i n  t h i s  category ranged from 21.2 to 30.6 percent o f  t ~ t a l  s t a f f  time 

spent on s ta tu to ry  dut ies .  

Arizona Revised Statutes Allow Countv School Su~er in tendents  To Perform 

Addi t ional  Duties And Provide Addi t ional  Services To D i s t r i c t s  

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) $15-365 enables county school 

superintendents t o  es tab l ish  serv ice programs that  are defined i n  s t a tu te  

as those programs that  de l i ve r  services most e f f i c i e n t l y  and cost 

e f f e c t i v e l y  as m u l t i d i s t r i c t  cir mult icounty operations. I f  a county school 

superintendent decides t o  estab l ish  a serv ice program, i t  must be made 

ava i lab le  t o  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the county, and the costs must be shared on a 

user basis.  

County school superintendents may estab l ish  special small d i s t r i c t  serv ice 

programs t o  meet the special needs o f  d i s t r i c t s  w i th  a t o t a l  student count 

o f  less than 600. However, most special small d i s t r i c t  serv ice program 

costs are paid by the county through county equal izat ion assistance, and 

costs not f u l l y  covered are paid by users. I n  some instances, county 

school superintendents a l loca te  county equal izat ion assistance monies 

d i r e c t l y  t o  small d i s t r i c t s .  

Services Proarams Provided Bv Csuntv School Superintendents Vary Wideiv 

Among Count i es . 

Service programs can be grouped i n t o  four general categories: 

admin is t ra t ive  serv ices,  special education services, . instruct ional  

services, and technology. 



Administrat ive services consist o f  grant administrat  ion, cooperative 

purchasing , data processing networks, and bookkeeping . 

Table 5 shows that  11 county school superintendents administer Federal 

grants fo r  d i s t r i c t s .  This includes f i l i n g  grant app l ica t ions,  accounting 

for  grant monies, and preparing the re lated completion reports.  These 11 

county school superintendents are performing t h i s  serv ice through special 

small d i s t r i c t  serv ice programs. The Mohave County School Superintendent 

operates a Statewide purchasing cooperative. Two county school 

superintendents (Apache and P ina i )  administer t he i r  Own data processing 

consortiums. A 1  l county school superintendents w i t h  the exception o f  

Apache, Navajo, P ina I ,  and Yuma, serve as bookkeepers fo r  one o r  more 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h e i r  counties, Bookkeeping dut ies  include making deposits, 

i 

TABLE 5 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES PROVIDED BY 

COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS 

DATA 
GRANT COOPERATIVE PROCESS1 mi 

ADMINISTRATION WRCHASI  NG CONSORT 1 UY BOOKKEEP1 NG 

APACHE X X 

COCH I SE X X 

COCONI WO X X 

G I L A  X 

GRAHAM X X 

GREENLEE X 

LA PAZ X X 

UARICOPA X X 

W A V E  X 

NAVAJO X 

P I Y A  X 

P I l l A L  X 

U N T A  CRUZ X X 

Y AVAPAI X X 

YUYA X - - - - 
Total 1 1  - 1 - - 2 - - 1 1  - - - 

Source: Phone survey o f  county school superintendents and the i r  staf fs .  



preparing reports,  and maintaining a l l  o f  the d i s t r i c t ' s  accounting 

records. This i s  i n  add i t i on  to  the accounting records maintained by the 

county school superintendent, as required by s ta tu te .  

County school super i ntendents serve as bookkeepers for  a l  I 11 transport i ng 

d i s t r i c t s .  Transporting d i s t r i c t s ,  l i k e  regular d i s t r i c t s ,  are required to  

prepare budgets, keep f inanc ia l  records, and f i l e  reports.  Since they do 

not have admin is t ra t ive  s t a f f s ,  budgetary, recordkeeping, and report ing 

respons ib i l i t i e s  have been assumed by county school superintendents. Nine 

county school superintendents are serving as bookkeepers for  approximately 

59 percent o f  the d i s t r i c t s  w i th  a student populat ion o f  100 or  less. 

S ~ e c i a l  education services are designed to  meet the needs o f  exceptional 

students, defined i n  t h i s  study as those students who are g i f t e d  or have 

phys ica l ,  mental, or emotional handicaps. 

County school superintendents are required by A.R.S. 545-764 to  provide 

special education t o  handicapped students i f  i t  i s  not provided by the 

student 's  d i s t r i c t .  As shown on Map 3,  page 49, 12 county school 

superintendents provide some special education services t o  handicapped 

students a t  small d i s t r i c t s .  I n  the counties h igh l ighted i n  ye1 low on 

Map 3, spec ia l i s t s  t rave l  to  schools so that  students may be served i n  the 

least r e s t r i c t i v e  environment. Special education services are provided a t  

cent ra l  locat ions i n  the counties h igh l ighted i n  red. Cent ra l iz ing 

services a t  one locat ion may seem e f f i c i e n t ;  however, students may not be 

able t o  t rave l  the distance required to  reach the cent ra l  locat ion.  

Therefore, distance could p roh ib i t  a student from receiv ing needed 

services. Coconino County provides four d i s t r i c t s  w i th  funding that  i s  

used t o  h i r e  therap is ts .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  the services shown on Map 3, several county school 

superintendents provide special education resource consultants t o  ass is t  

classroom teachers i n  adapting t he i r  rooms, lessons, and mater ia ls  t o  the 
+. needs o f  exceptional students. q e c i a l  education may a lso  encompass 

programs fo r  preschool chi ldren, a t - r  isk  populat ions, and adul ts .  

Current ly,  Maricopa and Pima County School Superintendents provide 

services t o  diagnose and prescr ibe programs to  t r ea t  a t - r i s k  preschoolers. 

Pima County a lso provides many adul t  education programs. 

47 



I n s t r uc t i ona l  services may be provided d i r e c t l y  through teachers who v i s i t  

schools on a shared basis or  by means o f  a d istance learning system. 

Se l f - i ns t ruc t iona l  laborator ies set up i n  ind iv idua l  schools a re  a lso 

d i r e c t  i ns t ruc t iona l  serv ices.  Ind i rec t  i ns t ruc t iona l  support consists o f  

curr iculum assistance i n  specia l ized areas from consultants and resource 

centers,  competency-based ob jec t ives (e.g., essent ia l  s k i l l s ) ,  and tes t  

banks (e.g. ,  student assessment p lans) .  Areas o f  curr iculum assistance 

include Engl ish as a second Ianguage, fore ign language, soc ia l  s tudies,  

science, special education, and vocational education. Ins t ruc t iona l  

serv ices a lso  include inserv ice t r a i n i n g  fo r  teachers, specia l  programs 

(e.g., career education, migrant education, and vocational education), and 

specia l  presentat ions (e .g . ,  a ch i l d ren ' s  theater performance) a t  the 

schools. (See Table 6 . )  

TABLE 6 
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY 

CQUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS 

DIRECT CURRICULUM TEACHER SPECIAL SPECIAL 
ASSISTANCE SUPPORT TRAINIM PROGRAYS PRESENTATIONS 

APACHE X 

COCHI SE X 

coconr NO X 

G I L A  

GRAHAM 

GREENLEE 

LA PAZ 

W I C O P A  

YOHAVE 

NAVAJO 

P I Y A  X 

P INAL x X X 

U N T A  CWZ 

Y AVAPAI X 

W Y A  X - - - - - 
Totals 2 - 6 - - 4 - - 2 - - 3 - - - 

Source: Phone survey of county school superintendents and their staffs. 



SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED BY 
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS 

Therapists (12) 
Psych/Counse~ors (1 0) 

a Teachers (6) 
Nurses (4) 

o Social Workers (1) 
A Chem Abuse Program (3) 

Itinerant Services 

. - Centralized Services 
L. L Both 



Technoloay serves both educational and admin is t ra t i ve  purposes. I t  

includes hardware, software, and the t r a i n i n g  necessary t o  make optimum use 

o f  these mater ia ls .  

On-line networked data processing systems used by county school 

superintendents are examples o f  technology support ing admin is t ra t i ve  

purposes. Technology, such as computers and telecommunications equipment, 

can a lso support educational purposes. The add i t i on  o f  a modem al lows 

students using computers t o  access databanks and other students i n  

d i f f e r e n t  locat ions.  Some county school superintendents have suppl ied 

hardware and software t o  smal l d i s t r i c t s  by e i t he r  d i r e c t l y  purchasing the 

hardware o r  prov id ing the necessary funding t o  the d i s t r i c t s .  

Maricopa. Pima. Pinal. And Yavapai Countv School Superintendents Offer 

Uniaue Service Proarams 

As prev ious ly  mentioned on page 43, four county school superintendents'  

o f f i c e s  were selected for  de ta i l ed  review because o f  the unique programs 

they o f f e r .  A discussion o f  the unique serv ice programs provided by each 

o f  the four b ounty school superintendents fo l lows.  

Mar i copa 

The Homeless Education Proaram (HEPI i s  fo r  K-8 students l i v i n g  w i t h i n  the 

greater  Phoenix area who, because o f  t h e i r  homeless cond i t ion ,  cannot be 

I) 
enro l led  i n  an establ ished d i s t r i c t .  Although the program's curr iculum i s  

c lose ly  a l igned w i t h  the S ta te ' s  essent ia l  s k i l l s  requirements, i t  a l so  

i ncorporates serv i ces necessary t o  meet the specia l  needs o f  home less 

ch i ld ren .  Students a re  screened for  phys ica l ,  emotional, and psychological 

needs, and then taught self-esteem and basic s k i l l s .  Students are  then 

transported t o  the New Day School fo r  regular education classes. HEP's 

main ob jec t i ve  i s  t o  s t a b i l i z e  the educational s ide  o f  these ch i l d ren ' s  

l ives.  

The East Va l ley  A l t e rna t i ve  Hiqh School (EVAHS) i n  Chandler provides an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  school fo r  grade 6-12 students who have dropped out o r  have 

been suspended or  expel led from t h e i r  local  d i s t r i c t s .  SVAHS cons is ts  o f  



on-si te group i ns t r uc t i on  and ind-:.er:sent study blocks.  The program 

cur ren t l y  serves 309 students, some o f  whom t rave l  from as fa r  as Laveen 

and Peoria, and has a wai t ing l i s t  o f  35 students. Plans are underway t o  

open an a l t e r n a t i v e  school i n  the west va l ley ,  o f f e r  vocational programming 

fo r  these students a t  the East Val ley I n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology, and 

implement a program o f  computer-assisted ins t ruc t ion .  

The Pima Countv Adu l t Educat ion (PCAE) program provides educat ional 

services a t  no charge t o  adu l ts  l i v i n g  i n  Pima County. The program was 

establ ished on the b e l i e f  that  when parents are more educated, school-age 

ch i ld ren  w i l l  p r o f i t  more from t h e i r  educational oppor tun i t ies .  Therefore, 

PCAE provides adu l t s  w i t h  oppor tun i t ies  for  obtain ing a basic education and 

enhancing work and soc ia l  s k i l l s .  

PCAE o f f e r s  classes i n  reading, w r i t i n g ,  and math; GED preparat ion;  Engl ish 

as a second language; American l i f e s t y l e s ;  tes t - tak ing s k i l l s ;  computerized 

accounting and word processing; and counseling to  help overcome ba r r i e r s  to  

education and employment. Free c h i l d  care, t ranspor ta t ion,  job search 

assistance, and job placement are a lso provided. 

Pinal 

The Pinal  Countv Data Processina Consortium i s  a data processing network i n  

which the county school superintendent 's o f f i c e  and 18 o f  the 19 d i s t r i c t s  

i n  the county are  on- l ine.  This network el iminates dup l i ca t ion  o f  e f f o r t  

i n  enter ing f i nanc ia l  transactions and maintain ing accounting records. 

Besides accounting and f i s c a l  funct ions,  the Consortium provides report 

card processing, c lass scheduling, attendance repor t ing,  and con t ro l  of  

suppl ies and f i xed  assets. The Consortium a lso o f f e r s  consu l ta t ion,  

t r a i n i ng ,  software modi f ica t ions,  and upgrades. 

The county school superintendent pa r t i c i pa tes  i n  two intergovernmental 

agreements ( I G A )  w i t h  the Arizona Department o f  Education (ADE). The f i r s t  

IGA re la tes  t o  Arizona Student Assessment Plan (ASAP) l e g i s l a t i o n  that  i s  



intended to  provide ways t o  assess a s tudent 's  a b i l i t y  t o  solve problems by 

using what the student has learned. The Pinal  County School 

Superintendent's o f f i c e  has contracted t o  provide t r a i n i ng ,  technical 

assistance, and mater ia ls  regarding ASAP to  63 Arizona d i s t r i c t s ,  most o f  

which are small and r u r a l .  Through the second I G A ,  the Pinal  County School 

Superintendent i s  processing and analyzing annual evaluat ion data for  ADE's 

chemical-abuse prevention program. 

Yavaoa i 

Although Yavapai County i s  the 7 th  largest county i n  Arizona i n  square 

mi les ,  i t  ranks 13th i n  average student populat ion per d i s t r i c t .  The 

Yava~a i  Countv Small Schools Project  (YCSSP) was created t o  meet the 

challenge o f  prov id ing a va r i e t y  o f  h igh-qual i ty  special services t o  a 

low-incidence populat ion i n  a low-density area. YCSSP, funded through 

Federal and State grant monies and county appropr iat ions,  provides 

i t i n e r a n t  speech therap is ts ,  psychologists, and a soc ia l  worker fo r  12 

small d i s t r i c t s  i n  the County. 
d 

I n  add i t i on ,  YCSSP pays other e n t i t i e s  fo r  services they provide t o  small 

d i s t r i c t s ,  such as occupational and physical therap is ts .  The YCSSP a lso 

ass is ts  d i s t r i c t s  i n  s e t t i n g  up t he i r  own special small d i s t r i c t  serv ice 

programs. For example, the YCSSP employs a consultant/program coordinator 

t o  in tegrate  the chemical-abuse prevention program i n t o  the present 

curr iculum o f  e x i s t i n g  hea l th ,  science, and c i t i zensh ip  classes fo r  a 

n i n e - d i s t r i c t  cooperative. 

Variation In  Services Provided BY Countv School Superintendents Mav Be Due 

To Differences In County Sizes And Student Pooulations 

The o f f i c e s  o f  Arizona county school superintendents are d i f f e r e n t  i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  the number, compositisn, and" locat ion o f  d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h e i r  

counties, the number o f  students they serve, the s i ze  o f  t h e i r  s t a f f ,  and 

county appropr iat ions.  These d i f ferences may con t r ibu te  t o  the va r i e t y  o f  

serv ices they provide,  Map 2 on page 11 and Tables 7 and 8 on pages 54 and 

55, respect ive ly ,  h i g h l i g h t  some o f  the fac tors  leading to d i s p a r i t i e s  

among Arizona counties. 



Map 2 shows tha t  most counties consist  o f  r u ra l  d i s .  .:ts. Arizona has 28 

large d i s t r i c t s  (5,000 or  more students) i n  s i x  counties representing 12 

percent o f  a l l  d i s t r i c t s .  The remaining counties have medium (600 t o  4,999 

students) and small (fewer than 600 students) d i s t r i c t s .  The 187 medium 

and small d i s t r i c t s  comprise 83 percent o f  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona. The 

other 11 d i s t r i c t s ,  or  5 percent o f  the t o t a l ,  are t ranspor t ing d i s t r i c t s .  

Table 7 shows the r a t i o s  o f  students per square m i l e  and per d i s t r i c t ,  and 

the average number o f  square mi les per d i s t r i c t  and i l l u s t r a t e s  that  

geographical si 'ze i s  one important d i f fe rence  between count ies.  For 

example, Coconino, the largest  county, i s  18,562 square m i les  and has 

TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF STUDENTSAND 

SCHQOL DISTRICTS PER SQUARE MILE 

CoCO(I1IIO 

YOii 4 V t  

APACHE 

NAVAJO 

P I Y A  

Y M I C O T A  

YAVATAI 

C r n I f L  

WYA 

PI l lAL  

GILA 

GRAHAM 

LA PAZ 

GREEWLEE 

U l l T A  can 

M E R  OF 
STUOEllt MIYIER OF W m E R  OF 

COUNTY 
STUDENTS/ SQUARE MILES/ 

WrULATIOW XmKK STUDE WTS/ X' "X  
SQUARE MILES ( A N )  

SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS SQUARE MILE D I S  .CT DISTRICT 

AW: Average Daily Membership 

Source: Local Government Directory, July 1991: Annual Report of the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction for fiscal year 1999-91. 



8 d i s t r i c t s .  Santa Cruz, the smallest county, i s  only 1,246 square miles 

but has 6 d i s t r i c t s .  Another important d i f fe rence i s  the densi ty of  
student populat ion. Maricopa and Navajo Counties c lose ly  resemble each 

other i n  geographic s i ze  (9,226 and 9,910 square mi les ,  respect ive ly) ,  yet 

there i s  a tremendous d i f ference i n  the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  and the density 

o f  t he i r  student populations. Maricopa County has 338,384 students 

at tending 57 d i s t r i c t s .  This means that ,  on average, there are 36.68 

students per square m i le  and 5,937 students per d i s t r i c t .  I n  cont rast ,  

Navajo County has 16,342 students attending 11 d i s t r i c t s ,  resu l t i ng  i n  1.65 

students per square m i l e  and 1,486 students per d i s t r i c t .  

Further study o f  the county school superintendents' o f f i c e s  reveals 

variances i n  funding and s t a f f i n g  among the counties. (See Table 8 . )  

b 

TABLE 8 
COUNTY APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDED FOR ADMINISTRATION 

OF COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' OFFICES 
IN FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 

WUBER OF WYIER OF 
APPROPRIATIONS CSS WIBER OF SCHOOL WLBER OF 

EXPENDED EYPLOYEES SCHOOLS EYPLOYEES STUDENTS 

APACHE S 178,298 9 3 1 2.838 13,532 

COCHI SC 219.911 8 5 2 2,134 18,622 

COCONI NO 291 ,747 6 3 7 2.065 18.113 

GILA 169,247 5 2 4 891 7.328 

GRAHAN 186,997 3 14 539 5.386 

GREENLEE 95,329 3 3 256 2,888 

LA PAZ 97.398 3 9 357 2,684 

MARICWA 1,355,198 2 6 453 33,588 338,384 

W A V E  168.419 5 38 1,527 15.439 

NAVAJO 173,398 7 38 2,952 16.342 

PIYA 435,835 14 189 10,771 99,226 

PINAL 336.865 29 52 2.636 22.687 

U N T A  CRUZ 133,735 5 15 673 7,262 

Y AVAPAI 279,516 7 45 1,739 15.986 

YUYlr 174,375 5 3 3 2.249 21,881 

CSS: County School Superintendent 

Source: Annual Report of the Superintendent of  Public Instruction ror Fiscal Year 1998-91. 

i 



The Tyoes O f  Services And Areas Covered BY Other Reaional Service Providers 

I n  Arizona Are L imi ted 

Regional serv ice programs and cooperative e f f o r t s  among d i s t r i c t s  have 

been developed outs ide county school superintendents' o f f i c e s .  The larger,  

more ac t i ve  and long-term programs, as shown i n  Table 9 ,  formed the basis 

o f  our study. 

Data Processina Consortiums Provide Savinas 

The Arizona Publ ic  Schools Computer Consortium (NAU Consortium) provides 

data processing for  f i nanc ia l  and student serv ice needs. The f inanc ia l  

system provides school d i s t r i c t s  w i th  general 'edger accounting, personnel 

and payro l l  management, and suppl ies inventory and f i xed  asset con t ro l .  I t  

a lso generates repor ts .  The student serv ice system maintains records o f  

student d i s c i p l i n e ,  hea l th ,  grades, t ransc r ip ts ,  and special program 

enrol lment. Class scheduling i s  a lso provided. 

Membership i n  the NAU Consortium i s  voluntary,  yet 34 o f  35 d i s t r i c t s  i n  

Coconino, Mohave, and Yuma Counties and one d i s t r i c t  i n  Maricopa County 

cu r ren t l y  pa r t i c i pa te .  The Consortium i s  governed by an executive board. 

The NALl Consortium i s  e n t i r e l y  funded by pa r t i c i pa t i ng  d i s t r i c t s .  Each 

d i s t r i c t  pays a year l y  base fee for  each system used, as wel l  as a usage 

fee. During f i s c a l  year 1990-91, the per student cost was $3-4 for  the 

f i nanc ia l  and admin is t ra t ive  system and $7-8 for  the student serv ice 

system. I n  t o t a l ,  the cost per d i s t r i c t  fo r  services ranged from $3,500 t o  

$143,000. However the amount o f  cost savings t o  the d i s t r i c t s  for  

subscr ib ing t o  the consortium rather than i n s t i t u t i n g  t h e i r  own data 

processing systems i s  not ava i lab le .  S imi lar  consortiums i n  other states 

have documented operat ing cost reductions o f  a t  least 40 percent f o r  data 

processing. Data processing eonsortiums provide addi t iona l  savings by 

cooperat ively purchasing hardware and software, maintaining equipment, and 

prov id ing other re la ted support services. 



BASIC SERVICES PROVIDED 

TABLE 9 
EXAMPLES OF OTHER REGIONAL SERVICES IN ARIZONA 

N U l E R  OF APPROXIHATE 
YEAR COUNTIES ENTIT IES EXPENDITURES 

TYPE OF REGIONAL SERVICE ESTABLISHED SERVED SERVED FM 199b91 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

DATA PROCESS1NS 

Arizona Pub l i c  Schools Computer Consortium 1974 4 35 SD S 752,000 Offers f i nanc ia l .  student records. inventory, property, and 
3 CSS special micro packages. 

Navajo County Data Processing Consortium 1976 1 9 SD 371,000 Of fers  f i nanc ia l ,  student records, inventory, and proper ty  
1 CSS contro l  systems. 
2 CD 
1 C i t y  
1 CCD 

INSURANCE POOLS 

Arizona School Risk Retention Trust 1986 15 103 SD 2,936,000 Provides proper ty  and general l i a b i l i t y  insurance coverage. 

Arizona Pub l i c  Employee Trust 1980/ 2 11 SD 3,000.000 Provides health, denta l ,  v i s ion ,  and l i f e  insurance coverage 
1983 1 CTY for  approximately 1.800 employees. Two t r u s t s  merged i n  1991. 

3 C i t i e s  

Employee Bene f i t  Trust  f o r  Small School D i s t r i c t s  1979 2 8 SD 850.000 Provides heal th ,  denta l ,  v i s ion ,  and l i f e  insurance coverage 
for  450-500 employees. 

COOPERATIVE PURCHASING 

Mohave Educational Services Cooperative 1971 15 215 SD 200,000 Processed $20 m i l l i o n  worth o f  goods and services (9 000 
purchase orders through the cooperat i ve dur ing 1990-91. 
Provides some specia l  education services and a media center .  

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES 

VOCATlONAL EDUCATION 

East Val ley I n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology D i s t r i c t  1973/ 1 10 SD 3,090.000 Of fers  24 vocational and technica l  education programs fo r  
1990 (1991-92 approximately 1.000 students. D i s t r i c t  i s  i n  f i r s t  year 

budget ) o f  operat ion. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 

Maricopa Special Services Consortium 1971 1 3 SD 634.000 Provides special education services and a t - r i s k  programs. 

Arizona Schools f o r  the Deaf and B l i n d  1912 15 90 SD 28,370,000 Provides educational oppor tun i t i e5  fo r  approximately 1,100 
sensory impaired ch i l d ren .  

TECHNOLOOY 

Arizona Education Telecormnicat ion Cooperative 1987 15 SD 84.000 Plans f o r  coordinated uses o f  t e l e c o m n i c a t i o n s ,  reviews 
CCD technology i n i t i a t i v e s ,  and studies the f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  a 
UNIV statewide network. 

CCDr Conmunity Col lege D i s t r i c t s  CTYr Counties 
CDI Other County Departments SDx School D i s t r i c t s  
CSSr County School Superintendents UNIVr U n i v e r s i t i e s  

i - 



There I s  A Trend Toward School D i s t r i c t s  Estab l ish ing O r  ~ a r t i c i ~ a t i n a  I n  

Insurance Pools As A Means Of Reducins Costs For Various T v ~ e s  O f  Insurance 

Leg is la t ion  i n  1986 allowed two or more pub l i c  agencies to  purchase 

insurance j o i n t l y  or t o  pool monies and re ta i n  r i s ks  for  property and 

l i a b i l i t y  losses, and workers1 compensation and d i s a b i l i t y  claims. Arizona 

School Risk Retention Trust provides property and general l i a b i l i t y  

insurance coverage to  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  the State. Membership i n  the Trust 

has grown from the o r i g i n a l  f i v e  pa r t i c i pa t i ng  d i s t r i c t s  t o  103 d i s t r i c t s  

representing a l l  15 counties. The Trust i s  governed by a nine-member board 

elected by p a r t i c i p a t i n g  d i s t r i c t s .  

Another type o f  t r us t  i s  the employee benef i t  t r u s t .  A t  least  s i x  such 

t r us t s  cu r ren t l y  provide hea l th ,  denta l ,  v i s ion ,  and l i f e  insurance 

coverage fo r  d i s t r i c t ,  county, and c i t y  personnel. Two o f  these t r us t s  are 

l i s t e d  as examples i n  Table 9 ,  page 57. Most are for  self- insurance w i t h  

stop-loss coverage provided by an insurance c a r r i e r .  Other t r us t s  simply 

a l low d i s t r i c t s  t o  obta in  lower premiums by pool ing r i s ks .  A l l  such t r us t s  

are funded by p a r t i c i p a t i n g  personnel or d i s t r i c t s .  Actual cost-savings 

information i s  not ava i lab le  from any o f  the t r us t s .  

Coo~e ra t i ve  Purchasina Prooram Resulted I n  S ian i f i can t  Savinas To School 

D i s t r i c t s  

The Mohave Educat i ona l Serv i ces Cooperat i ve (MESC) provides a cooperat ive 

purchasing serv ice t o  school d i s t r i c t s  on a Statewide basis.  MESC1s 

cooperative purchasing program began i n  1985, and by 1991 over 95 percent 

o f  Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  par t i c ipa ted  i n  the program, MESC processed 

9,000 purchase orders for  computer hardware and software, and other re lated 

items and serv ices,  worth $2Q m i l l i o n .  MESC i s  funded e n t i r e l y  by user 

charges and grants.  Each d i s t r i c t  outside the county pays a one percent 

serv ice charge on the items i t  purchases, The fo l lowing examples 

i l l u s t r a t e  spec i f i c  cost savings provided by the prograin. 



D i s t r i c t s  purchased computers cost ing approximately $14 m i  l l ion through 
MESC during 1990-91. Prices o f fered through MESC r.;sulted i n  a net 
savings o f  two percent, or about $280,000, because o f  the volume. MESC 
saved d i s t r i c t s  an addi t iona l  $360,000 on other contracts for  hardware, 
software, and assorted high-tech equipment. Add i t i ona l l y ,  through a 
Statewide contract for  VHS tapes, MESC saved $30-570 per t i t l e  for  a 
t o t a l  savings o f  over $200,000 on media purchases. 

@ D i s t r i c t s  real ized savings through reduced b i d  preparation time. 
Developing and approving spec i f ica t ions,  d r a f t i n g  and d i s t r i b u t i n g  
b ids ,  maintaining current vendor l i s t s ,  publ ishing and evaluat ing b ids ,  
and se lect ing vendors are time-consuming aspects o f  the bidding 
process. D i s t r i c t  o f f i c i a l s  estimate that i t  costs between $500 and 
$3,000 to  issue one request for  proposals. MESC maintains a catalog of  
more than 100 b i d  contracts for  which t h i s  en t i  re process has already 
been performed, and estimates that t h i s  serv ice has saved d i s t r i c t s  a t  
l eas t $250,000. 

Jo in t  Vocational And Technical Education D i s t r i c t s  Are Just  Beginnina To 

Develoo I n  Arizona 

Leg is la t ion  enacted i n  1990 allowed the formation o f  j o i n t  vocational and 

technical education d i s t r i c t s .  The East Val lev l n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology 

D i s t r i c t  No. 301 was formed t o  provide vocational education programs. 

During i t s  f i r s t  year o f  operation, 1991-92, the l n s t i t u t e  i s  o f f e r i n g  24 

vocational and technical education programs to  approximately 1,000 students 

i n  10 d i s t r i c t s .  

The l n s t i  t u t e  i s  funded through State a i d  and has appl ied fo r  two grants. 

I t  i s  a lso authorized by s ta tu te  t o  charge t u i t i o n  fo r  students from 

nonmember d i s t r i c t s  and assess property taxes, a1 though i t  has not done 

so. The l n s t i t u t e  i s  governed by a board cons is t ing o f  e lected members. 

Cost-savings information on the l n s t i t u t e  i s  not ava i lab le ;  however, the 

tremendous i n i t i a l  investment i n  equipment and f a c i l i t i e s  required by 

vocational and technical education programs and the large number o f  

programs of fered by the l n s t i t u t e  w i l l  l i k e l y  make i t  f i n a n c i a l l y  and 

educat ional ly  a t t r a c t i v e  to  many d i s t r i c t s .  

Soecial Education Proarams Have Enabled D i s t r i c t s  To Provide Services Not 

Otherwise Avai lable To Educate Chi ldren With S ~ e c i a l  Needs 

The M a r i c o ~ a  S ~ e c i a l  Services Consortium, establ ished through an 

intergovernmental agreement, provides the services o f  psychologists, speech 



patho log is ts ,  occupational and physical therapists,  tdachers, and aides for 

approximately 220 students. I t  a lso provides special t ranspor ta t ion for 

handicapped students. Services are funded through user d i s t r i c t  charges. 

The Consortium a lso uses grant monies t o  provide preschool, counseling, 

special and migrant education, and teacher t r a i n i ng  programs. 

The Arizona State Schools for  the Deaf and the B l i nd  (ASDB) promote and 

maintain educational opportuni t ies for  sensory-impaired ch i ld ren.  ASDB 

operates numerous programs to  meet Federal and State mandates, and serves 

tns special needs o f  approximately 1,108 students. 

ASDB establ ished a p i l o t  regional cooperative program to  provide 

educational services for  sensory-impaired ch i ld ren.  Current ly,  only the 

North Central Region, based i n  F l ags ta f f ,  i s  funded t o  evaluate ch i ld ren,  

and provide the special ized services of  i t i ne ran t  teachers, aud io log is ts ,  

and in te rp re to r  tu to rs  d i r e c t l y  t o  students. This general ly  e l iminates the 

need fo r  member d i s t r i c t s  t o  h i r e  spec ia l i s ts  for  low-incidence special 

education needs or  t o  send students to  ASDB f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Phoenix or 

Tucson. 

ASDB a lso operates regional services through two schools i n  Tucson and two 

i n  Phoenix. They serve as examples of clrly c h i l d h x d  outreach serv ice 

de l i ve ry  t o  sensory-impaired ch i ld ren  and rhe i r  f a m i i ~ e s .  ASDB i s  funded 

p r ima r i l y  by State appropr iat ions;  however, Federal monies and p r i va te  

donations a lso provide some funding. Spec i f ic  cost savings information i s  

not ava i lab le .  

The Maricopa Special Services Consortium and the ASDB programs have enabled 

d i s t r i c t s  t o  provide services not otherwise ava i lab le ,  and meet Federal and 

State mandates t o  educate ch i ld ren  w i th  special needs i n  the least 

r e s t r i c t i v e  environment. 

TECHNOLOGY 

A de ta i led  discussion o f  telecommunications technology i n  Arizona begins on 

page 69. 



CONCLUSION AND RECOMlENDATlON 

County school superintendents and school d i s t r i c t s  each mainta in 

accounting records as required by s t a tu te  thus causing a dup l i ca t i on  o f  

e f f o r t .  County school superintendents are a lso  required t o  mainta in 

records o f  teacher and administ rator  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  dates, prepare warrant 

reg is te rs ,  process warrants, deposit  monies, reconc i le  cash balances t o  the 

county t reasurer ,  and prepare and submit Federal grant completion repor ts  

and annual f i nanc ia l  reports.  We recommend that  school d i s t r i c t s  be so l e l y  

a responsible fo r  performing the du t ies  described above. 

Regional serv ices i n  Arizona have been bene f i c i a l  t o  school d i s t r i c t s .  

However, the number and types o f  services o f fe red  to  d i s t r i c t s  are  l i m i t e d  

and vary widely among counties. 



CHAPTER 6 

REGIONAL SERVICES ACROSS THE NATION 

We conducted a study o f  regional services across the nat ion and determined 

that  the fo l lowing questions were relevant: 

What types o f  services are being provided on a regional basis t o  school 
d i s t r i c t s  i n  other states? 

Does prov id ing services on a regional basis provide cost savings o r  any 
other benef i ts?  

a How are the providers o f  regional services i n  other s ta tes structured? 

Uanv States Have Developed Education Service Aqencies (ESAs) To Provide 

Reaional Services Po School D i s t r i c t s  

ESAs are defined i n  t h i s  report as un i t s  d isp lay ing four d i s t i n c t  

charac te r i s t i cs .  F i r s t ,  they are usual ly  formed for  the purpose o f  

promoting cooperation among d i s t r i c t s  or sometimes as extensions o f  s t a te  

departments o f  education. Second, they provide many types o f  serv ices,  not 

jus t  one. Third,  taken together, they compose a statewide or  almost 

statewide system. Fourth, they are governed by t h e i r  members. 

We sampled 14 s ta tes t o  review the services, cost savings, and s t ruc tu re  o f  

t h e i r  ESAs. Based on 1990 populat ion f igures,  a l l  50 s ta tes were 

categorized as small ,  medium, and large. Three states were selected from 

each category p lus  f i v e  others based on recommendations from members o f  the 

advisory review committee, r e fe r ra l s  from other states,  geographic 

locat ion,  and t o  include addi t iona l  medium-sized states for  comparison w i t h  

Arizona. Ca l i f o rn i a ,  Colorado, F lo r ida ,  Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, 

Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, South Carol ina, South Dakota, Texas, 

Washington, and Wisconsin were selected as our sample s ta tes.  Of these 

s ta tes,  n ine have developed ESAs, a t  least s i x  o f  which replaced the o f f i c e  

o f  county school superintendent. Only C a l i f o r n i a  maintains t h i s  o f f i c e .  



S u b s t a n t i a l l v  More Services Are Offered To D i s t r i c t s  Throush ESAs I n  Other 

Sta tes  Than Are Of fered To D i s t r i c t s  I n  Arizona 

ESAs o f f e r  a subs tan t ia l  number o f  serv ices.  By p rov id ing  a large number 

s f  serv ices ,  ESAs have helped equal ize educational oppor tun i t i es  fo r  

s tudents.  The fo l l ow ing  are  a few examples o f  serv ices  provided by ESAs i n  

other  s t a t e s .  

a The Southeast Kansas Education Serv ice Center (ESC) has developed 
SPECTRA, a th i rd -pa r t y  b i l l i n g  system fo r  serv ices provided by schools 
t o  c h i l d r e n  w i t h  spec ia l  h e a l t h  care needs. Through t h i s  program, 
d i s t r i c t s  receive Medicaid reimbursement t r a i n i n g  and updates on 
p e r t i n e n t  l i t i g a t i o n .  D i s t r i c t s  are  a l so  ab le  t o  recover costs from 
p r i v a t e  insurance and/or Medicaid fo r  specia l  education serv ices .  The 
ESC r e t a i n s  a small p o r t i o n  o f  the money received from Medicaid or  
p r i v a t e  insurance t o  cover admin i s t ra t i ve  costs o f  opera t ing  the 
program. 

@ The Southwest/West Centra l  Educational C o o ~ e r a t i v e  Serv ice Un i t  o f  
Minnesota operates a media center tha t  includes science k i t s ,  a robot ,  
CPR t r a i n i n g  u n i t s ,  a mobi le planetarium, and spec ia l  education 
m a t e r i a l s .  

The Northeast F l o r i d a  Educational Consortium operates a t e s t i n g  serv ice  
program tha t  purchases t e s t i n g  ma te r ia l s ,  coordinates a schedule 
a l l ow ing  member d i s t r i c t s  t o  share tes t  book le ts ,  and provides 
computerized scor ing  and bu lk  purchasing o f  answer sheets. 

See Appendix F fo r  a complete l i s t  o f  the types o f  serv ices  provided by 

ESAs . 

ESAs Have Documented Substant ia l  Cost Savinqs And Amear To Provide A 

Cost -Ef tdc t ive  Means Of D e l i v e r i n s  Services To D i s t r i c t s  And The S ta te  

Many o f  the serv ices  provided t o  schools by ESAs would not have ~ t h e r w i s e  

been a v a i l a b l e  because o f  the  cost or  a lack o f  exper t i se .  Although many 

ESAs e i t h e r  have not  determined or  have not documented the cost  savings 

they prov ide ,  ESAs i n  e igh t  s ta tes  provided us w i t h  over 30 examples o f  

savings i n  20 d i f f e r e n t  types o f  serv ices .  Four examples s f  these savings 

a re  presented below. 



a The cooperative purchasing serv ice o f  the F i r s t  D i s t r i c t  Reqional 
Educational Service Agencv (RESA) i n  Georgia serves 15 school 
d i s t r i c t s ,  o f f e r s  over 1,000 i tems, and made sales o f  $1,957,399 i n  
1990-91. The RESA compared i t s  pr ices t o  four other sources ( the 
manufacturer's l i s t  p r i ce ,  Wal-Mart, The O f f i ce  Depot, and the s ta te  
purchasing system) on $322,723 worth o f  ident ica l  items purchased by 
the RESA during the year. The RESA provided savings o f  71 percent over 
the manufacturer's l i s t  p r i ce ,  33 percent over Wal-Mart's and the 
O f f i ce  Depot's p r i ce ,  and 15 percent over the s ta te  purchasing system's 
p r i ce .  

a I n  Ju ly  1991, an e f f i c i ency  study on the data processing system o f  the 
Reaion I V  Education Service Center of  Texas compared the data 
processing costs fo r  d i s t r i c t s  using the Region I V  system to  d i s t r i c t s  
w i t h i n  Region I V  that  use an in-house system. Only recurr ing or 
operating costs were included i n  the comparison t o  insure consistency 
among the d i s t r i c t s .  The study concluded that ,  on the average, the 
t o t a l  data processing cost was $13.89 per student fo r  d i s t r i c t s  using 
the Region I V  system and $23.73 per student for  d i s t r i c t s  not using the 
Region IV system, saving d i s t r i c t s  an average o f  41 percent. 

a The Southwest/West Central Educational Coo~era t i ve  Service Uni t  (ECSU) 
provides the services o f  school psychologists, program coordinators, 
special education teachers, and low-incidence consultants, such as 
teachers for  the deaf and b l i n d .  Compared to  mental hea l th  centers, 
hosp i ta l s ,  and p r i va te  p rac t i t i one rs ,  the ECSU saves member d i s t r i c t s  
an average o f  61 percent for  psychologists, 57 percent for  
coordinators, 48 percent for  teachers, and 81 percent fo r  low-incidence 
consultants. The s ta te  o f  Minnesota a lso rea l izes cost savings by 
working w i th  only one report ing u n i t  rather than 72 separate 
d i s t r i c t s .  I n  1991, the ECSU saved i t s  member d i s t r i c t s  $2,846,532 
jus t  i n  special education services. 

I, Educational Service D i s t r i c t  (ESD) #I01 o f  Washington provides 
ins t ruc t iona l  programs and coursework for  students, as wel l  as s t a f f  
development and inservice t r a i n i ng  for  s t a f f  using telecommunications 
through i t s  S a t e l l i t e  Telecommunications Educational Programming (STEP) 
network. The network o f fered s i x  courses to  students i n  48 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  d i s t r i c t s  dur ing the 1989-90 school year. Each d i s t r i c t  
saved an average o f  $15,705, fo r  a t o t a l  savings o f  $753,840. I n  
add i t i on  t o  cost savings, the STEP network enables schools t o  o f f e r  
courses that  would have been unavai lable to  them using a t r a d i t i o n a l  
classroom se t t i ng .  ESD #I01 has documented cost savings i n  excess o f  
$6,650,000 i n  jus t  a por t ion  of  the services i t  o f f e r s .  

Education Service Aaencies Can Be Created And Operated In  Numerous Wavs 

Every s ta te  has taken a unique approach i n  creat ing and operat ing ESAs. 

The s t ruc tu re  and operation o f  ESAs are described below i n  terms o f  s i x  

major elements: formation, governance, services, c l i e n t e l e ,  membership, and 

funding. The various approaches t o  each element may be mixed t o  form any 

number o f  po ten t ia l  ESA s t ruc tures.  



Formation - There are  two primary approaches i n  forming geographic 

boundaries. The most common approach used by the s ta tes  we surveyed i s  t o  

spec i f y  the exact boundaries fo r  each ESA, e i t h e r  by law o r  through s t a t e  

agency regu la t ions .  These boundaries sometimes fo l l ow  the boundaries o f  a 

cur rent  or  previous governmental e n t i t y .  Other s ta tes  enact enabl ing 

l e g i s l a t i o n  a l l ow ing  ESAs t o  form wherever two o r  more d i s t r i c t s  wish t o  

work coopera t ive ly .  ESA regions occasional ly  over lap and may vary g r e a t l y  

geographical ly  o r  i n  the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  served. 

Governance - The governance element i s  very s i m i l a r  among s t a t e s .  Each ESA 

reviewed i n  t h i s  study had a governing board made up o f  board members from 

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  d i s t r i c t s .  One ESA board included a number o f  lay members 

equal t o  1/3 o f  the e n t i r e  board, and an o f f i c i a l  from the s t a t e  department 

o f  education as an ex o f f i c i o  member. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a governing board overseeing operat ions,  many ESAs have 

advisory boards. These advisory boards t y p i c a l  l y  cons is t  o f  

superintendents o r  other  admin is t ra tors  from member d i s t r i c t s .  Some s ta tes  

a l so  inc lude teachers, parents,  co l l ege  representat ives,  and lay  members on 

t h e i r  advisory boards. 

Services - The number and types o f  serv ices provided by ESAs a re  general l y  

determined by loca l  d i s t r i c t s ,  and sometimes by law or  s t a t e  agency 

regu la t i on .  FOP those ESAs tha t  a re  required t o  provide c e r t a i n  serv ices ,  

the number and types o f  required serv ices va r ies  widely from s t a t e  t o  s t a t e .  

C l i e n t e l e  - Many ESAs were formed by d i s t r i c t s  t o  prov ide  serv ices t o  

themselves. A few were f ~ r m e d  as extensions o f  t h e i r  respect ive s t a t e  

departments o f  education t o  provide serv ices fo r  the department. However, 

most ESAs provide.  serv ices  fo r  both d i s t r i c t s  and the s t a t e  department o f  

education. 

members hi^ - Approximately h a l f  the s ta tes  surveyed do not requ i re  

d i s t r i 3 t s  t o  use any ESA serv ices .  D i s t r i c t s  may ob ta in  serv ices  elsewhere 

o r  may prov ide serv ices  fo r  themselves. I n  the other  s t a t e s  surveyed, 



membership i s  required for  some services but voluntary for  others.  I t  i s  

more common for  the ESA to  be required t o  provide ce r t a i n  services than i t  

i s  for  the d i s t r i c t s  t o  be required t o  use them. 

Some s ta tes that require d i s t r i c t  pa r t i c i pa t i on  i n  an ESA have allowed 

large d i s t r i c t s  not t o  pa r t i c i pa te ,  or to  be considered ESAs themselves. 

Other s ta tes a l  low d i s t r i c t s  to  j o i n  ESAs outside t h e i r  immediate area or 

j o i n  more than one ESA. Add i t i ona l l y ,  many states a l low ESAs t o  include 

both pub l i c  and p r i va te  schools, other agencies, or schools o f  higher 

education. 

Fundinq - ESAs are funded by d i r ec t  s ta te  appropriat ions, user charges, and 

grants. Some ESAs re l y  e n t i r e l y  on user charges and grants, receiv ing no 

d i r ec t  s ta te  appropriat ions. One ESA included i n  our study receives 80 

percent o f  i t s  funding from s ta te  appropriat ions. General ly, however, we 

found that  ESAs receive up t o  10 percent s f  t he i r  funding from s ta te  

appropr iat ions and the remainder from user charges and grants.  States that  

provide funding may do so on the basis o f  a f l a t  amount annually, or  an 

amount based on the ESA's cost o f  o f f e r i n g  state-required services. A few 

states have given ESAs l im i ted  taxing au thor i t y  as an addi t iona l  source o f  

funding. 

ESAs can be s t ruc tured and operated i n  numerous ways using almost any 

combination o f  the methods described above. Appendix G explains how 

Colorado's and Washington's ESAs operate as examples o f  how these 

approaches can be combined. 

Education Service Agency (ESA) systems i n  other s ta tes o f f e r  subs tan t ia l l y  

more services t o  more school d i s t r i c t s  than are cu r ren t l y  o f fered t o  

d i s t r i c t s  i n  Arizona e i the r  by county school superintendents or  other 

regional serv ice providers.  ESAs provide a means f o r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  r e ta i n  

local autonomy whi le  r ea l i z i ng  cost savings by using cooperative services 

and reducing dup l i ca t ion  of  programs, services, and personnel. ESAs have 

a lso contr ibuted t o  more equi tably d i s t r i b u t i n g  educational oppor tun i t ies  

across regions. 



ESAs should be establ ished i n  Arizona. I f  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  proposed t o  

es tab l i sh  suck a system, i t  should a l low each ESA t o  meet the spec ia l ized 

needs o f  i t s  member d i s t r i c t s ,  and these member d i s t r i c t s  should be 

involved i n  the development o f  t h e i r  ESA. Once establ ished,  ESAs should be 

allowed t o  evolve as necessary. However, the l eg i s l a t u re  may wish to  

review them p e r i o d i c a l l y  to  ensure that  elements such as governance, 

boundaries, and the number o f  d i s t r i c t s  served are  s t i l l  appropr iate.  

The geographic boundaries o f  each ESA shou I d  be based on c r  i t e r  i a  such as 

serv ices provided, number o f  school d i s t r i c t s  served, number o f  students, 

distances among and between d i s t r i c t s  and the ESA center ,  and the 

topography o f  the region. However, because o f  county s izes,  shapes, and 

populat ion dens i ty  pat terns ,  county boundaries do not appear t o  be 

appropr iate boundaries fo r  ESAs. 

Each ESA should be governed by a board made up o f  governing board members 

from p a r t i c i p a t i n g  ent i t i e s .  Each ESA may a lso have an advisory board 

cons is t ing  o f  d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra tors ,  teachers, parents, and others 

in teres ted i n  d i s t r i c t  a f f a i r s .  

ESAs should be allowed to  provide services as requested by member e n t i t i e s  

and should not be required t o  provide any p a r t i c u l a r  serv ice.  

Add i t i ona l l y ,  d i s t r i c t s  should p a r t i c i p a t e  on a voluntary bas is .  To 

promote even greater  cost-ef fect iveness,  d i s t r i c t s  should be allowed :o 

j o i n  ESAs outs ide t h e i r  local  areas. To increase economies o f  scale and 

promote communication and cooperation, u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  col leges,  p r i va te  

schools, other governmental u n i t s ,  and the p r i v a t e  sector should a lso  be 

allowed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  ESAs. 

ESAs should be funded p r ima r i l y  by user charges and grants t o  he lp  ensure 

that  ESAs are  responsive t o  member d i s t r i c t  needs and provide serv ices i n  a 

cos t -e f fec t i ve  manner. I t  i s  a lso  important t o  provide s t a b i l i t y  and a 

base level  o f  support fo r  ESAs through a small mount  o f  d i r e c t  

appropr ia t ion.  Such s t a b i l i t y  and support i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important i n  the 

ea r l y  stages o f  ESA development. 



CHAPTER 7 

TELECOMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY ACROSS THE NATION AND IN ARIZONA 

We conducted a study to  determine whether technology, i n  r e l a t i on  t o  school 

d i s t r i c t  management and personnel t r a i n i ng  functions, has resul ted i n  more 

cost -e f fec t ive  educational systems across the nat ion and i n  Arizona. The 

fo l lowing questions were determined t o  be re levant.  

What i s  telecomnunications technology? 

8 What i s  the s ta tus o f  telecomnunications technology across the nation? 

8 What i s  the s ta tus o f  telecomnunications technology i n  Arizona? 

Has the use o f  telecomnunications technology resu l ted in more cost- 
e f f e c t i v e  educational systems? 

We co l lec ted  information from a sample of  14 states across the nat ion,  a l l  15 

county school superintendents i n  Arizona, regional organizations i n  Arizona, 

and other mater ia ls and publ ica t ions.  Based on the information gathered, the 

relevant technology was determined t o  be for  telecommunications and the most 

prevalent educational use ~f telecommunications was determined t o  be for  the 

expansion o f  curr iculum. 

The National Trend I s  Toward The Development Of Sinale Comorehensive Networks 

That U t i l i z e  Telecomrmnications Technoloav 

Telecommunications technology i s  the means for  t ransmi t t ing a large volume o f  

informat ion (e.g.,  audio, video, and data s igna ls)  over distance a t  great 

speed. Telecommunications technology includes cable, microwave, f i be r -op t i c ,  

and s a t e l l i t e  technologies. Ins t ruc t iona l  t e l ev i s i on  f i xed  serv ice,  a 

po r t i on  o f  the microwave spectrum dedicated t o  educational services, i s  a lso 

i nc l uded . 

There are  approximately 155 f u l l y  and p a r t i a l l y  implemented educational 

te lecomunicat ions networks w i t h i n  the 50 s ta tes.  They range from those 

serv ing a s ing le  purpose or  type o f  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  t o  those serving many 

purposes and i n s t i t u t i o n s .  



States commonly contain a number o f  ind iv idua l  o r  regional networks not 

integrated under one system. However, many s ta tes  are working toward the 

development o f  s i ng l e  comprehensive networks that  u t i l i z e  current 

technologies and serve the needs o f  the e n t i r e  s t a te .  A t  the present t ime, 

the most common use o f  telecommunications i s  to  provide postsecondary school 

courses. For example, un i ve r s i t i e s  te lev ise  courses taught a t  one locat ion 

t o  students a t  remote locat ions,  such as branch campuses. With permission, 

school d i s t r i c t s  tape programs developed by the Corporation for  Publ ic  

Broadcasting fo r  viewing a t  a la te r  date. Teleconferencing, useful  fo r  

meetings and inserv ice t r a i n i ng ,  i s  a lso  possib le.  With the use o f  

computers, telecommunications equipment can be used t o  t ransfer  data, and t o  

access databanks and e lec t ron ic  bul l e t  i n  boards. 

Arizona Does Not Yet Contain A Fullv lm~lemented Statewide Educational 

Telecomnunications Network 

Many school d i s t r i c t s  are not f u l l y  u t i l i z i n g  the c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t he i r  

telecommunications systems. I n  add i t i on ,  because o f  e i t he r  the lack o f  money 

o r  exper t ise  i n  the area o f  telecommunications technology, many d i s t r i c t s  

have been unable o r  re luc tant  t o  purchase equipment and incorporate ava i lab le  

programming i n t o  t h e i r  curr iculum. Several county school superintendents 

have recognized the need for  telecommunications equipment and purchased i t  

for  some o f  the small d i s t r i c t s .  

The Yavapai County School Superintendent purchased a basic sa te l  l i t e  downlink 

( rece ive r )  system for  each o f  1% small r u ra l  d i s t r i c t s  ( d i s t r i c t s  w i th  fewer 

than 600 students) .  The systems are used to  receive programming such as 

fore ign language courses from Northern Arizona Un i ve r s i t y ,  and broadcasts o r  

tapes o f  major news events and science programs. Other county school 

superintendents used Special Smal I D , s t r i c t  Service Program Fund monies t o  

provide equipment. 

AETC Studv Concludes That A Statewide Network Is Feasible 

The Arizona Education Telecommunications Cooperative (AETC), establ ished i n  

1987, cons is ts  o f  representat ives from the Arizona Department o f  



Administration, the Arizona Board of Regents, universities, community 

colleges, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE), and the public schools. 

The purpose of AETC is to plan for coordinated uses of telecomnunications, 

review technology initiatives, and study the feasibility of incorporating the 

State's telecornmunicat ions capabi l it ies into a Statewide telecomunicat ions 

network. The network would serve educational and administrative purposes. 

In January 1990, AETC hired a consultant to study the teIecomnunications 

technologies in the State and the technical feasibility of developing a 

Statewide network. The study concluded that a Statewide network was feasible 

if a satellite and land-based infrastructure for full broadcast video, 

compressed video, and high-speed data transmission were added to existing 

technologies. The cost of the land-based infrastructure was projected to be 

$12,750,000, an amount which did not include the incremental costs for users 

to link into the network. 

AETC has also developed a comprehensive outline of objectives for 

coordinating and implementing a Technology lntegrated Educational Delivery 

System (TIEDS) as part of a Statewide network 3corporating universities, 

community colleges, and the K-12 system. TIEDS. 4 K-12 Master Plan for the 

Infusion of . Technoloclv in Arizona Schools in the TeachindLearning 

Environment was published by ADE in July 1990 in response to an Arizona State 

Board of Education pol icy directing it  to develop a plan for uti lizing 

telecommunications technology in the K-12 system. TIED%' first 

recommendation is to establish a Statewide telecommunications network to 

provide for information transfer among school districts, other educational 

entities, and ADE. This would increase productivity by reducing paperwork. 

Once such a network is in place, training for teachers and administrators 

through Statewide workshops, seminars, conferences, and telecourses could be 

provided. A variety of student courses through distance learning programs 

and access to inf~rmation through databanks would also be possible. 

In working toward establishing a Statewide educational telecommunications 

network, AETC's Operating Commi ttee has hi red a development coordinator and 

initiated three projects. The projects are to improve ADE's Arizona EdLink 



system, provide assistance to  schools i n  implementing ins t ruc t iona l  

t e l ev i s i on  f i xed  serv ice,  and study options for  prov id ing telecommunications 

t o  ce r t a i n  school d i s t r i c t s .  

Telecomnunicatisns Provides Cost-Effect ive Educational Proarams 

The use o f  telecommunications would a l low d i s t r i c t s  to  expand curr iculum and 

s t a f f  t r a i n i n g ,  process and report data i n  a more accurate and t imely manner, 

and reduce the costs o f  handling and s to r ing  large quan t i t i e s  o f  physical 

records. Add i t iona l  computer programming a t  the Arizona Department o f  

Education would a l low the agency t o  use te lecomunicat ions i n  processing 

teacher and administ rator  c e r t i f i c a t e s ,  and e l ec t r on i ca l l y  receive documents 

such as d i s t r i c t  budgets and annual f i nanc ia l  reports.  The use o f  

telecommunications t o  provide courses a t  remote s i t e s  fo r  low-density 

populat ions could a lso produce cost savings when compared t o  the cost o f  

prov id ing site-based teachers. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOWENDATION 

E f f o r t s  t o  es tab l i sh  and coordinate telecommunications systems throughout 

Arizona should be increased. Telecommunications serve numerous educational 

and admin is t ra t ive  purposes, such as distance learning,  teacher t r a i n i ng ,  and 

data transmission. The use o f  telecommunications i n  education i s  growing 

na t i ona l l y  and i n  Arizona. Arizona col leges and un i ve r s i t i e s ,  as wel l  as a 

small number o f  school d i s t r i c t s ,  are cu r ren t l y  using telecommunications i n  

t h e i r  d a i l y  operat ions.  However, most d i s t r i c t s  have had d i f f i c u l t y  

purchasing and es tab l i sh ing  telecommunications systems, and are  not f u l l y  

u t i l i z i n g  the c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e i r  systems. 



AREAS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Certain recommendations i n  t h i s  report w i l l  require add i t iona l  study, because 

factors a f f ec t i ng  t he i r  implementation were not w i t h i n  our scope. 

Consequently, we bel ieve the fo l iowing areas should be studied i n  depth 

before any attempt i s  made to  restructure Arizona's pub l i c  education system. 

Arizona Should Studv Whv Some States With Fewer D i s t r i c t s  Than Arizona Have 

S i a n i f i c a n t l v  D i f f e ren t  Administrat ive Costs Per Student 

Before Arizona considers consol idat ion of  school d i s t r i c t s ,  i t  might be very 

useful  t o  look a t  states w i th  fewer d i s t r i c t s  and low admin is t ra t ive  costs, 

such as Utah and Georgia. One explanation o f  the reason Utah has lower 

admin is t ra t ive  costs compared to  the other samples states i s  that  Utah has a 

small number o f  d i s t r i c t s ,  most ~f  which are large and medium u n i f i e d  

d i s t r i c t s ,  rather than numerous small ones. Utah has 40 school d i s t r i c t s ,  

compared t o  Arizona's 238. Suck a study should a lso include states w i th  

fewer d i s t r i c t s  than Arizona, but w i th  higher admin is t ra t ive  costs per 

student, such as F lo r i da  and Nevada. 

A Studv b v  Be Performed To Determine I f  Administrat ive Costs For School 

D i s t r i c t s  I n  States With ESAs Are Lower Than I n  States Without ESAs 

We have concluded that  the use o f  services on a regional basis has resulted 

i n  cost savings, reduced dupl ica t ion o f  services, and equalized educational 

oppor tun i t ies .  The impact on school d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs o f  using 

regional services should be considered w i t h  regard t o  the consol idat ion o f  

services and school d i s t r i c t s .  



APPENDIX A 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Com~arisons of Administrative Costs Amonq Arizona's School Districts 

The procedures fol lowed t~ conduct the study of numbers of administrators and 

administrative costs within Arizona consisted of a number of steps. 

The terms used in the study were defined. 
a The number of administrators and ratios of students to administrators were 
determined for all districts and compared among the various district 
categories. 

a A sample of typical districts was determined. 
a Administrative cost data and other information such as the districts' 
organizational structures were collected from the typical districts and 
compared among the various district categories. 
Findings and conclusions were developed. 

In order to properly c~nduct the study and assure comparable results, it was 

essential to define terms to be used that would be applicable within Arizona 

and for comparisons with other states. How these terms were defined directly 

affected the results of our study. Auditor General staff spoke with 

representatives of the Arizona Department of Education, the National Center 
0 for Education Statistics, and Arizona school districts; and consulted with 

the advisory review committee, and derived definitions for administrators and 

administrative costs (both district and school level), sizes sf districts, 

and location (whether urban or rural). (See Appendix B for definitions.) 

Average dai ly at tendance (ADA), locale, type, number of employees, and 

reported position codes of employees for all Ariz~na districts were obtained 

from the Arizona Department of Education. 

Average daily attendance was used as this is the attendance figure reported 
to the National Center for Education Statistics for comparisons to other 
states. 

a Listings identifying which districts were isolated and the locale codes of 
each district were obtained from the Arizona Department of Education. 
Locale codes were used to determine whether a district was urban or rural. 



@ Employee p o s i t i o n  codes were those reported t o  the Arizona Department o f  
Education on the School D i s t r i c t  Employee Report. 

@ F isca l  year 1989-90 was chosen because i t  i s  the most recent year f o r  which 
we were ab le  t o  ob ta in  nat iona l  admin is t ra t ive  numbers and costs from other 
s ta tes with which t o  compare our Arizona information. 

Excluded from t h i s  por t ion  o f  our study were: a l l  consortiums and special 

program d i s t r i c t s  operated through the county school superintendent; 

accommodation schools l i s t e d  as having no employees other than the county 

school superintendent; and t ran 3r t ing d i s t r i c t s ,  as t ranspor t ing d i s t r i c t s  

have no administrators.  

Using the above information, the populat ion o f  213 d i s t r i c t s  was c l a s s i f i e d  

i n t o  categories by s i ze ,  type, and locat ion.  Student populat ion categories 

include super large, large, medium, smal I ,  and small isolated;  type 

categories include u n i f i e d ,  elementary, and high school; locat ion categories 

include urban and r u r a l .  For a l i s t  of  the 213 d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  the various 

categories, see Appendix C .  I n  a l l ,  a t o t a l  o t  27 possib le categories were 

defined, but d i s t r i c t s  existed i n  only 19 o f  those. 
i 

Using d e f i n i t i o n s  provided by the National Center for  Education S t a t i s t i c s ,  

a l l  school d i s t r i c t  employees were c l a s s i f i e d  i n to  e ight  categories according 

t o  t h e i r  SDER codes and whether they were reported a t  the school or d i s t r i c t  

l eve l .  These categories were: 

D i s t r i c t  administrators Aides, guidance counselors 
D i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  support s t a f f  and l ibrar ians 
School administrators L ibrary  support s t a f f  
School admin is t ra t ive  support s t a f f  Other support services s t a f f  
Teachers 

A problem w i t h  the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of  employees was noted. Most small 

d i s t r i c t s  having only one schosi d i d  not report admin is t ra t ive  or 

admin is t ra t ive  support s t a f f  a t  both the d i s t r i c t  and school leve l .  

However, both levels o f  r espons ib i l i t i e s  are performed f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s .  

Therefore, based upon a survey o f  ten o f  these d i s t r i c t s ,  what percentage 

o f  time employees perform d i s t r i c t -  and school-level du t ies  was determined. 

For each o f  the 213 d i s t r i c t s  included i n  our populat ion,  the fo l lowing s i x  

r a t i o s  were computed t o  determine the organizational s t ruc tu re  pat terns:  



1. Students per d i s t r i c t  administrator 
2 .  Students per d i s t r i c t  administrator and support s t a f f  
3.  Students per school administrator 
4. Students per school administrator and support s t a f f  
5. Students per t o t a l  administrator  ( d i s t r i c t  and school l eve l )  
6.  Students per t o t a l  administrators and support s t a f f  ( d i s t r i c t  and 

schoo l l eve l s) 

Average ra t i os  for  each category of  d i s t r i c t s  were computed for  fur ther  

analysis.  

S t a t i s t i c a l  analysis was used t o  select  the sample o f  d i s t r i c t s ,  by 

ca lcu la t ing  the mean, standard dev ia t ion,  and standard e r ro r  o f  the mean 

fo r  r a t i os  1, 2 ,  3, and 6 for  each category s f  d i s t r i c t s .  

Th i r t y  d i s t r i c t s  were selected that had ra t i os  the c losest  t o  the mean or  

average fo r  that  category, inc luding from one to  four d i s t r i c t s  from each 

category. 

However, our se lec t ion o f  sample d i s t r i c t s  was l im i ted  i n  two respects. 

Only d i s t r i c t s  that  i n  f i s c a l  year 1989-90 maintained expenditure 
records by de ta i led  funct ion code s p e c i f i c a l l y  i den t i f y i ng  ce r t a i n  
admin is t ra t ive  and other costs could be selected. Deta i led funct ion 
codes are presented but not required by the Uniform System o f  Financial  
Records. Several d i s t r i c t s  we considered fo r  inc lus ion i n  our sample, 
espec ia l ly  small d i s t r i c t s ,  d i d  not maintain such de ta i led  records. 

One d i s t r i c t  o r i g i n a l l y  selected maintained de ta i led  records, but not 
summarized for  the year. Obtaining t o t a l s  for  the year required a 
comitment o f  our s t a f f  beyond the time const ra in ts  o f  the cost study. 

The t o t a l  ADA represented by the 3Q sample d i s t r i c t s  was 188,974, or 33.9 

percent o f  the t o t a l  ADA for  a l l  Arizona school d i s t r i c t s  for  f i s c a l  year 

1989-90. 

For a complete l i s t i n g  of  the 30 selected sample d i s t r i c t s ,  see Appendix D. 

The sample d i s t r i c t s  were selected from eleven counties. D i s t r i c t s   in 

several counties had t o  be excluded because de ta i led  funct ion codes were 

not used i n  those counties. 



Fisca l  year 1989-90 de ta i led  expenditure data was co l lec ted from each of  

the 30 sample d i s t r i c t s  for  a l l  operating funds contain ing admin is t ra t ive  

expenditures including the Maintenance and Operation, School P lant ,  Federal 

Pro jec ts ,  State Pro jec ts ,  and Ind i rec t  Costs Funds. A l l  expenditure data 

was obtained d i r e c t l y  from each d i s t r i c t ' s  expenditure records, Annual 

Financial  Report or county school superintendent 's records. 

On-site or  telephone interviews o f  d i s t r i c t  and county school 

superintendent personnel were a lso conducted i n  order t o  complete a 

questionnaire for  each sample d i s t r i c t .  We asked questions concerning t b  

d i s t r i c t ' s  admin is t ra t ive  s t ruc tu re ,  d i s t r i c t  and school r espons ib i l i t i e s ,  

charging o f  admin is t ra t ive  sa la r ies  and other expenditures t o  appropriate 

account codes, and employee benef i ts  the d i s t r i c t  provides for  

administrator  pos i t i ons .  

Using the admin is t ra t ive  cost data co l lec ted from the sample d i s t r i c t s ,  

admin is t ra t ive  costs per student for  each sample d i s t r i c t  a t  the d i s t r i c t  

level and school level  were calculated.  A l l  30 d i s t r i c t s  were then 

combined i n t o  categories ~f s i ze ,  type, and locat ion.  An average cost per 

student was determined for  each s ize ,  type, and locat ion category. 

Comparisons o f  Administrat ive Costs o f  Arizona's School D i s t r i c t s  t o  Other 

States 

Our ana lys is  included comparisons t~ nat ional  averages, as wel l  as 

comparisons w i t h  e ight  selected s ta tes.  Seven of  the eight  s ta tes selected 

had h igh populat ion growth rates from 1980 to  1990 as d i d  Arizona. The 

fo l lowing l i s t  shows the states selected for  our sample and t h e i r  growth 

rates which were obtained from the U.S .  Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  

the Census, S t a t i s t i c a l  Abstract o f  the United States 1991. 

State 
Nevada 
A r  i zona 
F lo r i da  
Ca l i f o rn i a  
Texas 
Georg i a 
Utah 
Washington 
Missouri 

Growth Rate 
50.1% 



Our se lec t ion o f  the sample states was l im i ted  t o  states that  reported 

comparable and r e l i a b l e  admin is t ra t ive  cost data for  f i s c a l  year 1989-90 

according t o  the National Center for  Education S t a t i s t i c s  (NCES) and, i n  

add i t ion,  we were able t o  obtain the data from the s ta te .  

Numbers and c l ass i f i ca t i ons  of  employees for  the nat ion and other states 

were obtained from tables pub1 ished by NCES. The National Publ i c  Education 

Financial  Survey, containing cost i n f ~ r m a t i o n  and ADA t o t a l s ,  was obtained 

d i r e c t l y  from each o f  the selected states.  This survey i s  required by NCES 

and i s  completed annually by a l l  s ta tes,  inc luding Arizona. (Although we 

were able t o  obta in  expenditure information from ind iv idua l  s ta tes,  

nat ional  expenditure information was not ava i lab le  for  f i s c a l  year 1989-90.) 

To v e r i f y  the re1 iab i  l i t y  and comparabi l i t y  o f  the data among s ta tes,  

Auditor General s t a f f  contacted each of  the sample states and NCES to  

discuss each s t a t e ' s  method for  ca lcu la t ing  ADA, the types o f  expenditures 

reported i n  each o f  the cost categories, and the methods for  c l ass i f y i ng  

employees i n t o  d i f f e r e n t  admin is t ra t ive  categories used i n  our analysis.  

However, the conclusions reached i n  t h i s  report must be considered i n  view 

o f  the d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered regarding the comparabi l i ty o f  the data as 

f o l  lows. 

@ During our interviews w i th  the selected states and NCES, we noted that  
s ta tes vary i n  the method used to  ca lcu la te  ADA. For example, 
C a l i f o r n i a  does not exclude excused absences when repor t ing ADA, whi le 
Arizona and the other selected states do. Therefore, for  proper 
comparabi l i ty  among s ta tes,  Ca l i f o rn i a ' s  ADA was adjusted based on 
discussions w i t h  the Ca l i f o rn i a  Department o f  Education. 

Comparable cost data was a lso d i f f i c u l t  t o  a t t a i n  for  the fo l lowing 
reasons. F i r s t ,  de ta i led  cost information for  Arizona as a whole was 
not ava i lab le .  Therefore, i t  was necessary t o  ca lcu la te  Arizona's 
costs per student based on the sum of  the costs and respective ADA 
obtained from our 30 d i s t r i c t  sample for  comparisons requ i r ing de ta i led  
cost information. However, these per student r a t i os  were compared t o  
the per student r a t i os  calculated from s ta te  t o t a l s  for  the selected 
s ta tes.  Second, d i f ferences i n  report ing among the s ta tes were a lso 
encountered and adjustments were made as appropriate. 

For comparisons w i t h  other s ta tes ,  expenditures fo r  desegregation and 
Federal programs were included i n  Arizona's t o t a l  expenditures because 
such expenditures could not be separated from the expenditure t o t a l s  
reported by the other selected s ta tes.  



a D i f f i c u l t i e s  were encountered regarding the comparabi l i ty  o f  employee 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  due t o  d i f ferences among s ta tes i n  in te rp re t ing  NCES 
ins t ruc t ions .  For example, supervisors o f  c l a s s i f i e d  employees were 
categorized as d i s t r i c t  or school administrators by some s ta tes and 
"other support services s t a f f "  by other s ta tes.  However, for  
comparison purposes, Arizona's administrators were c l a s s i f i e d  using the 
method o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  used by most o f  the selected s ta tes.  

a Our de ta i led  nat iona l  comparisons focused on f i s c a l  year 1989-90 which 
was the most recent year that  nat ional  information was ava i lab le .  

Com~arisons of  Chan~es in  Arizona's and Other Statesg School D i s t r i c t  

Administrative Costs Over Time 

Our analysis o f  trends i n  administrator s t a f f i n g  and admin is t ra t ive  

expenditures over a per iod s f  years was l im i ted  i n  several important 

respects. 

While d i s t r i c t  and school admin is t ra t ive  expenditures from the 30 
sample d i s t r i c t s  fo r  f i s c a l  year 1989-90 could be obtained through 
on-si te v i s i t s ,  such de ta i led  data could not be obtained for  a l l  
Arizona d i s t r i c t s  for  the number o f  years needed for  a trend analysis 
because each d i s t r i c t  would have had t o  be v i s i t e d ,  and because o f  the 
lack o f  expenditure d e t a i l  maintained by many d i s t r i c t s .  Therefore, 
f ~ r  the trend analysis i n  t h i s  sect ion o f  the repor t ,  the State t o t a l  
o f  expenditures reported as d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion,  funct ion 100 of  
the Maintenance and Operation Fund was used, which we obtained from the 
Arizona Department o f  Education 'dDE) .  

e ADE revised the number o f  aaministrators and other employees as 
reported t o  NCES for  the years 1986-87 through 1989-90. (Revisions of  
p r i o r  years'  data were unavai lable.)  Although ADE's 1989-90 f igures 
d i f f e r e d  from ours,  t o  avoid any inconsistencies i n  trend analysis 
caused by t h i s  change, ADE's revised f igures fo r  analyses for  those 
years were used. 

e The number o f  administrators and other employees was obtained from NCES 
Diqest o f  Education S t a t i s t i c s  for  the nat ion and sample s ta tes.  



APPENDIX I3 

DEFINITIONS USED IN THE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT AWINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Averaae Da i l y  Attendance (ADA) - Actual average d a i l y  attendance s f  

students through the f i r s t  one hundred days i n  session. 

Administ rat ive Costs 

D i s t r i c t  Administ rat ive Costs - Expenditures for  a c t i v i t i e s  concerned 

w i t h  es tab l ish ing and administer ing p o l i c i e s  fo r  operat ing the 

d i s t r i c t ,  a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  the overa l l  general admin is t ra t ion 

o f  the e n t i r e  d i s t r i c t ,  a c t i v i t i e s  concerned w i th  the business and 

f i s c a l  serv ices o f  the d i s t r i c t ,  and other d i s t r i c t w i d e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

which support i ns t ruc t iona l  and support services programs, such as data 

processing, evaluat ing and planning. The Uniform System o f  Financia l  

Records (USFR) chart  o f  accounts funct ion code c l a s s i f i c a t i s n s  included 

are Governing Board (110), Superintendent's Q f f i c e  (120), Business and 

F isca l  Services (130), Educational Services (140), and Data Processing 

(450). Sa lar ies  and bene f i t s  o f  superintendents, associate 

superintendents, ass is tant  superintendents, business managers, and 

t h e i r  s t a f f s  are major components s f  d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  costs.  

We only included operat ing expenditures because cap i t a l  expenditures 

fo r  purchases o f  f u rn i t u re  or equipment may f l uc tua te  g rea t l y  among 

years and because the current  USFR chart  o f  accounts does not requi re 

the use o f  funct ion codes for  cap i t a l  expenditures, thereby making such 

data unco l l ec t i b l e  a t  the d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ion leve l .  Add i t i ona l l y ,  

Federal p ro jec ts  and desegregation d i s t r i c t  admin is t ra t ive  expenditures 

were excluded. 

School Administ rat ive Costs - Expenditures fo r  a c t i v i t i e s  concerned 

w i t h  ove ra l l  admin is t ra t ion o f  a school. USFR char t  o f  accounts 

funct ion code c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  included i s  P r i n c i p a l ' s  O f f i c e  (310). 



Salar ies and bene f i t s  o f  p r inc ipa ls ,  assistant  p r i nc i pa l s ,  and t he i r  

s t a f f s  comprise a major por t ion  o f  school admin is t ra t ive  costs. 

Included are operat ing expenditures only.  Cap i ta l ,  Federal pro jec ts ,  

and desegregation school admin is t ra t ive  expenditures have not been 

i nc l uded . 

Administrators 

D i s t r i c t  Administrators - Employees who d i r e c t  and manage the 

operations o f  the d i s t r i c t ,  inc luding superintendents (School D i s t r i c t  

Employee Report code loo),  associate and assistant  superintendents 

(102), and others having d i s t r i c tw ide  responsibi I i t i e s ,  such as 

business managers (013 and 111), personnel d i rec to rs  (032 and 106), 

admin is t ra t ive  assistants (101), curr iculum coordinators (1051, 

supervisors (1071, vocational educational administrators (110), other 

administrators ( log ) ,  and p r i nc i pa l s  (103) and head teachers (108) o f  

small d i s t r i c t s  having only one school. 

D i s t r i c t  Administrat ive S u ~ ~ o r t  S ta f f  - Employees who provide d i r e c t  

support t o  d i s t r i c t  administrators,  inc luding c l e r i c a l  and secretar ia l  

s t a f  P (018), accountants (001 1, buyers (0141, bookkeepers (010), 

attendance o f f i c e r s  (009), personnel assistants (042), p r i n t e r s  (0341, 

and research, evaluators/statisticians (035). 

School Administrators - Employees who d i  .,;t and manage the operations 

o f  a pa r t i cu l a r  school, inc luding p r i nc i pa l s  (103), assistant  

p r i nc i pa l s  (104), and others who supervise school operations or 

coordinate school i ns t ruc t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  such as bookstore managers 

(011). 

School Administrat ive S u ~ ~ o r t  S ta f f  - Employees who provide d i r ec t  

support t o  administrators of  a pa r t i cu l a r  school, inc lud ing c l s r i c a l  

and secre ta r ia l  s t a f f  (Ql$) ,  attendance o f f i c e r s  (0091, and cashiers 

(017). 



D i s t r i c t  Location 

Rural D i s t r i c t  - A d i s t r i c t  located i n  a small town w i th  a populat ion 

of  less than 25,000 but not w i t h i n  a metropol i tan area, or a place w i t h  

a populat ion o f  less than 2,500. 

Urban D i s t r i c t  - A d i s t r i c t  located i n  a metropol i tan area that has a 

c i t y  o f  a t  least 50,000 populat ion, or  a d i s t r i c t  located i n  a c i t y  or 

town not w i t h i n  a metropol i tan area but w i th  a populat ion greater than 

25,000. 

D i s t r i c t  Size 

S u ~ e r  Larae D i s t r i c t  - A d i s t r i c t  w i th  40,000 or more students. 

Larae D i s t r i c t  - A d i s t r i c t  w i t h  between 5,000 and 40,000 students. 

Medium D i s t r i c t  - A d i s t r i c t  w i t h  5,000 or fewer students, but not 

meeting the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a small or small iso la ted d i s t r i c t .  

Small D i s t r i c t  - As defined by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 

$15-901.8.24, a d i s t r i c t  w i t h  fewer than 600 students i n  e i the r  h igh 

school or  elementary grades, but which i s  not c l a s s i f i e d  as iso la ted.  

Small Iso la ted D i s t r i c t  - As defined by A.R.S. $15-901.8.23, a d i s t r i c t  

w i t h  fewer than 600 students i n  e i the r  h igh school or elementary 

grades, and every school i n  the d i s t r i c t  i s  located more than 30 m i  les 

(or 15 mi les  i f  road condi t ions and t e r r a i n  are hazardous) from a 

school o f  the same grades i n  another d i s t r i c t .  

D i s t r i c t  T v ~ e  

Elementarv D i s t r i c t  - A school d i s t r i c t  o f f e r i n g  i ns t r uc t i on  i n  

kindergarten and grades one through e igh t .  This d i s t r i c t  type includes 

accommodation school d i s t r i c t s  o f f e r i n g  ins t ruc t ion  i n  the same grades. 



Hiah School District - A school district offering instruction in grades 

nine through twelve. 

Unified District - A school district offering instruction in 

kindergarten and grades one through twelve. This district type 

includes accommodation school districts offering instruction in the 

same grades . 



APPENDIX C 

DATABASE OF 213 ARIZONA DISTRICTS ANALYZED IN  
THE S W Y  OF S W L  DISTRICT aDYlNlSTRATlVE W T S  (1) 

NUUBER OF STUDENTS PER 

D I S T R I C T  SCHOOL 

ADA D I S T .  D I S T .  SCHOOL SCHOOL D I S T R I C T  ADMIN. & SCHOOL ADUIN. & 

DISTRICT (2) ADUIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADUIN. SUPPORT 

SUPER LARGE U N I F I E D  URBAN 

UESA U N I F I E D  #4 
TUCSON U N I F I E D  # I  

LARGE U N I F I E D  URBAN 

SUNNYSIDE U N I F I E D  # l2 
MPHITHEATER U N I F I E D  #lo 
DEER VALLEY U N I F I E D  #97 
SCOTTSDALE U N I F I E D  #48 
SIERRA VISTA U N I F I E D  #68 
CHANDLER U N I F I E D  #80 
PARADISE VALLEY U N I F I E D  W9 
GILBERT U N I F I E D  #41 
PEORIA U N I F I E D  #I1 
FLAGSTAFF U N I F I E D  X l  

LARGE HIGH URBAN 

Y W  UNION HIGH #70 5312 7.0 21.0 15.0 45.0 759 190 354 89 
GLENDALE UNION HIGH #205 11683 18.0 9.0 55.4 110.3 649 433 21 1 71 
TEMPE UNION HIGH #213 7618 16.0 22.5 24.0 41.0 476 1 98 317 117 
PHOENIX UNION HIGH #2lO 15671 53.0 57.0 70.0 154.5 2% 142 224 70 

LARGE ELEUENTARY URBAN 

ALHANBRA ELEUENTARY #68 
CARTURIGHT ELEMENTARY #83 
YUMA ELEMENTARY 11 
ROOSEVELT ELEUENTARY #66 
PHOENIX ELEMENTARY #Ol 
TEMPE ELEUENTARY #3 
UASHINGTON ELEMENTARY W 
KYRENE ELEMENTARY #28 
GLENDALE ELEMENTARY #40 

LARGE U N I F I E D  RURAL 

UARANA U N I F I E D  #6 

NOGALES U N I F I E D  #II 

- - --- 

M E D I W  U N I F I E D  URBAN 

APACHE JUNCTION U N I F I E D  #43 3417 13.0 15.4 9.0 16.0 263 121 380 137 



D I S T R I C T  

NUMBER OF STWENTS PER 

D I S T R I C T  
ADA D I S T .  D I S T .  SCHOOL SCHOOL DISTRICT m M I N .  & SCHOOL 

(2 )  ADMIN. SUPFORT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPmT ADMIN. 

PRESCOTT U N I F I E D  11 4343 9.0 6.0 12.5 46.8 483 290 347 
F L W I N G  E L L S  U N I F I E D  #8 4371 12.0 19.5 18.0 21.3 364 139 243 
CATALINA FOOTHILLS U N I F I E D  #16 2829 7.3 8.5 4.3 9.8 390 180 653 
DYSART U N I F I E D  #89 3363 9.0 17.3 14.5 18.8 374 128 232 

SCHOOL 

ADMIN. & 

SUPPORT 

MEDIUM HIGH URBAN 

TOLLESON UNION HIGH #214 2194 8.6 5.3 7.1 18.9 255 158 309 84 

MEDIM! ELEMENTARY URBAN 

FT. HUACHUCA ACCOWODATION 

F W L E R  ELEMENTARY #45 
PENDERCAST ELEMENTARY #92 
MURPHY ELEMENTARY #2l 
CRANE ELEMENTARY #13 
TOLLESON ELEMENTARY #1P 
ISAAC ELEMENTARY m 
BALSZ ELEMENTARY #31 
LAVEEN ELEMENTARY 8 9  
HADISON ELEMENTARY #38 
CREIGHTON ELEMENTARY #14 
OSBORW ELEMENTARY #8 
UILSON ELEMENTARY A17 

M E D I M  U N I F I E D  RURAL 

PAGE U N I F I E D  #8 

TUBA C I T Y  U N I F I E D  #I5 
SAFFORD U N I F I E D  #l 
DOUGLAS UN I F I ED #27 
HOLBROOY U N I F I E D  #3 
LAKE HAVASU U N I  F I E D  #I 
SNWFLAKE U N I F I E D  6 
U I N S L W  U N I F I E D  #I 
KAYENTA U N I F I E D  #27 
UINDOV ROCK U N I F I E D  #8 

CHINLE U N I F I E D  #24 

M E D I W  HIGH RURAk 

CASA GRAND€ U N I W  HIGH #82 1633 5.0 8.0 3.0 20.0 327 126 544 71 
M I N W S  UNION HIGH #4 1026 2.5 5.4 4.3 3.6 410 130 24 1 131 
BUCKEYE U N I W  HIGH R 0 1  674 2.8 4.2 3.0 2.8 245 97 225 116 
COLORADO RIVER UNlOW HIGH #2 965 3.0 6.3 4.0 4.2 322 104 241 9 18 
W H A M  UNION HIGH #3O 1314 2.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 65 7 329 329 110 
A W A  F R I A  UNION HIGH R l 6  1379 6.0 10.8 4.0 7.2 230 82 345 123 



DISTRICT 

MEDIUM ELEMENTARY RURAL 

CASA GRANDE ELEMENTARY #4 
ELOY ELEMENTARY #11 

SACATON ELEMENTARY #18 
BULLHEAD C I T Y  ELEMENTARY #15 
HOHAVE VALLEY ELEMENTARY #16 
GADSDEN ELEMENTARY #32 
BENSON ELEHENTARY #9 

SOMERTON ELEMENTARY #ll 
KINGMAN ELEMENTARY #4 

LIBERTY ELEMENTARY #25 
LITTLETON ELEMENTARY #65 
AVONDALE ELEMENTARY #44 
BUCKEYE ELEHENTARY #33 
COTTONVOOD-OAK CREEK ELEM #6 

LITCHFIELD ELEMENTARY #79 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS PER 

D I S T R I C T  SCHOOL 
ADA DIST.  DIST.  SCHOOL SCHOOL D I S T R I C T  ADMIN. & SCHOOL AOCIN. & 
(2) ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUi ?T 

SMALL U N I F I E D  URBAN 

U I L L I A M S  AFB ACCCHODATION 515 1.3 1 .O 4 .O 5.0 492 229 515 86 
TANPUE VERDE U N I F I E D  #13 1418 5.0 3.8 6.3 5.5 284 162 227 121 

SMALL ELEMENTARY URBAN 

HORSE MESA A C C m A T I O N  W509 201 0.8 1.8 0.5 1.2 268 79 403 118 
ZIMMERMAN A C C O W X A T I O N  13 0.3 0.0  0.2 0.0 44 44 66 66 
RIVERSIDE ELEMENTARY #2 162 1.5 1.5 1.0 1 .O 108 54 162 81 
PAL0 VERDE ELEMENTARY #49 195 2.2 0.6 1.4 0.4 90 71 135 106 
UNION ELEMENTARY #62 70 1.8 1.1 0.3 0.7 40 25 282 74 

SMALL U N I F I E D  RURAL 

PIMA U N I F I E D  #6 
THATCHER U N I F I E D  #4 

FT THOMAS U N I F I E D  I7 
FOUNTAIN H I L L S  U N I F I E D  #98 
CLIFTON U N I F I E D  #3 
HAYDEN-WINKELMAN U N I F I E D  #41 
W R E N C I  U N I F I E D  #l8 
UILLCOX U N I F I E D  #13 
U I L L I A M S  U N I F I E D  #2 
SAN CARLOS U N I F I E D  #20 
QUEEN CREEK U N I  F I E D  #95 
GLOBE U N I F I E D  #1 
CAVE CREEK U N I F I E D  #93 
BISBEE U N I F I E D  #2 
TOMBSTONE U N I F I E D  #I 
MIAMI  U N I F I E D  #40 
BOUIE U N I F I E D  #l4 
SAN SIMON U N I F I E D  #l8 



D I S T R I C T  

CHINO VALLEY U N I F I E D  #51 
HUMBOLDT U N I F I E D  # 2 2  

SAHUAR I TA UN I F I ED #30 
MAYER U N I F I E D  #43 
RAY U N I F I E D  #3 
BLUE RIDGE U N I F I E D  #32 
MARICOPA U N I F I E D  # 2 0  

ST DAVID U N I F I E D  #21 

SANTA CRUZ VALLEY U N I F I E D  #35 

SELIGMAN U N I F I E D  #40 

PINON U N I F I E D  #4 
SHOU LOU U N I F I E D  # l o  

JOSEPH C I T Y  U N I F I E D  # 2  

COOLIDGE U N I F I E D  #21 

ASH FORK U N I F I E D  #31 
FLORENCE U N I F I E D  #1 

CAMP VERDE U N I F I E D  # 2 8  

SMALL HIGH RURAL 

BENSOW UNION HIGH #9 

PATAGONIA UNION HIGH # 2 0  

VALLEY UNIOW HIGH # 2 2  

SANTA CRUZ VALLEY UNION HIGH 

SMALL ELEMENTARY RURAL 

HACKBERRY ELEMENTARY #3 

PALOMA ELEMENTARY #94 
SENTINEL ELEMENTARY #71 

AGUILA ELEMENTARY #63 
VALENTINE ELEMENTARY #22 

HIGLEY ELEMENTARY #60 

MORRISTOVW ELEMENTARY #75 

NADABURG ELEMENTARY #81 

VERNON ELEMENTARY #9 

MOBILE ELEMENTARY #86 
MCNARY ELEMENTARY #23 

RUTH FISHER ELEMENTARY # 9 0  

CONCH0 ELEMENTARY #6 
PEACH SPRINGS ELEMENTARY #8 
MC NEAL ELEMENTARY #55 

POMERENE ELEMENTARY #%4 

PEARCE ELEMENTARY # 2 2  

ASH CREEK ELEMENTARY #53 
ELFRIDA ELEMENTARY # 1 2  

PALOIJINAS ELEMENTARY #49 
DOUBLE ADOBE ELEMENTARY #45 
YUCCA ELEMENTARY #13 

MARY C Of BRIEN ACCOMHOOATION 

PATAGONIA ELEMENTARY #6 
SALOME CONSOL. ELEMENTARY #30 

ADA 

(2) 

NUMBER OF 

DIST.  DIST.  SCHOOL SCHOOL 

ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT 

STUDENTS PER 

D I S T R I C T  SCHOOL 

D I S T R I C T  ADMIN. & SCHOOL ADMIN. & 

ADMIN. SUPPORT ADMIN. SUPPORT 



DISTRICT 

MHAUK VALLEY ELEMENTARY #17 
TOLTEC ELEMENTARY 1 2 2  

UENDEN ELEMENTARY # I 9  

BEAVER CREEK ELEMENTARY A126 

VAIL ELEMENTARY #20 

STANFIELD ELEMENTARY #24 

COWTINENTAL ELEMENTARY a 9  

P I  CACHO ELEMENTARY a 3  

ARLINGTON ELEMENTARY #47 

S O L W V I L L E  ELEMENTARY #S 
ALTAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY m i  
HILLSIDE ELEMENTARY f 5  
CANOW ELEMENTARY mo 
YARNELL ELEMENTARY 6 2  

CLARKDALE-JEROIE ELEMENTARY n 
CDCHISE ELEMENTARY 1 2 6  

HYDER ELEMENTARY #16 

ORACLE ELEMENTARY #2 

UELLTOW ELEMENTARY #24 

RED ROCK ELEMENTARY m 
KIRKLAND ELEMENTARY #23 

WARTZSITE ELEMENTARY #4 
J. 0. COMBS ELEMENTARY #4& 

BWSE ELEMENTARY 1 2 6  

MAC0 ELEMENTARY # a  

SANTA CRUZ ELEMENTARY #28 

NUMBER OF 

DIST. 

ADMIN. 

DIST. 

SUPPORT 

SCHOOL 

ADHIN. 

SCHOOL 

SUPPORT 

DISTRICT 

ADMIN. 

STUDENTS PER 

DISTRICT 

ADMIN. & SCHOOL 

SUPPORT ADMIN. 

SCHOOL 

ADMIN. 8 

SUPPORT 

SMALL ISOLATED UNIFIED RURAL 

DUNCAN UNIFIED #2 
CEDAR UNIFIED #25 

UHITERIVER UNIFIED RB 
HA)IIIIOTH-SAN MANUEL UNIFIED rY8 
GILA BEND UNIF IED 9 2 4  

HEBER-OVERGMRD UNIFIED #6 
UICKENBURG UNIFIED #9 
BAGDAD UNIFIED #20 

SUPERIOR UNIFIED # I 5  

SANDERS UNIFIED # I 8  

GANADO UNIFIED #2O 

COLORADO CITY UNIFIED #14 

RED MESA UNIFIED #27 

ST JOHNS UNIFIED # l  

INDIAN OASIS-B UNIFIED W40 
RWND VALLEY UNIFIED # l o  

AJO UNIFIED # I s  

PAYSOW UNIFIED #10 

PARKER UNIFIED R 7  
CRAW CANYOW UNI  F IEB  f i  
FREDONIA-MOCCASIN UNIF IED fil6 



M A L L  ISOLATED HIGH RURAL 

NUWBER OF STUDENTS PER 

DISTRICT SCHOOC 
ADA OIST. OIST.  SCHOOL SCHOOL D I S T R I C T  ADWIN. & SCHOOL ADWIN. g 

(2) ADMlM. SUPPORT ADI4IN. s lPPOBT ADMIN. SUPPORT ADWIN. SUPWRT 

ANTELOPE UNION HIGH #SO 2% 3.14 2.1 2.5 1.4 98 5 8  118 7 6  
BICENTENNIAL UNION HIGH # 7 6  100 1.5 1.2 1 .O 0.8 6 7  3 7  100 5 6  

SMALL ISOLATED ELEMENTARY RURAL 

P I N E  ELEMENTARY 1 1 2  
YUJNG ELEMENTARY #S 
CHLORIDE ELEMENTARY 11 1 
ALPINE ELEMENTARY #7 
APACHE ELEMENTARY #42 
B W I T A  ELEMENTARY 1116 
TONTO B A S I N  ELEMENTARY #33 
WENS-UHITNEY ELEMENTARY f i  
CRWN K I N G  ELEMENTARY #41 
MAINE CONSOL. ELEMENTARY # l o  
BLUE ELEMENTARY # 2 2  
SAM FERNANDO ELEMENTARY a 5  
EAGLE ELEMENTARY #4§ 
SOWOITA ELEMENTARY #25 
L I T T L E F I E L O  ELEMENTARY #9 

(1) ALL data i s  for  f i s c a l  y e a r  1989-90. A l l  f i g u r e s  a r e  rounded. 

(2 )  A v e r a g e  Da i l y  A t t e n f e n c e  

S o u r c e :  Conpiled fraa d a t a  p r o v i d e d  by the A r i z m  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E d u c a t i o n .  



APPENDIX D: SAMPLE DISTRICTS SELECTED FOR 
THE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS1 

DISTRICT CATEGORY DISTRICT 

TOTAL 
D l  STRICT SCHOOL TOTAL ADYIN. COST 

COUNTY ADA' MYIN .  COST ADYIN. COST ADYIN. COST PER STUDENT 

1. Super Large, U n i f i e d ,  Urban Mesa USD 
2. Super barge. U n i f i e d ,  Urban Tucson USD 

Mar i copa 
P ima 

3. Large, U n i f i e d ,  Urban F l a g s t a f f  USD Coconino 10,256 51,153,257 92,154,097 93,307,354 $322 
4. Large, U n l f i e d ,  Urban Deer V a l l e y  USD Mar icopa 13.826 2,243,926 2,684.181 4,928,107 356 
5. Large, U n i f i e d ,  Rura l  Nogales USD Santa Cruz 5.021 1,090,080 1,232,143 2,322,223 463 
6.  Large, High, Urban Tempe UHSD Mar icopa 7,618 1,474,499 1,751,608 3,226,107 423 
7. Large, Elementary, Urban Tempe ESD Mar lcopa 11.01% 2,294,949 2,234,488 4,529,437 41 1 

8. Medium. U n i f i e d .  Urban 
9. Medium, U n i f i e d ,  Rura l  

10. Medium, U n i f i e d .  Rura l  
11. Medium, High, Urban 
12. Medium. High, Rural  
13. Medium. Elementary, Urban 
14. Medium, Elementary, Urban 
15. Medium. Elementary, Rural  
16. Medium, Elementary, Rura l  

F low ing  Wel ls USD Pima 4,371 $763,939 S1.370.547 $2,134,486 9488 
Snowf l ake USD Navajo 2,234 237,755 419,416 657,171 294 
Page USD Coconino 2,912 836.706 613,474 1,450,180 498 
T o l l e s o n  UHSD Mar i copa 2,194 468,860 456,223 925.083 422 
Colorado R ~ v e r  UHSD Mohave 965 242,282 569,199 81 1,481 84 1 
Crane ESD Y uma 4.127 867,889 81 1,427 1,619,316 392 
Cre igh ton  ESD Mar icopa 4,360 803.313 719.136 1,522,449 349 
Avondale ESD Mar i copa 2.329 529,884 632,809 1,162,693 499 
B u l l h e a d  C i t y  ESD Mohave 1 ,842 307,921 205,908 513,829 279 

117. Small .  U n i f i e d .  Urban 
18. Smal l ,  U n i f i e d ,  Rural  
19. Small .  U n i f i e d .  Rural  
29. Smal l .  U n i f i e d .  Rural  
21. Smal l ,  U n i f i e d ,  I s o l a t e d  
22. Smal l ,  U n i f i e d ,  I s o l a t e d  

23. Smal l ,  High, Rural  
24. Small ,  High, I s o l a t e d  

25. Smal 
26. Smal 
27. Smal 
28. Smal 
29. Smal 
39. Smal 

Tanque Verde USD 
Globe USD 
F o r t  Thomas USD 
Show Low USD 
Mammoth-San Manuel USD 
Parker  US0 

Santa Cruz Va l l ey  UHSD 
Ante lope UHSD 

Pima 
G i l a  
Graham 
Navajo  
P i n a l  
La Paz 

P i n a l  
Y uma 

, Elementary, Urban R i v e r s i d e  ESD Mar i copa 162 70,940 81,481 152,421 94 1 
, Elementary, Rura l  H i g l e y  ESD Mar i copa 246 54,690 54,690 109.380 445 
, Elementary, Rural  Nadaburg ESD Mar i copa 445 94,398 94.568 188,966 425 
, Elementary, Rura l  So Iomonv i I l e  ESD Graham 27 1 52.941 52,941 105,882 39 1 
, Elementary, Rura l  Mohawk ESD Y uma 233 73,493 52,313 125.806 540 . Elementa , ,  I s o l a t e d  Owens-Whitney ESD Mohave 55 18.471 18.471 36.942 672 

' Data i s  f o r  f i s c a l  year 1989-96. 

* Average Dai l y t t tendance 

Source: Compiled from the  30 sample d i s t r i c t s .  



APPENDIX E-1 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

SMALL DISTRICTS UNDER 600 ADA 

PRINCIPAL P 
SECRETARY D 
TEACHERS P 

INSTRUCTION 
SUPPORT STAFF 

BUSINESS 
MANAGER 

FEDERAL/STATE 
PROJECTS 

SERVICES 

MAINTENANCE 
CUSTODIAL 

Source: Analysis of the smple val l districts with less than 699 average daily attendance (ADA). 



APPENDIX E-2 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

SMALL DISTRICTS 600 ADA OR MORE 

8 I 

SECRETARY 

PRINCIPALS 

TRANSPORTATION PRINCIPALS 

PURCHASING 

INSTRUCTlON 
SUPPORT STAFF 

Source: Analysis of  the srrple smal l d is t r ic ts  m i  th  694 or more ADA. 

J 1) 4 



APPENDIX E-3 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

MEDIUM DISTRICTS 3500 ADA OR LESS 

GOVERNING a 
SUPERINTENDENT 

STAFF 
DEVELOFUENT 

PERSONNEL D 
Source: Analysis of the smple medium districts with 3594 ADA or less. 



APPENDIX E-4 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

MEDIUM DISTRICTS OVER 3500 ADA 

I 

SUPERINTENDENT 

SECRETARY 

I ASSISTANT 
SUPERINTENDENT 

EDUCATION I 
DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPALS 

SPECIAL EDUCATION H P 

- 

- 

INSTRUCTION ,---.I q-1 SUPPORT STAFF 

FEDERAL /STATE 
PROJECTS - 

SPECIAL 
PROJECTS SECRETARIES 

CURRICULUI/ 
INSTRUCTION 

ASSISTANT 
PRINCIPALS 

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE/ 
TRANSPORTATION 

PURCHASING MAINTENANCE H U 
WAREHOUSE P 

ELECTRONIC 

PROCESSIffi 

ATTENDANCE u Source: Analysis of the stmple medim distr icts with over 3584 ADA. 



APPENDIX E-5 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

OF LARGE DISTRICTS 

UPERINTENDENT 

SECRETARIES 

DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPALS TRANSPORTATION 

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE/ 
SECRETARIES 

SPECIAL PROPERTY 
EDUCATION - CONTROL 

CURRICULUYl INSTRUCTION - INSTRUCTIOM SUPPORT STAFF ATTENDANCE 

ir 

ELECTRONIC 

PROCESSING 

STUDENT 
SERVICES 

Source: Analysis of the sap le  large districts. 



ASSISTANT 
SUPERINTENDENT 

PERSONNEL 

ASSISTANT 
SUPERINTENDENT 

PROJECTS 

- SPECIAL PROJECTS 

STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT/ 

PUBLIC INFOR- 
MATION/COWKINITY 

RELATIONS 

PUPIL PERSONNEL/ 
SCHOOL SERVICES/ 

ATTENDANCE 

APPENDIX E-6 
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

OF SUPER LARGE DISTRICTS 

SUPERINTENDENT 

SECRETARIES 

DEPUTY 
SUPERINTENDENT 

SUPPORT STAFF 

SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 

Source: Analysis of the s a p l e  super large d is t r ic ts .  

ASSISTANT 
SUPERINTENDENT 

BUSINESS 

FINANCIAL 
OPERATIONS SERVICES 

p-1 b-1 TRANSPORTATION 

MAINTENANCE UP 
ACCWNTING/ 

BUDGETING 

SERVICES 

FOOD SERVICES l r l  
PURCHASING b 
WAREHOUSE P 

ELECTRONIC - DATA 
PROCESSING 

PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT n 
MANAGEMENT K I l  



APPENDIX F 

SERVICES PROVIDED BY EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCIES 

Ind iv idua l  Education Service Agencies (ESAs) i n  and among s ta tes  provide the 

fo l lowing services t o  d i f f e r e n t  degrees, but may not provide a l l  services 

l is ted.  

Accountinq - ESAs provide accountants fo r  d i s t r i c t s  as an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  

d i s t r i c t s  h i r i n g  accountants or  purchasing time from an aud i t i ng  Firm. ESAs 

may a lso advise school d i s t r i c t s  i n  es tab l ish ing and mainta in ing business 

o f f i c e  p o l i c i e s  and procedures, apport ioning s t a te  funds, and aud i t i ng  

records. 

Adult  Education - ESAs ass is t  i n  the development, implementation, evaluat ion,  

and mod i f i ca t ion  o f  adu l t  education programs, and f a c i l i t a t e  regional 

planning and cooperation among member d i s t r i c t s ,  higher education, pub l i c  and 

p r i va te  agencies, and business. 

A l te rna t i ve  School - ESAs run a l t e rna t i ve  schools for  students unable t o  

succeed o r  funct ion i n  regular education classrooms. 

Claims Trackinq - ESAs obta in  parental consent t o  b i l l  p r i v a t e  insurance 

and/or Medicaid for  specia l  education services (e .g . ,  phys ica l ,  occupational,  

and speech therapy; and audiology). ESAs re ta i n  a small po r t i on  o f  the money 

for  admin is t ra t ive  costs and forward the remainder t o  schools. 

Coo~e ra t i ve  Purckasinq - ESAs provide volume purchasing o f  audio-visual and 

computer equipment; classroom, o f f i c e ,  and j a n i t o r i a l  suppl ies,  

t ranspor ta t ion,  f u rn i t u re ,  and a t h l e t i c  equipment; lumber; and food. ESAs 

maintain warehouses and o f f e r  items throughout the year,  o r  provide only 

cooperative b idding serv ices,  and purchase items that  are  de l ivered d i r e c t l y  

t o  the ind iv idua l  schools. Some ESAs provide a comb:nation o f  the two 

services depending on the item purchased. 



Coordination - ESA coordinators provide technical assistance t o  school 

personnel regarding the needs o f  handicapped ch i ldren.  

Curriculum - ESAs ass is t  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the development and 

implementation o f  curr iculum to  meet s t a te  requirements and student needs, 

inc luding assistance i n  textbook se lect ion,  conducting a textbook f a i r ,  o r  

coordinat ing various educational contests. 

Data Processinq - ESAs maintain a mainframe computer that  school d i s t r i c t s  

can access d i r e c t l y  through terminals or  use only pe r i od i ca l l y  t o  compi l e  or  

forward reports.  ESA c~mputer services may incorporate f i nanc ia l  management 

(boskkeepi ng , report general ion) ,  personne l/payro l l management (generat i ng 

payro l l  and tax reports or s t o r i ng  and report ing personnel informat ion),  

student management (c lass scheduling; recording attendance and tes t  scores; 

special education repor t ing;  and maintaining demographic/census, hea l th ,  and 

t ranspor ta t ion records), or other types o f  management. 

Dav Care - ESAs o f f e r  ch i ldcare centers, which are a lso used by area 

businesses. Some ESAs a lso o f f e r  a telephone database t o  provide fami l ies  

w i t h  information on licensed ch i ldcare homes and centers by area. 

Deaf and B l i n d  Education - State departments o f  education provide schools for  

the deaf and b l i n d .  Some states have been able to  set up add i t iona l  schools 

or otherwise provide more regional ized services for  deaf and b l i n d  students, 

a l lowing students t o  acquire needed s k i l l s  without having t o  leave t he i r  

hometowns. 

D i rec t  Services - ESA speech c l i n i c i a n s ,  physical and occupational 

therap is ts ,  soc ia l  workers, aud io log is ts ,  teachers fo r  the hearing or 

v i s u a l l y  impaired, and psychologists work d i r e c t l y  w i th  students. Some ESAs 

maintain vans that  t rave l  among school d i s t r i c t s  and are f u l l y  equipped for  

ce r t a i n  types o f  services (e .g . ,  audiometric vans). They also serve a t - r i s k  

students. 

Distance Learning - ESAs provide planning assistance (e .g . ,  technical 

assistance, po l i c y  ana lys is ,  and admin is t ra t ive  support) i n  developing 

distance learning programs. 



Ear ly  Childhood Education - ESAs o f f e r  hearing and v i s i o n  screening and 

developmental programs for  preschool ch i ld ren .  They a lso  serve a t - r i s k  

preschool ch i ld ren .  

Eaui~ment R e ~ a i r  - ESA technicians provide low-cost repa i r  and maintenance 

fo r  audio-visual equipment, computers, p r i n t e r s ,  and typewr i ters .  They a lso 

o f f e r  annual maintenance contracts for  ce r t a i n  types o f  equipment, t y p i c a l l y  

typewr i ters  and computers. Add i t i ona l l y ,  they o f f e r  school d i s t r i c t  

personnel t r a i n i n g  i n  areas such as heat ing/cool ing equipment moni tor ing or  

tes t ing .  

"od Services - ESAs operate a cent ra l ized k i tchen,  cooperat ively purchase 

food, compile q o d  serv ice repor ts ,  and provide t r a i n i n g  and technical  

assistance i n  n u t r i t i o n .  

G i f t ed  and Talented - ESAs provide various leve ls  o f  technical  assistance for  

g i f t e d  and ta lented students, inc luding conducting needs assessment, 

es tab l i sh ing  programs, and coordinat ing workshops. 

Grant Proaram Manaqement - ESAs apply for  Federal and Sta te  grants fo r  

schools, process grant  paperwork such as completion repor ts ,  and provide 

on-s i te and regional t r a i n i n g  and budgetary assistance i n  Federal and State 

g rants management . This serv ice  a lso includes business/education 

partnerships i n  which ESAs help open doors t o  businesses and obta in  grants 

and scholarships for  students and teachers. 

Heal th and Safetv Manaqement - ESA consultants provide technical  assistance 

and compliance guidance i n  asbestos, lead and radon removal; employe 

right-to-know ru les ;  underground fue l  tanks; and other environmental sa fe ty  

issues as they a r i se .  The serv ice a lso includes the employment o f  o r  

cont rac t ing w i t h  technicians t o  perform inspections, remove asbestos, o r  

conduct other types o f  a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  add i t i on ,  ESAs provide ins t ruc to rs  t o  

teach safe ty  education programs, such as farm o r  t r a f f i c  sa fe ty ,  d i r e c t l y  t o  

students. 



Insurance Pools - ESAs operate group hea l th ,  l i f e ,  property,  and l iab i  l i t y  

i nsurance poo l s . These poo l s may be used t o  acqu i r e  econom i es o f  scale i n 

obta in ing th i rd -par ty  coverage, for  self- insurance purposes, o r  fo r  a 

combination o f  sel f - insurance and th i rd-par ty  stop-loss coverage. 

L ia i son  - ESAs mainta in close contact w i t h  and serve as a l i a i s o n  i n  

r e l a t i ons  among school d i s t r i c t s  and the s t a te  department o f  education, the 

l eg i s l a t u re ,  p r i v a t e  schools, higher education, and other s t a te  organizat ions 

and agencies as we l l  as p r i v a t e  enterpr ise .  

Media Center - ESAs mainta in media centers w i t h  l i b r a r y ,  p r i n t  shop, or  

software dup l i ca t i on  serv ices as noted below. 

Media L ib ra ry  - ESAs mainta in l i b r a r i e s  o f  videotapes, v ideodisks,  16mm 
f i lms ,  s l i des ,  loop f i  lms, cassette f i l m s t r i p s ,  computer programs, and a 
v a r i e t y  o f  media equipment, inc luding CAD/CAM equipment and CD-ROM 
p layers ,  which schools may borrow or rent fo r  classroom use. Addi t ional  
media items or  programs may include i ns t r uc t i ona l  k i t s ,  robots, CPR 
t r a i n i n g ,  de l i ve r y  or  pick-up serv ices,  and mater ia ls  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
designed fo r  specia l  education. 

P r i n t  S h o ~  - ESAs mainta in equipment t o  provide schools w i t h  customized 
repor ts ,  mu l t i pa r t  forms, newslet ters,  s ta t ionery ,  brochures, and 
booklets.  ESAs may o f f e r  page and graphic layout services t o  schools, or  
schools may send pr int - ready c r ? y  t o  an ESA p r i n t  shop. Folding, 
c o l l a t i n g ,  s t ap l i ng ,  and low-cost iopy services are  a lso ava i lab le .  

Software D u ~ l  i ca t i on  - ESAs provide dup l i ca t ion  r i gh t s  t o  software 
programs enabl ing school d i s t r i c t s  t o  copy programs. 

Mobile Learninq Centers - ESAs provide mobile u n i t s  such as a planetarium or 

a classroom equipped w i t h  the l a t es t  hea l th  care technology. 

Research and Planninq - ESAs a i d  administ rators and teachers i n  moni tor ing,  

c o l l e c t i n g ,  and analyzing informat ion about issues and trends impacting 

education, inc lud ing conducting s p e c i f i c  studies or  research fo r  schools. 

Services t o  the Sta te  - ESAs provide serv ices t o  the s t a te  department o f  

education o r  i t s  equ iva lent .  These services include many o f  those l i s t e d  i n  

t h i s  appendix, i n  add i t i on  t o  co l l ec t i ng ,  ed i t i ng ,  and t ransmi t t i ng  data; 

issuing temporary teaching permits;  and moni tor ing school acc red i ta t ion .  



Shared S ta f f  - ESAs employ s t a f f  whose time i s  so ld  t o  or  shared by member 

d i s t r i c t s .  Shared s t a f f  include nurses, counselors, psychologists,  teachers, 

lawyers, and administ rators,  who may be shared through mobile learning 

centers, distance learning technology, or  through t rave l  among schools. 

S ~ e c i a l  Proarams - ESAs ass is t  schools i n  prov id ing educational programs fo r  

regular students or  employ ins t ruc to rs  t o  do the actual  teaching. Special 

programs include d r i ve r  education, drug abuse and AIDS prevention, and 

heal thy l i v i n g .  These programs may be funded by Federal,  s ta te ,  o r  p r i v a t e  

grants.  

S ta f f  Develooment - ESAs p lan,  coordinate, and administer var ious inserv ice 

t r a i n i n g  workshops, seminars, conferences, and forums covering basic s k i l l s ,  

regular and specia l  education, and cont inuing professional  education fo r  

teachers, o f f i c e  s t a f f ,  or  support s t a f f  i . . ,  bus d r i v e r s ,  maintenance 

personnel, and food serv ice workers). ESAs a lso mainta in cont inuing 

education records for  c e r t i f i e d  s t a f f  and a c o l l e c t i o n  o f  professional  

development mater ia l  to  be shared among school d i s t r i c t s .  

State Requirements - ESAs ass is t  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  es tab l i sh ing  systems, 

p o l i c i e s ,  and procedures t o  comply w i t h  s t a tu to r y ,  s t a te  department o f  

education, and aud i t  requirements. ESAs a lso ass is t  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  

preparing, va l  ida t  ing, and disseminating state-requi red repor ts .  

Teacher ADDlicant Pool - ESAs maintain teacher app l i ca t ions ,  t r ansc r i p t s ,  

placement f i l e s ,  c e r t i f i c a t e s ,  and resumes. Appl icant informat ion,  such as 

personal data, education, teaching experience, references, and sub jec t / leve l  

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  i s  entered i n t o  a cent ra l ized computer system that  can be 

accessed by d i s t r i c t s .  

Technoloav - ESAs provide leadership i n  developing and implementing 

technology f o r  classroom i ns t r uc t i on ,  s t a f f  development, and school 

management. 



Test Bank - ESAs maintain a tes t  bank designed t o  help educators b u i l d  

cr i te r ion- re ferenced tes ts .  Test bank services a lso include local  scoring 

for  standardized tes ts ,  inserv ice on tes t  i n te rp re ta t ion ,  and coordinated 

sharing o f  tes t  booklets. 

Tra in ing - ESAs provide assistance, t r a i n i ng ,  and consul ta t ion fo r  teachers 

and d i s t r i c t  administrators on the in tegrat ion o f  technology i n to  the 

classroom. Tra in ing services include operating a preview center for  

reviewing hardware and software, and assistance w i t h  s p e c i f i c  computer 

systems and programs. 

Transoortat ion - ESAs employ t ranspor ta t ion coordinators t o  ass is t  d i s t r i c t s  

i n  es tab l ish ing bus routes, i n te rp re t ing  and applying Federal and s ta te  

regulat ions,  maintaining equipment, t r a i n i ng  d r i ve r s ,  veh ic le  inspecting, 

f inancing,  and developing or using computerized bus rout ing systems. 

Unemployment Com~ensation - ESAs process claims, receive and disburse funds, 

provide t r a i n i ng  i n  unemployment compensation, and may manage an unemployment 

compensation t r u s t .  

Vocational Education - ESAs provide assistance re la ted t o  vocational 

educat ion,  such as i nserv i ce t r a i n i n g  , summer workshops, deve I op i ng/ 

evaluat ing c r e d i t  courses, developing and maintaining media l i b ra r y  

co l lec t ions ,  and consul t ing services. 

Workers' Com~ensation - ESAs process claims, receive and disburse funds, and 

provide t r a i n i n g  i n  workers' compensation. 



APPENDIX G 

E W L E  STRUCTURES OF EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCIES 

COLORADO 

Colorado's Boards o f  Cooperative Services (BOCES) system i s  one o f  the least 

regulated Education Service Agency (ESA) systems that  we encountered. During 

the 1960s, Colorado made four basic changes i n  the s t ruc tu re  o f  i t s  school 

system and the method by which d i s t r i c t s  receive various services. These 

changes included consol idat ing 1,034 school d i s t r i c t s  i n t o  181, expanding a l l  

school d i s t r i c t s  t o  include grades K-12, e l im ina t ing  the o f f i c e  o f  county 

school superintendent, and passing the Boards o f  Cooperative Services Act o f  

1965. 

Formation - The BOCES Act enables two or more d i s t r i c t s  t o  cooperate i n  

furn ish ing services authorized by law, i f  cooperation appears des i rab le .  

Governance - BOCES members determine the s ize  o f  t h e i r  respective governing 

boards, a f t e r  meeting the s ta tu to ry  requirement that  each board must include 

no less than f i v e  members and a t  least one member from each p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

d i s t r i c t .  BOCES have also establ ished advisory counci ls  cons is t ing o f  

administrators from each pa r t i c i pa t i ng  school d i s t r i c t .  

Services and C l ien te le  - BOCES are not required t o  provide any p a r t i c u l a r  

serv ice.  Member d i s t r i c t s  determine the services t o  be provided by 

requesting and paying for  them. Although some BOCES contract  t o  provide 

services t o  other s ta te  and local educational agencies that  are not member 

d i s t r i c t s ,  the main purpose o f  BOCES i s  t o  provide services t o  t h e i r  member 

school d i s t r i c t s .  

Membership - Although Colorado law al lows fo r  a f l u i d  membership, i n  

a c t u a l i t y  membership has been steady. D i s t r i c t s  may j o i n  or withdraw from 

D 
BOCES w i t h  r e l a t i v e  ease. BOCES agreements may be amended t o  admit one or 

more addi t iona l  d i s t r i c t s ,  community and technical col leges,  jun ior  col leges,  

or state-supported un i ve rs i t i es .  I t  a l s ~  appears that  d i s t r i c t s  are f ree t o  



j o i n  other BOCES or  t o  j o i n  more than one BOCES, although i t  i s  bel ieved that  

t h i s  has not  happened. Most BOCES member d i s t r i c t s  have small enrol lments; 

however, 29 member d i s t r i c t s  have enrollments between 1,500 and 10,000 

students, and s i x  d i s t r i c t s  have enrollments over 10,000 students. 

. . 
Funding - Colorado law l i m i t s  the number o f  BOCES e l i g i b l e  for  s t a te  funds t o  

17. Add i t i ona l l y ,  each BOCES must meet three legal c r i t e r i a  t o  be e l i g i b l e  

fo r  s t a te  funds. The BOCES must serve d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  a combined t ~ t a l  

enrollment o f  a t  least  4,000 students; they must serve d i s t r i c t s  i n  two or  

more counties; and they must serve d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  a combined t o t a l  va luat ion 

fo r  assessment o f  a t  least $60 m i l  l i o n ,  o r  w i t h  a combined t o t a l  area o f  a t  

least 4,000 square m i les .  Each o f  the 17 BOCES meeting these requirements 

receives $10,000 annual ly from the s t a te ,  and i s  e l i g i b l e  t o  receive 

add i t i ona l  s t a te  grants ,  i f  they are ava i lab le .  BOCES a lso  receive Federal 

and p r i v a t e  grants;  however, the ma jo r i t y  o f  funding comes from p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

d i s t r i c t s .  

Colorado's form o f  an ESA has been successful.  Between 1966 and 1977, 17 

BOCES were formed t o  serve 159 o f  Colorado's 176 school d i s t r i c t s ,  as wel l  as 

member col leges and u n i v e r s i t i e s .  

WASH I NGTON 

bike Colorado, Washington a lso consol idated school d i s t r i c t s ,  e l iminated the 

o f f i c e  o f  county school superintendent, and establ ished Educational Service 

D i s t r i c t s  (ESDs), s t a r t i n g  i n  the 1960s. Washington's ESDs represent a 

t yp i ca l  system, which i s  a combination o f  the various approaches discussed i n  

Chapter 6 .  

Formation - The Washington State Board o f  Education was granted the 

au tho r i t y  t o  determine the number and boundaries o f  ESDs. A t  the present 

t ime, there are  n ine ESDs i n  washington, but there have been as many as 14. 

Governance - As preser ibed by law, each ESB i s  governed by a board o f  seven 

o r  n ine members, each representing a subdiv is ion o f  an ESD region ca l l ed  a 



d i r ec to r  d i s t r i c t .  D i rec to r  d i s t r i c t s  are necessary because o f  the large 

number o f  local  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  each ESD. The governing boards o f  local  

d i s t r i c t s  e lec t  a representat ive from t h e i r  respective d i r ec to r  d i s t r i c t  t o  

serve on the ESD board. 

ESDs a lso have advisory boards and committees cons is t ing o f  the 

superintendents from each member school d i s t r i c t .  The advisory board may be 

responsible for  approving budgets, forming cooperative serv ices,  as we l l  as 

o f f e r i n g  counsel on serv ices,  programming, and problem so lv ing .  The 

superintendent o f  pub l i c  i n s t r uc t i on  approves and monitors ESD budgets. 

Services and C l i en te l e  - ESDs are required by law t o  provide c e r t a i n  serv ices 

ca l led  "core" services t o  school d i s t r i c t s ,  and t o  ass is t  the Washington 

State Superintendent o f  Pub l ic  Ins t ruc t ion  and the Sta te  Board o f  Education 

i n  the performance o f  t h e i r  respective du t ies .  Core serv ices are provided i n  

the areas o f  admin is t ra t ion,  f inance, curriculu,it development, and 

c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  and include advis ing school d i s t r i c t s  on es tab l i sh ing  and 

mainta in ing business o f f i c e  p o l i c i e s  and procedures; ass i s t i ng  d i s t r i c t s  i n  

preparing, va l i da t i ng ,  and disseminating reports and data required by the 

s t a te  board o f  education/superintendent o f  pub l i c  i n s t r uc t i on ;  prov id ing 

budgetary and technical  assistance; and ass i s t i ng  i n  grant app l i ca t ion .  I n  

add i t i on ,  ESDs are authorized t o  develop and operate other cooperat ive 

programs that  local  d i s t r i c t s  want. 

members hi^ - Publ ic  schools are required t o  be members o f  t h e i r  regional ESD 

and use the core serv ices i t  provides. The use o f  other cooperat ive serv ices 

i s  vo luntary .  In add i t i on  t o  serv ing pub l i c  school d i s t r i c t s ,  ESDs may a lso  

provide services t o  and work i n  conjunction w i t h  p r i va te  schools, community 

col leges and u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  the s t a te  schools fo r  the deaf and b l i n d ,  and 

other community serv ice  agencies. 

Funding - ESDs receive appropr iat ions from the l eg i s l a t u re  t o  fund the 

required core services they provide,  based on a core serv ices funding 

formula. The appropriated amount received by each ESD i s  subs tan t i a l l y  

larger than that  received by BOCES i n  Colorado; however, rhe amount i s  only 

5-10 percent o f  each ESD1s t o t a l  budget. This appropr ia t ion i s  a s tab le  



source o f  revenue fo r  ESDs and has provided the basic foundation from which 

they have been able t o  expand the services they provide. ESDs a lso  receive 

grants from the Federal and s ta te  governments. However, the main source o f  

funding f o r  ESDs i s  user charges from member school d i s t r i c t s  fo r  the noncore 

cooperat ive services they use. 

Washington's s t ruc tu re  has a lso been successful,  and i t s  ESDs have become an 

in teg ra l  pa r t  o f  the s t a t e ' s  educational system. They have demonstrated an 

a b i l i t y  t o  provide cost -e f fec t ive  services to  both local  school d i s t r i c t s  and 

the s ta te ,  and have been instrumental i n  the expansion o f  serv ices o f f e red  t o  

schools statewide. 
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