TAB 70 — Staffing Costs per Student (based on 2004-05 data)

This was included in a prior Board packet but, in light of the
conversation on Monday, May 15, we are including it again as a budget
supplement.
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Staffing Cost per Student Executive Summary

Infroduction

Enclosed is information related to the stafﬁhg cost per student for elementary, middle and high
schools.

Analysis

The data is reflective of 2004-05 actual expenditures  The gross numbers include all salaries
and fringes, except for custodial services, that are directly attributable to a building. The net
employee cosi credits back categorical, state, and federal aids that offset a porfion of the
ermployee costs.

The charts included reflect the correlation co-efficient for number of students vs the gross and
net costs and percent of poverty vs. the gross and net costs.

Conclusions

There appears to be a significant correlation between the cost per student and the percent of
poverty in a building. There is less of a2 correlation, but siill significant, befween the size of the
building and the cost per pupil; larger buildings operate more cost efficiently than smaller
buildings




MIMSD STUDENT ENROLLMENT BY INCOME STATUS
3RD FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 20604 ENROLLMENT
Summary - PK-12

Data Low lncome
Counts Percents Total Counts

Level Scheol N Y N Y i
1-Elem Allied LT 88 5 §5% 5% 84
Allis 188 283 37% 63% 453
Chavezr 394 161 71% 29% E55
Crestwood 301 88 T% 23% 390
Elvehjem E 65 B4% 6% 411
Emerson 100 164 38% 62% 264
Falk : 180 ] 191 50% 50% 381
Frankiin 261 75| 7% 23% 337
Glendale 128 255 33% 67% 383
Gompers : 187 73 70% 30% 240
Hawihormne 154 285 37% 53% 420
Huegsl 254 . 184 58% 41% 448
Kennedy 387 o8 80% - 20% 485
Lake View 93 162 35% 84% 255
Lapham 154 82 . 63% 37% 246
Leopold | 314 354 47% 53% 668
Lincoln 107 248 30% 0% 355
Lindbergh 83 140 40% 50% 233
Lowell 124 144 48% 54% 258
Marguetic 164 53 76% 24% 217
Mendota 62 165 27% . 73% 228
Midvale 118 212 35% 65% 328
Muir 318 132 1% - 29% 450
Nuestro Mundo 27 2z 55% 45% 49
Orchard Ridge 166 121 58% A2% 287
Randall 278 84 : 5% 25% a7
Sandburg 180 140 58% 42% 330
Schenk 130 126 51% 49% 256
Shorewcod . 314 122 T2% C 28% 436
Stephens 304 141 88% 32% 445
Thoreau 238 198 55% 45% 436
. Van Hise 2358 50 83% 17% 288
1-Elem Totaf 6379 4528 58% 42%, 11008
2-Middfe AERD-Middle . 12} 0% . 100% 12
Black Hawk 2186 200 52% 48% 416
Cherokee 276 278 _50% 50% 555
Harniiton . 580 125 82% 8% 705
Jefferson 383 136 T4% 28% - B8
O'Keeffe 242 144 83% 37% 385
Senett | 344 273 56% 44% 622
Sheman . 281 267 47% 53% 553
Spring Harbor 185 49 80% 20% 244
Toki. 386 251 B1% 8% __B3r
Whitehorse - 306 121 72% 28% 427
Wiight ) 50 161 24% 768% 211
Z2-Middle Total 3254 2043 B1% 358% 5287
3-High AERG-High 3 0 23% % 13
East 1185 771 81% 30% 1857
East-BCP 25 12 68% 32% 38
La Folietie 1240 498 71% 28% 1736
Memoral . 1661 554 ] 75% 25% 2215
SAPAR . 3 ) 23 12% 88% 26
Shabazz o4 30 71% 28% 133
West 1585 525 . . 5% 25% 2110
West-DCP 46 18 T2% 28% B4
Work Learn &1 72 36% 64% 113
3-High Total 5885 2520 - T0% 30% 5405
Grand Total 18518 9182 B3%]| 7% 24710

CADocuments and Seiiings\b7 10146\ ocal SeffingsiTemp\DW Profile38r Sept 2004 Free Reduced Linch Siatus xis




Madison Metropolitan School District
Elementary Staffing Cost per Studant

3/20/2008

Students % Poverty Gross Employee Costs  Net Employee Costs
Per Student . Per Student
Allis 453 63% 10,499.45 B,487.74
Chavez 555 29% 7,339.65 5,83B.64
Crestwood 390 23% 7,923.98 6,942.33
Elvehjem 411 16% 7,733.45 5,859.25
Emerson 264 62% 10,561.87 7,931.86
Falk 381 50% 8,688.04 7,153.84
Franktin 337 23% 7,666.79 6,900.17
Glendale 383 67% 11,191.67 8,723.09
Gompers 240 30% 8,447.66 7,582.83
Hawthome 420 63% 8,956.40 7,023.76
Huegel 448 41% 8,373.8% 7,233.03
Kennedy 485 20% 6,366.26 5,831.54
Lake View 255 64% 9,657.57 7,595.66
Lapham 244 37% 11,511.44 8,760.41
Leopeld 668 53% 7,932.68 6,166.21
Lincoln 355 70% 10,845.97 8,990.42
Lindbergh 233 60% 2,981.46 7,507.16
Lowell 268 54% 2,400.44 7,366.88
Marquette 217 24% 2,090.91 7,843.67
Mendota 228 72% 10,467.15 7,396.63
Midvale 328 65% 12,150.37 B,770.51
Muir 450 29% 8,587.97 6,867.61
Orchard Ridge 287 42% 8,951.29 7,969.83
Randalt 372 25% 7,256.54 6,537.21
Sandburg 330 42% 8,154.81 7,302.62
Schenk 256 490% 9,538.32 6,995.97
Shorewood 436 28% 7,930.98 6,487.35
Stephens 445 32% 7,719.19 6,254.44
Thoreau 434 45% 8,156.14 6,268.78
Van Hise 288 17% 7,216.39 6,628.21
median 8,638.01 7,193.44
average B,943.29 7,273.94
Correfation Coef - Enr -0.458 -0.528
Correlation Coef - Inc 0.768 0.572




East
West
Memorial
Lafollette

Median
Average
Correlation Coef ~ Enr
Correlation Coef - Inc

Blackhawk
Cherokee
Hamilton
James Wright
Jefferson
O'Keeffe
Sennett
Sherman
Spring Harbor
Toki
Whitehorse

Median
Average
Correlation Coef -~ Enr
Correlation Coef - Inc

Madison Metropolitan Schooi District 3202006
Middle and High Schoal
Cost per Student
Students 9% Poverty Gross Employee Cost  Net Employee Cost
per Student per Student
1,957 39 - 7,058.33 6,192.95
2,110 25 6,231.44 5,572.66
2,215 25 6,645.74 5,885.24
1,736 29 6,997.12 6,093.81
6,821.43 5,989.57
6,733.16 5,236.19
0.663663064 -0.605410533
0.743116694 0.777363136
414 48 2,303.93 8,171.00
555 50 8,852.13 8,028.66
705 18 7,134.61 6,633.39
211 76 10,727.98 2,060.88
529 26 8,604.68 7,813.25
386 37 10,034.14 9,030.03
622 44 8,260.49 7,209.09
553 53 7,640.99 6,740.58
244 20 8,960.14 8,397.21
637 39 8,310.22 7,483.21
427 28 7,412.40 6,729.85
8,604.68 7,813.25
8,658.34 7,754.29
-0,71996843 -0.729883267

0.5734634%4

0.3858693%91

e




Explanation of Graphs 1-6

Relationship between % Poverty and Gross Employee Cost per Student

These graphs illustrate the relationship between the percent of students identified
as low income (as measured by free and reduced lunch eligibility) and gross
employee cost per student. A positive correlation exists between the two
variables indicating that as the number of students of poverty rises, the gross
costs per student rise. The correlation coefficient of .768 for Elementary, 570 for
Middie Schools and .743 for High Schools indicates that the district is allocating
funds very proportionate to economic need.

Relationship between % Poverty and Net Emplovee Cost per Student

Net employee costs exclude categorical, state and federal aids. These graphs
indicate that grants and external funding are allocated to the schools with the
higher poverty levels. The net cost per student correlation is less than that for
gross costs. The correlation remains high though, indicating that local resources
are also being aliocated to the schools with higher poverty lovels.
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Explanation of Graphs 7-12

Reiationship between Student Enrellment and Gross Employvee Cost per
Student

These graphs illustrate the relationship between siudent enrollment and gross
employee cost per student. An inverse relationship between the two variables
drives this model. As enrollment goes down, gross costs per student rise. This is
explained by the fixed costs necessary fo operate any school {i e. Administration,
Librarian, Clerical, etc.). With fewer students over which o disburse fixed cosls,
cost efficiency is compromised.

Relationship between Student Enreliment and Net Employee Cost per
Student

Net employee costs exclude categorical, state and federal aids. An inverse
relationship also exists between the two variables in this model. As enroliment
goes down, net costs per student rise.

9=




SIX'80 G0 L0 [BS G0 WejHhz O HWRGSNELS

uspnig Jod 1509 ssfoidg 85019

000'ek 000'zk 000 b 0000} 000'6 000'8 000'4 - 00'g
f t f } t t a
| ] ! | | i
i } | 1 | |
_ _ i _ I i
! | R L P .
1111111 R T | w | ook
| { i | | i
| ] | ! W A
_ _ _ | _ |
llllllll _IlIilLllil||_.IIill_ll|||I_lill|§_|l||1i-oom
i | . _ . _ _
: . _ apanblepy ¢ ! !
_ “ Soﬁ:mﬂw%zjo T siaduwon ” “
. _
|||||| i _u?__ww_ﬁm.f|5E!1|_1||1|1_1|t|l!8m
o A8pY preya1d o BSTH UBA
. L
_ i _
gm%mf . | = mhsngmmxcﬁn_ .
llllllll 7[.. — — — NHK—.MOIU:'_IINI — — .f~| — e — o e et he — ey o e e Oo.v
” 2%:2_0 _ .
: L e mEoﬁam: * %_ﬁmm |
_ , L AT
|||||| _IL!..I||JTuislmﬁ._‘<|!.|h|||.|[,_ll.‘&||sl|_rl.t.|m.1|_l..1IH[[‘Ocm
_ i i | _ | Apsuusyj
_ | * _ ! _
_ ! | i I *
| ! | ! ] Tareyy |
|||||| _11;11|_r|11141rlllﬁl..lllr..llmu._:1|||!8m
M _ ! | , A
: SR ! | ﬁ ,
8G{ ™~ = UDHB[BLIOT) I [ le |
111111 e ot ol iy
| | | ! i 1
_ _ i A _ |
_ | ! * ! |
| ! ! | | ! 0og

JuepN}g I8 3500 evkojdil SSOID puk JUAW|[CIUT Juapn}g Usamieg diysuone|sy

IUSLLOIUS JUspmg

_‘[3_



SRCR0 G0 L0 fBg &) WeEhT O AVesshENS

JUBPNIG Jag 3500 9akodwig JoN

0006 00s'g 0090'g 0ag', 000’2 ©0g'a nuo's 00S's
i f ﬁ y ] f { 0
{ i i [ | i
I ! i I I i
I [ I I | I
! ; I I i i
111111 1T |1|1“11111_|[|!1\“i|1|||_11||1J||ias!oe
t ! I i i i
i i [ m [ ]
i ] I I ! i
lllll [ SR EU U ISP I [ D Oy 4
] | * | . I | I
| * i _ [
* ajanb.e
j PoTDENopoly ¢ | |
; * | I
|||||||| el el el Bl 141
asIH UBA |
- | %
b 3JEADIIN , 5
ujopurp _ g
|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||| - ooy O
ajepus|y | _ _ : 3
] | | . =
» i I szmﬁoo _m m
sty __ | sy gy PO *
Y L e mmaL — — L e e — — — |l o — — — 1 — — — - ape
| ; j o | Apauuy]
I b i | | !
| t ! [ i P
[ | i | I HZBARYD)
iiiii T e e e i a1
I [ | i I |
. et | ! I |
829 - = uoljelalioy _ | ! . * !
I i [ | f f
|||||| | [LJ..||_|i1|1_|l|||1_i||11.l_|iw._onoﬁm11lllu-oE
I I | | i !
[ I [ _ ] [
[ ] I I b !
1 | | | | | o008

Juepmg Jad ysog sefojdwz J8N pue juswijolud Juspnisg ussmiag diysuopeiey

...‘14_



juapnyg Jed 1s00 swhojdug ssain

00L'LL  008CL -0CLOL  009'6  00L'B  008'8 00’8 D0B'L  00LZ 009G 001D
_ ; 0

oot

00g

oot

JuswyjoIuy ;uapn;és
_‘f 5_

00g

009

00l

00w

JUapn}g Jad j509 dsAojdlm S5049 puUR JuaLUfjoUT Juapnyg usamjag diysuofiejay



uepn}g e 380 ealojdilus JaN

n0s's 0008 005'8 000'q 00§°L 000’2 00s'e 000'e
! Y _ | “ ; 0
i , I | | |
[ [ [ [ _ |
[ [ _ [ | _
||||| o o e m e | — o — = — = — — o — — — — — (0]
_ | l [ _ [
! [ [ | _ 1
A ! [ i
R L e =77 ges-=uonepuon T T T 002
UBIA sBufer o | . | |
| logupH Bundg | | | )
||||| ——=———F-—-~—T—-—=———~——— -/ - —-=—7~—=—- 00
| ! _ _
[ | _ [
||||||||||||||||||| L P
ayash],0 ! B ! ST 007
_ ! I ’ [
! I | SSi0YIUYM |
! | i |
lllll e e S e 005§
_ _ ! ] _
| _ suosieyer | _ . |
||||| | _ . _®omyp o _ NgEwsys , |
_ _ | [ R | _ 008
[ ! | . | !
| i ; Mof slas | [
lllll bl e g e
| | i # i ] 004
| [ , 1 _ uojtley|
| ( ﬁ i | _
1 | ) L | | ODw

JuspnIg Jad 1809 safojduy 38N pue Jusiuljelul juspmg usamiag diysuone(ay

JustfoIuT JBphIg

— 18—



juapnig 1ad 1son salodyg ssoug

0OE"2 00L"L 0069 00.'8 00g'9 00€' 00L'9
_ . : u _ 006"}

llllll e et m e — e — — = = o — = = = 008}

00L'L

008°

006"}

0002

0oL'e

00Z'e

. QOE'E

epmg 1o 1500 eeAojdw S0 pUe JUSW[oLUT Juspn)g Lesamiag diysuoe[ay

UBWfOILY JUepMmIG

—17-



JUBPNIS 184 1500 asio|dus JoN

00E’'d 00Z's ook'e 000°8 '008'G 008'S

00L'G

p0a's

I
|

| i
! [ {Biiowap
| I
I !

006G

00g'}

009'L

0cL'l

008'%

006't

0002

0oLz

002°2

00E'Z

juapng Jad 1son ssfojdwiy JaN pue Juswijolus Juapnig Usamlaeg diysuoneloy

JuslyoIIT WePNIg

-1 8_



[

SBQOs as Educators

Where the Money Goes:
District Allocation Practices Harming
High-Poverty Schools

ith reams of Where the NMoney Goes
evidence s ;

The problem arises in the way that districts allocate and

pointing account for resources ameng schools. In most locales, dis-
to the trict leaders allocate staff to schools m two ways: scme-
link between poverty and times with a stzff-based formula (one teacher for every
low a‘cz%demic Pﬂ_ffefm' 25 students, a vice principal for every 400 stadents, etc.)
ance, it is no surprise that 2nd sometimes on 2 discretionary or negotiated basis.

there are so many state
and federal prograws in-
tended to help poor children.
The rationale has always been
that districts wonld use their basic
funds to staff all schools evenly, and
then compensatory education programs
would provide something extra for the
high-poverty stndents to counter their dis-
advantages from being raised in poverty.
As suzfaced in recent research conducted
ar the University of Washington’s Center
for Reinventing Public Education, the
problem is that often districts don’t
spread thelr “basic™ state and Jocal
dollars evenly across schools.

A closer look at the spending
patterns among schools in urban,
districts suggests that many dis-
tricts® current allocarion practices
allow for systemic biases against the high-
est-poverty schools. This situation kas imphi-
cations for districts trying to close the
achievement gap between poor and more afftuent
children. Findings from this study also have implica-
tions for the compensatory education programs delivering
resources on behalf of these students,

Title 1, the federal government’s most farreaching effort
to increase educational spending for disadvantaged stu-
dents, now delivers some $13 billion toward giving poor kids
2 leg up. We're finding, however, that although programs
Like Title T have unquestionably brought districis more
funds, they have not necessarily resulted in increased spend-
ing on the highest-poverty schools.

Although the process seems rational enough, when
the staff pembers are converted to dollars and
doltars are compared aczoss schools, we find
some alarming results, even after account-
ing for differences in student need.
As school business officials know,
district fisca! documents show expen-
ditures coded by activity, function,
and program, but they generally
do not report spending to the
level of eack school. As a result,
questions about spending pat-
terns across schools reqquire a new
lens for examining district fimances.
In some states, like Texas, relatively
new accounting processes have clar-
ified 2 portion of spending by
school. In others, our
analysis has required
that we dissect
_each dis-
s trict

By Marguerite Roza, ,rg:._D., and Myra McCormick
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spending reporl 1o reconstruct spending profiles for sach

school,

The Consequences

By zeroing in on spending differences among schools within

districts, we have surfaced four findings relevant o the dis-

teibution of resonrces among poor stndents within those

districrs:

= Noncategorical dollars favor more
affluent schools.

4 The maldistribution of teacher cosms
is a laxge part of the problem

seacher quelity creates real differences in schoolevel spend-
ing between high- and low-poverty schools in the same
district,

Our findings are consistent with those surfaced elsewhere
on the average gap in teachers’ salaries between the more
“afluent” and “poor” schools {defined as those in the low-
est- and highesepoverty quartiles}, We found that disericts

A closer look at the spending patterns

e eteing s msedin. @MONG schools in urban districts suggests

acconnting for teacher costs, some
portion of federal dollars may get
funneled to more affluent schools.
= Salaries aren’t the only way in which
high-poverty schools are short-

changed.
f

MOMNCATEGORICAL DOLLARS H.[

In an examination of noncategorical per-pupil allocations,
we found that in four of five major urbar districts, the bigh-
est-poverty quartile of schools receives some $300 to $500
less per pupil compared with schools in the most affluent
quartile, In Denver, for example, the district spends $365
more per student i schools serving wealthier students than
in those serving students with the highest poverty levels.
That results in a difference of nearly $200,000 for a school
enrolling SO0 students.

These findings fly in the face of the many policies and
programs trying to upset the relationship between poverty
and student performance. For some district Jeaders respon-
sible for resonzce allocation, the findings are counterintu-
Hive. We've heard district leaders at several levels question
the data by pointing ta the extra programs and services
sent to high-poverty schools. It is worth noting that many
of those programs are funded by categorical streams {like
Title I} and are intended 0 layer onto an equitable distri-
bution. of noncategorical dellars.

“When the noncategorical dolkars are not evenly distrib-
nted, the categorical funds have a diminished effect since they
serve more to shrink funding gaps in the targeted schools
than to provide additional resources. It might look like the
Ligh-poverty schools are getiing more than the rest of the
schools in 2 cistrict, but they are not getting 2s much more
as they are supposed to get.

ALDISTRIBUTION OF T.EACH ER COSTS
Much of the reason that districts spend less on poor schools
is that the teachers in those schools are paid at the lower
end of the salary scale. In many school districts, the most
senior and experdenced (znd highly paid) teachers congre-
gate in the district’s more affinent schools. Likewise, the
least qualified, lowest-paid teachers inevitably serve in the
schools with the most poor students. This distribution of

werw,.asboinil org

that many districts’ current allocation
practices allow for sysie
against the highest—pover’ﬁy schools.

mic blasas

routinely spend some $3,000 less per teacher in their high-
est-poverty schools than in the rest of the district.

The comparability provision of Title I requires districts
to evenly distribute state and local doltars (noncategorical
funds) before layering on Title I resources, However, as it
is cawrently worded, this provision allows disticts to exempt
differences in spending due to teacher experience. And since
many districts account for spending by using a fixed dis-
iricteride salary average in place of the real teacher salaties
at each school, patterns created by differences in teacher
salaries are effectively hidden.

Salary averaging—accounting for labor costs by nsing
the average district salary for each school staff position
rather than the actnal salary paid—either nflates or deflates
real expenditures at a given school beyond what is reported.

Tn addition to distorting district spending, salary aver-
aging can also cause districts to misaliocate federal Title T
funds by overcharging for teachers paid for with Tidle I
grants. Since many of those teachers earn less than the aver-
age salary, the extra Title ] money gets mixed into the dis-
trict’s general funds.

The problem arises when the real salaties of teachers
paid for with Title T funds are lower than the district aver-
age, but the district charges Title T budgets for the dis-
trictwide average salary. This means that a portion of Title
I funds intended for students in high-poverty schools is
diverted elsewhere—te cover the costs of mose experienced
teachers in wealthier schools—despite Title I langnage in
the supplement, nonsupplant provision, specifically eaz-
marking the money 0 help low-income students.

In: a sirmlation of four districts that use salary averaging,
we found that up to 3% of a district’s Title T budget {amount-
ing to as much as $600,000 in federal funds per district)
may be diverted from high-poverty schools as a result of
szlary averaging,

—20~
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OTHER WAYS [N WHITH BISH-FOVEFTY

SCHOOLS ARE SHOETCHANGED

Ag it turns ont, in districts that we've studied, salaries can

explain berween 20% and 80% of the differences in spend-

ing berween the highest- and lowest-poverty schools, This

means that even when the effect of salary variations is

ignored, the more affluent schools sdll get 2 higher portion

of the noncategorical resources than do peor schools.
This somewhat inexpected fimding suggests thar districts

are using their noncategorical funds to send a disproportion-

As it turns out, in districts that we've
studied, salaries can explain between
20% and 80% of the differences in
spending between the highest- and

lowest-poverty schools.

ately Bigher nurnber of staff to schools n the lowest-poverty
guartile—something counter to most districts’ stated goals
of addressing achievervent gaps for poor students.

Since we first reported on this nding, we have had sev-
eral district leaders explain bow and why this happens in
their own districts. Sometimes, the placement of more
expensive magnet or alternative programs drives up the
costs in schools with fewer poor studenzs. dn one district,
+théfnore affluent communities have srmaller schools where
per-pupil costs are higher,

More often, as some have described i, pressures to equal-
ize services across all schools result in districts” nsing state
and local money in low-poverty schools to pay for things
funded by Tite Iin high-poverty schools. For example, dis-
tricts often place mentor teachers, reading specialists, staff
for full-day kindergarten, and other extras in all schiools
and then nse Title I funds to pay for these resources in bhigh-
poverty schools and regular state/local dollars (which are
noncategorical) to pay for them in low-poverty schoo
Stripping off categorical spending {which pays for these
extras in the high-poverty schools) results in the remain-
ing noncategorical dollars being skewed toward schools
that do not qualify for the categorical dollarg, 5

I and where this is true, these allocation paiterns repre-
sent a violation of the Title I comparability requirement
since the stare and local (noncategorical) funds are mot
spread evenly

Whiat Can Be Done

QOur research leads us to clear recommendadons on how
both the federal government and local school districts can
better serve low-income stedents with the uldmate geoal of
addressing the achievement gap

8 JANUARY 2006 | SCHOOL BUSINESS AFFAIRS

TRACK NONCATESCRICLL SREJIDING

BY SCHOOL LEVEL

Districts can begin to address discrepancies in spending
once they know where they are. The obvious first step is
to track noncategorical spending to the school level using
real costs (not salary averages) to find our how thess dol-
larg are spread across schools. No Child Left Behind and
other reforms have pur schools at the center of accoumnta-
bility, and it makes sense for districts to aceount for their
spending by school codes, not just codes identified with
activities, objects, and revenne accounts.

As we have seen several times, district lead-
ers are surprised by what we find when we
break apart spending by schools in their own
districts. Some schools that were viewed as
being shorichanged are acmally garvering
more than their share In other cases, the
OppOstie 1§ true. .

The effort involved in revising districr fis-
cal practices to enable school-level spending
analysis varies by district and state, where
sometimes antiquated accounting systems
have dominated data collection for years. Yet, in a time
when strategic allocation of scarce resources is more irpor-
tant than ever, the added effort involved in getting the right
fiscal information is well worth it

USE STUDENT-WEIGHTED ALLOCATIONS

One way to ensure that doltars go to schools equitably based
on student need is to adopt student-based aflocation sys-
tems where dollars go to schools based on 2 student-cen-
tric formuda. This method relies on ailocation of dollars {not
staff}, and district leaders manage the different pupil weights
instead of individual staff line items, cutoffs, and so forth.
For djstricts that heve made the switch, the effectis a more
equitable aliocation of resources across schools.

Although the approach is still relatively new, and involves
some difficnlt decisions (L.e., how mxuch to weight each stu-
dent type}, the process is infinitely more transparent, allow-
ing district leaders to be more strategic in their allocations.

ADDREESS SALARY DIFFERERCES

The next step for districts that are serions about tackling
achievement gaps for high-poverty kids is to address the
maldistribution of teachers across schools. Where salary
differences are buried by the use of salary averages, high-
poverty schools with lower-performing students will con-
tinue to receive the most inexperienced teachers and suffer
the highest turnover in staff.

Policies like salary averaging, which make this possible,
hurt stadents in high-poverty schools. Districts need to
become more proactive and considér real cost allocations
o schools, tatgeted incentives for teachers, and other aggres-
sive strategies to ger some of the best teachers into the high-
ESt-DOVELTY Classronms.
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TIGHTEN TITLE { PROVISIONS,

The federal govermment has the power to jump-start some
of these changes at the district level by changing Title I reg-
ulations rhat dictate the ways in which districts account
for spending on teacher salaries, As the legislation is corrently
worded, Title I cleasty allows districts to use salary aver-

aging when sccomnzing for how both Title I funds and state
and local funds are spent

tt might look like the high-
poverty schools are getting
more than the rest
of the schools in a district,
but they are nat getting
3s much more as they are
supposed to get.

In addressing determinations, Section 1120A states that
“staff salary differentials for years of employment shall not
be included I such determinations.” Congress could mod-
ify this section to require the inchusion of salary differendals
based on years of employment in determinaticns of com-
parable per-pupil expenditures by schools. With legislation
that forced districts to more fully report spending across
schools, districts would have to change the way state and
local resonrces are allocated across schools. The next oppor-
tunity to revise the funding rules is in 2607, when Title [
is due for reauthorization by Congress.

For disrricts, the steps toward changing resource alloca-
tions will not be painless, Redirecting resources to high-
poverty schools means that resgurces are taken fror another
part of the district, creating winners and losers. Where there
are losers, there will likely be contenticus school board
meetings, political pressures, and uncertainey in the short
terri. In the end, the ley is getting the dollars to speak for
themselves. M

Anwnal M%ﬁ% and
Exhibitsr Attendeer !

ecause you stayed in the official

ASBO International Hotel room
block while in Boston, you were
entered to win a complimentary reg-
istration for 2006 in Pittsburgh, FA
Ociober 13-16 Congratulations... you
are the lucky winners See you therel

_Ollie Jakob
Margaret M. Hom
John Bildeau
Kimberly A. Brightwell
Robin K. Corson
Pat iFick Hur}ey
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‘Where the Money Goes
An Analysis

Infroduction: _ .
The administration was asked to present data regarding overall per pupil costs across the district by
examining the total staffing cost on a per school and per student basis. Also requested for inclusion
in this study, was a calenlation for cost per pupil without categorical spending (i.e. SAGE, Tifle 1,
eic.).

MMSD per pupil costs were also compared to the findmgs from a recently published article
(January, 2006) by Roza and McCormick. The findings from this article suggest that “many urban
districis current allocation practices allow Jor systemie bmses agamst the highest poveriy Sckoo&s"

Article Review and Key Fmdmgs:

An article in the January, 2006, School Business Affairs, “Where The Money Goes: District
Allocation Practices Harming High-Poverty Schools,” explores the evidence pointing to the link
between poverty and low academic performance. It farther questions the premise that if schools are
supported with finds supporting students of poverty, those fands would directly benefit
economically disadvantaged students. Among their findings, Roza and McCormick suggest that
schools are not spending their “basic” state znd local dollars evenly and not spending as much at the
highest-poverty schools. This disparity has maplications in the contimued quest to close the
achievement gap between poor and more affinent children.

The key findings in the article relevant to the distribution of resources among poor students are:

1. Nog categorical dollars are not evenly distributed and favor more affiuent schools—
‘programs like Title I that vesult in doliars dedicated to helping students from low income
households have not necessarily reached those who are eligible’

2. Mal-distribution of resource allocation — staff allocation to schools
» The most senior, experiericed and highest-paid teachers congregate in the
district’s more affluent schools AND the least qualified and lowest-paid

teachers inevitably serve in schools with the most economically
disadvantaged stadents.

3. Salaries are not the only way high-poverty schools are shortchanged < disparilies exist -
elsewhere . '

» The placement of more expensive magnet or aliernative programs drives up
the costs m schools with fewer poor students and consequently making it
look as though more resources are being spent on the children from low
income households.

» The more affinent communitiss have smaller schools where per-pupil costs
are higher

P




» Siripping off categorical spending results in the remaining non-categorical
dollars being skewed toward schools that do not necessarily gnatify for
categorical dollars

MMSD Findings

The data indicate that the MMBSD consistently allocates resources for the most needy students
across all grade levels, contrary to the study by Roza and McCormick. At all levels, additional
resources are provided to most schools, especially those with higher levels of poverty. Any notable
differences correlate directly to building size (t.e. small building enrollment skews cost per pupif).

The findings sugpgest that resonrce allocation is consistent and in proportion fo distribution of
poverty again, confrary to the findings of Roza and McCormaick.

The article elso addressed resource allocation {salaries and other sources of funding) and disparities
upon distribution. The article presents the prospect that more expensive, more experienced staff
roigrate to schools with less poverty. The MMSD data would need to be adjusted to average the
cost per staff member to examine this prospect. This is not necessary in this analysis as the
correlation would be sven stronger.

The concerns in the article found that additional programs artificially drive up costs in poor schools
and that local resources are redirected fo offset the lack of categorical dollars at more affluent

schools. The analysis of Madison allocation of net resources, which excludes grants and aid, does
not indicate that this occurs here.

Conclusion

The MMSD allocates resources proportionately to schools based on the Income status of students,

i.e. more resources are allocated to school with the greatest number of students from low income
households.
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