UNDERPAID TEACHERS AND
CRUMBLING SCHOOLS:
HOW UNDERFUNDING PUBLIC
EDUCATION SHORTCHANGES
AMERICA’S STUDENTS

HEARING

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND LABOR
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED SIXTEENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

HEARING HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, FEBRUARY 12, 2019

Serial No. 116-3

Printed for the use of the Committee on Education and Labor

&2

Available via the World Wide Web: www.govinfo.gov
or
Committee address: https://edlabor.house.gov

U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE
35-269 WASHINGTON : 2019



COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT, Virginia, Chairman

Susan A. Davis, California
Raul M. Grijalva, Arizona
Joe Courtney, Connecticut
Marcia L. Fudge, Ohio
Gregorio Kilili Camacho Sablan,
Northern Mariana Islands
Frederica S. Wilson, Florida
Suzanne Bonamici, Oregon
Mark Takano, California
Alma S. Adams, North Carolina
Mark DeSaulnier, California
Donald Norcross, New Jersey
Pramila Jayapal, Washington
Joseph D. Morelle, New York
Susan Wild, Pennsylvania
Josh Harder, California
Lucy McBath, Georgia
Kim Schrier, Washington
Lauren Underwood, Illinois
Jahana Hayes, Connecticut
Donna E. Shalala, Florida
Andy Levin, Michigan*
Ilhan Omar, Minnesota
David J. Trone, Maryland
Haley M. Stevens, Michigan
Susie Lee, Nevada
Lori Trahan, Massachusetts
Joaquin Castro, Texas
* Vice-Chair

Virginia Foxx, North Carolina,
Ranking Member

David P. Roe, Tennessee
Glenn Thompson, Pennsylvania
Tim Walberg, Michigan

Brett Guthrie, Kentucky
Bradley Byrne, Alabama
Glenn Grothman, Wisconsin
Elise M. Stefanik, New York
Rick W. Allen, Georgia
Francis Rooney, Florida

Lloyd Smucker, Pennsylvania
Jim Banks, Indiana

Mark Walker, North Carolina
James Comer, Kentucky

Ben Cline, Virginia

Russ Fulcher, Idaho

Van Taylor, Texas

Steve Watkins, Kansas

Ron Wright, Texas

Daniel Meuser, Pennsylvania
William R. Timmons, IV, South Carolina
Dusty Johnson, South Dakota

Véronique Pluviose, Staff Director
Brandon Renz, Minority Staff Director

1)



CONTENTS

Page

Hearing held on February 12, 2019 .....ccccoiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeieee et

Statement of Members:

Scott, Hon. Robert C. “Bobby”, Chairman, Committee on Education and
LabDOT oo 1
Prepared statement of ...........ccooieiiiiiiiiiiii e 144

Foxx, Hon. Virginia, Ranking Member, Committee on Education and
Labor ......cccccoevienienieenen. 146
Prepared statement of 147

Statement of Witnesses:

Contreras, Ms. Sharon L., Superintendent, Guilford County Schools
Prepared statement of ...........ccccccvieiiiiiiiiii i
King, Ms. Anna, Board Member, National PTA, Past President,

homa PTA oottt

Prepared statement of ...........cccccviiiiiiiiieiiie e

Scafidi, Dr. Ben, Professor of Economics and Director, Education Econom-
ics Center, Kennesaw State University .........ccccccceevviieerviveeencieeeniieeenneeenn. 164
Prepared statement of ...........cccccviiiiiiiiieiiie e 166
Weingarten, Ms. Randi, President, American Federation of Teachers ........ 170
Prepared statement of ..........ccocouiiiriiiiiniiieieeeeee e 172

Additional Submissions:
Dr. Scafidi:

Letter dated February 26, 2019 to Chairman Scott ..........ccccceveveerieenen. 226
Chairman Scott:

Letter dated January 2, 2019 from Rebuild America’s Schools ............. 5
Report: No Time t0 LOSE ..cc..oeiriiiiiiiiiiiieiiie ittt 6
Report: How Money Matters for Schools ........cccccocevveiiieiiriieeniiieeeiieeene 34
Report: A Punishing Decade for School Funding ..........cccccceevvvveinciennns 63
Report: the Case for Federal Funding for School Infrastructure .......... 80
Report: State of Our Schools .......cooeiivieiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 86
Report: Fixing Chronic Disinvestment in K-12 Schools .........ccccccuveee.. 133
Coalition for Healthier Schools, Support: Rebuild America’s Schools

Act, H.R. 865 ..ottt

Release: Build America’s School Infrastructure Coalition (BASIC)
Letter dated January 31, 2019, from the National Association of

Federally Impacted Schools ........ccccoevviievriiieiniiieeiieeeeeeeeeeesee e 232
Letter dated January 31, 2019, from North American Concrete Alli-

ATICE  teuieieeeieteeeite e ettt e et e e et e e ettt e e e bt e e e at b e e e et e e e e bt e e e ebbeeeeabteeenabteeeenreeas 233
Re‘}&ease: AFT’s Randi Weingarten on the Rebuild America’s Schools

(&1 A OO USROS PRT U PRUTRRUPRUPRN 234
Release: AFSCME Applauds Congressional Proposal to Invest $100

Billion in America’s Public Schools .......cccccoovieiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiicnicieeene, 235
Letter of Support for “Rebuild America’s Schools Act” (RASA) - H.R.

BB ittt ettt ettt et e et e e bt et b e e bt e st e ebeeenbeeateenteens 236

Ms. Weingarten:
Article: Dennis Smith: words of caution from experience in failed

charter system (Gazette Opinion) .........cccccccceveienieeiiienieenienieeieene 237
Article: Evidence shows collective bargaining-especially with the abil-

TEY 0 SEITKE .evveeeeiieieiie et 240
Letter from Portland Public Schools, Lincoln High School .................... 243
Article: We can expect more from teachers when we pay them like

pros: Bloomberg and Weingarten ..........ccccccceeeeveeeecieeeecieeesieeeesieeeenns 246

(I1D)



v

Page
Additional Submissions—Continued
Questions submitted for the record by:
Bonamici, Hon. Suzanne, a Representative in Congress from the
State of OTEON........uviiieiieeeiie ettt e e rvre e e veeeeeaee e 249, 251
Chairman SCOtt.......cccveieeiuiieeiiieeeciee ettt eevee e eereeeea 249, 251, 253
Responses to questions submitted for the record:
MS. CONEIEIAS  ..eiiiiiiiiieiieeiee ettt ettt be et e e 254
Ms. King 256
Dr. Scafidi 258




UNDERPAID TEACHERS AND CRUMBLING

SCHOOLS: HOW UNDERFUNDING PUBLIC

EDUCATION SHORTCHANGES AMERICA’S
STUDENTS

Tuesday, February 12, 2019
House of Representatives,
Committee on Education and Labor,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:17 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert C. “Bobby” Scott

(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Scott, Grijalva, Courtney, Fudge,
Sablan, Takano, Adams, DeSaulnier, Jayapal, Morelle, Wild, Hard-
er, McBath, Schrier, Underwood, Hayes, Shalala, Omar, Lee, Cas-
tro, Foxx, Roe, Thompson, Guthrie, Grothman, Stefanik, Allen,
Banks, Walker, Comer, Cline, Fulcher, Taylor, Watkins, Wright,
Meuser, Timmons, and Johnson.

Also present: Representative Horn.

Staff present: Tylease Alli, Chief Clerk; Jacque Chevalier Mosely,
Director of Education Policy; Mishawn Freeman, Staff Assistant;
Christian Haines, General Counsel, Education; Ariel Jona, Staff
Assistant; Stephanie Lalle, Deputy Communications Director;
Andre Lindsay, Staff Assistant; Richard Miller, Director of Labor
Policy; Max Moore, Office Aide; Veronique Pluviose, Staff Director;
Loredana Valtierra, Education Policy Fellow; Banyon Vassar, Dep-
uty Director of Information Technology; Lakeisha Steele, Profes-
sional Staff; Cyrus Artz, Minority Parliamentarian; Marty
Boughton, Minority Press Secretary; Courtney Butcher, Minority
Coalitions and Members Services Coordinator; Blake Johnson, Mi-
nority Staff Assistant; Amy Raaf Jones, Minority Director of Edu-
cation and Human Resources Policy; Hannah Matesic, Minority
Legislative Operations Manager; Kelley McNabb, Minority Commu-
nications Director; Jake Middlebrooks, Minority Professional Staff
Member; Brandon Renz, Minority Staff Director; Alex Ricci, Minor-
ity Professional Staff Member; Mandy Schaumburg, Minority Chief
Counsel and Deputy Director of Education Policy; Meredith
Schellin, Minority Deputy Press Secretary and Digital Advisor; and
Brad Thomas, Minority Senior Education Policy Advisor.

Chairman ScOTT. Good morning. A quorum being present, the
Education and Labor Committee will come to order.
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I would like to welcome everyone here for this legislative hearing
on Underpaid Teachers and Crumbling Schools: How Underfunding
Public Education Shortchanges America’s Students.

Pursuant to committee rule 7(c), opening statements are limited
to the Chair and Ranking Member. This allows us to hear from our
witnesses sooner and provides members an adequate time to ask
questions. And I now recognize myself for the purpose of making
an opening statement.

This morning, we are here to discuss how chronically under-
funding public education is affecting students, parents, teachers,
and communities. This is a discussion our constituents are eager
for us to have and a challenge the American people were calling
us to solve. In Oklahoma, West Virginia, Virginia, Arizona, Los An-
geles, and many other cities and States in between, voters are de-
manding greater support for public education.

In a time of extreme polarization, support for public education is
a rare bridge across our political and cultural divisions. A poll con-
ducted after the 2018 midterm elections, in that poll, an over-
whelming majority of Americans, both Democrats and Republicans,
said increasing K-12 funding is a, quote, extremely important pri-
ority for the 116th Congress.

Widespread support for public education makes our longstanding
unfortunate tradition of failing to prioritize public education both
confounding and frustrating. You can look no further than Title TA
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the largest grant
program in K-12. Title IA supports public schools with large num-
bers of students living in poverty. In the 2017-2018 school year,
Congress gave schools less than a third of the full authorization
amount for this basic grant program.

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, known as IDEA,
is another example. IDEA protects students with disabilities in
making sure they can receive a free and appropriate public edu-
cation in the least restrictive environment. To help achieve this
goal, it authorizes grants to offset extra costs associated with sup-
porting students with disabilities. IDEA has not been fully funded
at any point in its 44-year history. In fact, funding levels for IDEA
have never reached even half of the authorized levels.

And despite the evidence linking well-resourced facilities, well-
supported teachers, and healthy buildings to better economic and
life outcomes, the Federal Government dedicates no money to pub-
lic school infrastructure improvements. The lack of Federal sup-
port—the lack of Federal support has exacerbated the issues
caused by lack of commitment to robust public education funding
at the state level.

According to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities adjusted
for inflation, 29 states spent less per student in 2015 than they had
in 2008 before the Great Recession. In 17 of those states—in 17 of
those states, funding per pupil was cut at least 10 percent.

Today, despite the long and growing list of school buildings’ fail-
ures that have endangered students and educators, 12 states con-
tributed no money to support school facilities, and an additional 13
states cover between 1 and 9 percent of school facility costs.

A combination of chronic Federal and State underfunding in pub-
lic education has left many schools at a literal breaking point. Ac-
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cording to one study published in 2016, public K-12 facilities are,
on average, underfunded about $46 billion dollars every year com-
pared to building industry and best practice standards.

In 2014, the Department of Education estimated that it would
cost $197 billion dollars to bring all schools into good condition.
This problem is not limited to physical infrastructure. As tech-
nology becomes increasingly central to providing quality education,
the lack of funding for basic school upgrades is for schools to put
off needed investments in digital infrastructure.

In a 2017 Education Super Highway report, that report found
that more than 19,000 schools serving nearly a quarter of public
school students are without the minimum connectivity necessary
for digital learning.

Now, our nation primarily funds public education using property
taxes, so the erosion of Federal and State support has had a par-
ticularly harmful effect on low-income districts where revenue is
lacking and where schools are, therefore, chronically underfunded.
And this underfunding has consequences.

For example, in September 2018, dozens of New Jersey schools
closed for weeks because of mold. Baltimore closed schools the
same month during a heat wave because many schools did not have
air-conditioning. And notably, in Baltimore, only 3 percent of the
schools are less than 35 years old.

Five years after the discovery of lead in—lead contamination in
the water, schools in Flint, Michigan, finally have a water filtration
system, incredibly only because of a private donation. So 2 weeks
ago, I joined Congressman Norcross and Senator Jack Reed, along
with 180 Members of Congress, to introduce the Rebuild America’s
Schools Act. This bill would create a $70 billion grant program and
a $30 billion tax credit bond program targeted at improving the fis-
cal and digital infrastructure at high-poverty schools. In doing so,
it would create roughly $1.9 million good paying jobs. In fact, Re-
build America’s Schools Act would actually create more jobs than
the recent $1.9 trillion Republican tax bill at approximately 5 per-
cent of the cost.

At the start of his Presidency and again in the State of the
Union last week, President Trump called on a massive infrastruc-
ture package to rebuild America. School infrastructure must be
part of that package when we consider it. And this should be a bi-
partisan effort. An overwhelming majority of Americans under-
stand the correlation between consistent nationwide failure to sup-
port public schools and inequality in educational opportunity.

We can do better. The total U.S. spending on education accounts
for 2 percent of the Federal budget. That is less than most other
developed nations. It will take a long-term commitment to public
schools in order to see the consistent results we expect. We must
be willing to make that commitment.

And I want to close by recognizing the burden we continue to
place on America’s educators. While crumbling schools are a visible
risk to students, the effect of chronic underfunding on our teachers
is equally, if not more, concerning.

Accounting for inflation, teacher pay actually fell $30 a week
from 1996 to 2015. Public school teachers already earn just 77 per-
cent of what other college graduates with similar work experience
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earn in weekly wages. Teachers who live at the intersection of de-
clining salaries and undersourced schools continue to demonstrate
their dedication to their students. And making matters worse, as
an example of that they spend an average of $485 of their own
money every year to buy classroom materials and supplies.

If we cannot attract and retain the most talented, passionate
teachers in the classroom, we will fail to fulfill our promise to stu-
dents of their quality education.

And so without objection, I would like to enter into the record the
following documents: First, a list of organizations that endorse the
Rebuild America’s Schools Act and their endorsing statements, and
the following reports: One by the National Conference of State Leg-
islatures, No Time to Lose: How to Build a World-Class Education
System State By State; the Learning Policy Institute, How Money
Matters to Schools; by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
a Punishing Decade for School Funding; by the Center for Amer-
ican Progress, the Case for Federal Funding for School Infrastruc-
ture; one by the 21st Century School, U.S. Green Building Council,
and the National Council on School Facilities, the State of our
Schools: America’s K-12 Facilities; and finally, Fixing Chronic Dis-
investment in K-12 Schools, the Center for American Progress. I
ask all those documents be placed in the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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January 2, 2019

The Honorable Bobby Scott

Chair, The Education and Labor Committee
US House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Scott:

Rebuild America’s Schools fooks forward to assisting you advance education as Chair of the
Education and Labor Committee. We support the Rebuild America’s Schools Act providing the
long term improvement of public school facilities through grants and tax credit bonds to
support the financing of public school building infrastructure,

The national need to modernize schools is extensive. A 2013 Center for Green Schools Report
State of Our Schools estimates that schools are facing $271 billion in deferred maintenance
costs. The Report estimates that the cost to bring schools into good repair and to address
modernization needs is $542 billion over the next ten years. This is beyond the capacity of
state and local community resources.

The Rebuild America’s Schools Act invests in a grant program to create over 1.9 million jobs to
improve health and safety conditions impacting students and staff. The bill also builds upon tax
credit bonds such as the Qualified Zone Academy Bonds (QZAB) originally authorized by
Congress in 1997, QZABs and tax credit bonds have been used efficiently and effectively by
local school districts in your home state and in states across the nation to renovate, repair and
modernize schools and classrooms to help students learn, achieve and succeed. School facility
infrastructure needs in states and local communities far exceed available local resources.

The Rebuild America’s Schools Act addresses a national need to assist local school districts to
provide safe, modern, healthy, energy efficient schools for our students. Federal financial
support will help repair, renovate and modernize America's schools stimulating and creating
jocal jobs.

We look forward to working with you on The Rebuild America’s Schools Act, a critical federal
fink in providing America’s students modern, technologically and energy efficient schools and
classrooms where they can develop the educational skills necessary to achieve and succeed in
the 21st century workforce,

Sincerely,

A
P T g
[’g ol (fg%wv e

Robert P Cansvan
Chair



How to Build a
World-Class




NCSL's Study Group on International
Comparisons in Education

The National Conference of State Legislatures hosted a plenary session during its
2013 Fall Forum to discuss the results of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development’s (OECD) most recent survey of what 15-year-olds in industrialized
countries could demonstrate about their knowledge of reading, mathematics and sci-
ence, This survey is known as the Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA). Upon hearing of the disappointing performance of students in the U.S,, officers
of NCSL's Standing Committee on Education requested that NCSL faunch a legisla-
tive study into international comparisons of high-performing education systems. They
wanted to study other high-performing countries to learn which policies and practices
were in place and what lessons the U.S. and individual states might learn from their
success. They also wanted to learn about the consequences for our economy and
quality of life if we failed to improve our standing.

A bipartisan group of 28 veteran legislators and legislative staff, along with several
partners from the private sector, began an 18-month study in 2014. They focused on
the highest performing countries on PISA to discover commonalities across their poli-
cies and practices. They met with education leaders from these countries, along with
national and international experts who study their systems. They also visited several
countries to see the differences firsthand.

This first report explains why there’s no time to lose in rebuilding state education
systems. However NCSL's study group still has questions—and surely the reader does
too~-about how to design and implement these systemic changes in the states. Where
should legislators begin—teacher recruitment or preparation, standards, assessments,
early learning? How should states realign their resources? Do some of these policies fit
together better inte an actionable package? There is still much to learn and discover.

The study group members will continue to meet through 2017 to find the answers
to these and other questions by continuing to study and learn from other successful
countries, as welt as districts and states here in the U.S. Upon completion of our study,
the study group will produce a policy roadmap that states can use to guide their re-
forms, as well as provide support to states ready to embark on these efforts.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The bad news is most state education systems
are falling dangerously behind the world in a
number of international comparisons and on
our own National Assessment of Educational
Progress, leaving the United States over-
whelmingly underprepared to succeed in the
21st century economy. The U.S. workforce,
widely acknowledged to be the best educated
in the world half a century ago, is now among
the least well-educated in the world, according
to recent studies. At this pace, we will struggle
to compete economically against even devel-
oping nations, and our children will struggle to
find jobs in the global economy.

States have found little success. Recent re-
forms have underperformed because of silver
buliet strategies and piecemeal approaches.
Meanwhile, high-performing countries imple-
ment policies and practices and build compre-
hensive systems that look drastically different
from ours, leading them to the success that
has ejuded states. Pockets of improvement in
a few districts or states is not enough to retain
our country’s giobal competitiveness.

The good news is, by studying these other
high-performing systems, we are discovering
what seems to work. Common elements are
present in nearly every world-class education
system, including a strong early education
system, a reimagined and professionalized
teacher workforce, robust career and technical
education programs, and a comprehensive,
aligned system of education, These elements
are not found in the U.S. in a consistent, well-
designed manner as they are found in high
performers,

We have the ability to turn things around.
Much higher-performing, vet less-developed
countries—such as Poland and Singapore—
have made significant progress developing
their education systems in just a decade or
two because they feit a strong sense of ur-
gency. State policymakers, tog, can get start-
ed right away to tumn around our education
system by taking immediate steps to:

»  Build an Inclusive Team and Set Priorities.
»  Study and Learn from Top Performers.

+ Create a Shared Statewide Vision.

We are discovering what
seems to work. Common
elements are present in
nearly every world-class
education system, including
a strong early education
system, a reimagined

and professionalized
teacher workforce, robust
career and technical
education programs, and
a comprehensive, aligned
system of education.

+  Benchmark Policies,

*  Get Started on One Piece.
*  Work Through “Messiness.”
+ Invest the Time.

We must directly face these challenges and be-
gin immediately to reimagine and re-engineer
our own education system. We must imple-
ment meaningful and comprehensive changes
that will produce real results for our students.

State legislators must lead this work. Educa-
tion is first and foremost a state responsibifity.
Each state can develop its own strategies for
building a modern education system that is
globally competitive, similar to the approach
taken by other high-performing countries.

But we must begin now. There’s no time to
lose.




NCSL STUDY GROUP REPORT

We cannot ignore the reality that most state
education systems are falling dangerously
behind the world, leaving the United States
overwhelmingly underprepared to succeed
in the 21st century economy.

The U.S. workforce, widely acknowledged
to be the best educated in the world half a
century ago, is now among the least well-
educated, according to recent studies. At this
pace, we will struggle to compete economi-
cally even against developing nations, and our
children wilt struggle to find jobs in the global
economy.

Despite their efforts, states have found little
success because recent reforms have un-
derperformed. Meanwhile, high-performing
countries implement policies and practices
and build comprehensive systems that look
drastically different from ours, leading them
to the success that has eluded states. Pock-
ets of improvement in a few districts or states
are not enough to retain our country’s global
competitiveness.

The good news is that we have the ability to
turn things around. Much higher-performing,
yet less-deveioped countries—such as Poland
and Singapore—have made significant prog-
ress developing their education systems in
just a decade or two, and most of their inno-
vations came from right here in the U.S.

But we must begin now. There’s no time to
lose. We must directly face these challenges
and begin immediately to reimagine and re-
engineer our own education system. We must
implement meaningful and comprehensive
changes that will produce real results for our
students.

Each state can develop its own strategies for
building a modern education system that is
globally competitive, similar to the approach
taken by other high-performing countries.
These countries did not copy each other; in-
stead they borrowed and adapted ideas, many
from the U.S,, and customized their approach
for their own unique context.

State legislators must be at the center of this
discussion. Education is first and foremost a
state responsibility. State legislators represent
and can bring together the diverse viewpoints
at the state and local levels that must be in-
cluded in setting a vision and priorities for re-
forms, States must work together with local
entities to design efforts that are practical and
appropriate for each individual state. We will
not be successful by allowing the federal gov-
ernment to set agendas and priorities.
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The recent reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act as the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) moves federal
education policy away from the top-down, pu-
nitive approach that has been in place since
2002. States now have more flexibility to rei-
magine their accountability systems, design
interventions to improve instruction, and use
federal resources to support students and
schools in more flexible ways. At the same
time, states will continue to have the data
needed to monitor the performance of stu-
dent subgroups, ensuring a focus on a high-
quatity education for all children.

Building
Consensus

It is unrealistic to expect that every person,
group or interest will be 100 percent
in favor of every idea or strategy. So, it

ESSA provides an opportunity for states to  Pight be wise to establish a threshold for

ensure that all students have the knowledge, support to move forward. For example,

skills, abilities and behaviors to succeed in col-
lege and the workplace so that jobs stay in
our states rather than going overseas. These
changes represent both an opportunity and a
challenge for states, and lessons from high-
performing countries offer timely guidelines
for states at this opportune time.

HERE ARE STERS THAT STATES CAN
TAKE IMMEDIATELY,

Buiid an Inclusive Team and Set Priori-
ties. State legislators cannot do this work
alone. They must assemble a broad and
diverse group that brings state and local
policymakers, teachers, principals, superin-
tendents, unions, business, parents and stu-
dents into an inclusive process to set a vision
for reform and identify priorities. State legis-
lators know that it is very difficult to achieve
agreement on reimagining and building a
21st century education system. But every
person or group cannot get everything they
want, so we recommend a different approach
to achieving a collective and reafistic visiom:
To build consensus, every stakeholder in the
discussion is expected to put on the table a
proposition giving them something they nev-
er thought they could get, in exchange for
giving up something they never thought they

the group might adopt a “70 percent rule”:

Anidea or decision is approved if 70

percent of the group is in favor.

would give up. In addition, it is unrealistic to
expect that every person, group or interest
will be 100 percent in favor of every idea or
strategy. So, it might be wise to establish a
threshold for support to move forward. For
example, the group might adopt a “70 per-
cent rule”: An idea or decision is approved if
70 percent of the group is in favor.

Study and Learn From Top Performers.
Every state should embark on a journey simi-
lar to that of the NCSL study group—a jour-
ney to discover the policies and practices of
other high-performing countries. Reconsider
much of what you think you know; abandon
many ideas to which you have long been com-
mitted; and embrace new ideas, many which
come from other countries but also those
already implemented in many of our states.
Study innovations in the states. Look hard at
statewide data and be unafraid to compare
your own state to other states and countries.

To build consensus, every stakeholder in the discussion is expected
to put on the table a proposition giving them something they never
thought they could get, in exchange for giving up something they
never thought they would give up.
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e Staite Senator Joha Fovd, 8-Okla

Create a Shared Statewide Vision. Devel-
oping a shared fong-term vision and setting
goals to guide the work will be critical to the
success of the effort. The vision becomes a
guide for policymaking that transcends the
shifts in politics or personalities. The vision be-
comes the North Star that continually guides
the work. The journey will not be a short one,
but a good roadmap—knowing where to go
and developing the way there-means that
policymakers will ultimately arrive at the de-
sired destination.

Benchmark Policies. After establishing
a shared vision, the state should consider
benchmarking its education policies, practices
and outcomes against those of high-perform-
ing countries and high-performing states. This
helps to identify spedific policies and imple-
mentation strategies for necessary shifts in
policy and practice. An ongoing benchmark-
ing process also afows the state to continually
monitor its resuits.

Get Started on One Piece. After creating a
comprehensive strategic plan, states should
get started right away on a priority area of
reform. Building a cohesive system does not
mean states should wait to implement all
pieces together, but rather understand and
emphasize the connectedness of policy piec-
es. We urge states to move forward now to
design and implement priority reform strate-
gies, such as early literacy, teacher prepara-
tion, or college and career pathways. Identify
an important early success that supports the

ing system-wide reform is always difficult and
messy. There is no one recipe for success. The
top performers took at least one step backward
for every two steps forward, but continued to
keep their eye on the goal to stay the course.

Invest the Time. States embarking on this
process will find that they cannot tackle every-
thing at once and will need to prioritize their
work. We urge states to define these priori-
ties as part of an inclusive process that first
identifies a statewide vision and ensures that
individual strategies are all needed parts for
achieving statewide goals. States will begin
this process at different places and will design
different pathways. Achieving system-wide
change will take time and will begin and end
in different places in different states.

State policymakers can take these first action
steps to quickly begin to move their states
from mediocrity to excellence.

But first policymakers must face and under-
stand the facts—the unfortunate state of our
current education system. Then policymakers
must understand the common elements found
in world-class education systems.

Facing Facts: U.S. Students
and Workers Struggle

POOR SCORES ON PISA

In 2000, the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) em-
barked on its first international comparative
study of what a sample of 15-year-olds can
demonstrate about their knowledge in key
areas including math, reading and science.
This assessment is known as the Programme

After all of the national, state and
district reform efforts during the
decade following No Child Left Behind,

the U.S. was outperformed not only by

state vision and the strategic plan, and use
the success as momentum for continuous im-

provement, a majority of the advanced industrial

Work Through “Messiness.” In both high-
petforming countries and in successful reform
efforts here in the U.S,, the process of design-

nations, but by a growing number of

less-developed nations as well.




U.S. RANKING ON PISA

The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) is
a comparative study of 15-year-old students’ knowledge in key

areas including math, reading and science.

YEAR
(COUNTRIES
TESTED)

2000 (32)

2003 (41)

2006 (57)

12009 (65)

2012 (65)

U.S.RENKING

15th 19th 14th
18th 28th 22nd
NR 34th 28th
17th 30th 22nd

24th 36th 28th

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER ON EDUCATION AND THE ECONOMY,
CENTER ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION BENCHMARKING, 2013
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- State Ropresentptive Roy Takumd, D-Heweh

for International Student Assessment (PISA).
Research has proven that a strong education
system contributes directly to a strong econo-
my. Understanding how strong education sys-
tems in industrialized countries are designed
can help us uncover how they contribute to
economic success and improve their citizens’
quality of life,

In the first study, 32 highly-industrialized
member countries participated. The U.S.
ranked a disappointing 15th in reading, 19th
in mathematics and 14th in science—right
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about in the middle of the countries sur-
veyed. The initial results emboldened some
U.S. policymakers to call for reforms, such
as more testing and accountability and mini-
mum gualifications for teachers, At the same
time, the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
Act was enacted.

When the fifth survey was administered in
2012, the number of countries in the survey
had grown to 65, and included less-devel-
oped countries. The news was worse for the
U.S., which placed 24th in reading, 36th in
mathematics and 28th in science. Again, our
standing was in the middle of the countries
surveyed. After all of the national, state and
district reform efforts during the decade fol-
lowing NCLB, the U.S. was outperformed not
only by a majority of the advanced industrial
nations, but by a growing number of less-de~
veloped nations as well, 2

POOR SCORES ON PIAAC

The OECD ailso administers another survey
called the Survey of Adult Skills, which is part
of its Programme for the International Assess-
ment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC). It sur-
veys aduits ages 16 to 65 in numeracy, literacy
and problem-solving. The results from the
most recent survey, conducted in 33 nations,
were released in 2013,

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) did a
special analysis of the 2013 PIAAC data on
millennials—those in the workforce ranging
in age from teens to early 30s. They argued
that this generation “will largely determine the
shape of the American economic and social
landscape of the future.” ETS found that only
the millennials in Spain and Italy scored lower
on the PIAAC survey in reading than millenni-
als in the U.S. In numeracy, U.S. millennials
tied for last with Italy and Spain, In problem-
solving, U.S. millennials again came in flast
among the 33 nations.

POOR PERFORMANCE ON OUR
“NATION’S REPORT CARD”

Not only are U.S. students struggling to com-
pete globally, they also struggle to meet the
relatively low expectations set for students
through our own “Nation’s Report Card,” or
the National Assessment of Educational Prog-
ress (NAEP), For the four decades this as-
sessment has been administered to students
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LONG-TERM NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF
EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS (NAEP) SCORES

Over the past four decades, high scheol students in the U.S. have made little progress
according to the "Nation’s Report Card,” administered by the NAEP.
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across the country, high school students have
made little improvement.

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS
ARE VALID

When these survey resuits were first released
in the 2000s, many countries enacted sweep-
ing changes to improve their education sys-

tems and drive economic development. They
realized that they needed to tum their educa-
tion systems around to compete in a global
economy. Some in the U.S, however, ex-
plained away the results by criticizing the PISA
and PIAAC methodology, denied that educa-
tion results in other countries could be com-
pared o those in this country, or argued that
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UPPER SECONDARY GRADUATION RATES, 2013

The OECD reports that the U.S. graduation rate is 80 percent, lower than most other high-performing countries, This dispels the
assertion that other high-performing countries educate only their elite.

2013 % Qver 25 years old
& Below 25 years old
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Source: OECD {2015), Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators, OECRD Publishing. http://dx.dor.org/10.1787/eag-2015-en, p. 48

PERCENT OF STUDENTS WHO ARE IMMIGRANTS

Europe and Asia have experienced an upsurge in immigration over the past several decades, and
Asian countries have significant cultural, linguistic, ethnic and religious diversity.
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international comparisons are irrelevant. This
criticism continues even today as the United
States falls further and further behind.

The NCSL study group’s conclusions were
very different. They found that U.S. students’
poor performance cannot easily be explained
away. For example, critics assert that the U.S.
educates all students while the other high-
performing countries educate only their elite.
But graduation rates dispel this assertion. The
OECD reports that the U.S. graduation rate is
80 percent, fower than most other high-per-
forming countries.

Critics also assert that the U.S. is more diverse
than other countries and, as a result, faces
challenges that others do not. This may have
heen true in the past, but it is not the case to-
day. Both Europe and Asia have experienced
an upsurge in immigration over the past sev-
eral decades. The same is true of Canada, A
greater proportion of Canadian students was
born outside Canada than the proportion of
U.S. students born outside the U.S. Further-
more, Asian countries have significantly more
cuttural, linguistic, ethnic and religious diver-
sity than many Americans often suppose. For
example, Singapore has three main ethnic
groups (Chinese, Malay and Indian), four na-
tional fanguages (Mandarin, Malay, Tamil and
English) and a host of major religions, includ-
ing Buddhism, Islam, Christianity, Hinduism,
Sikhism, Taoism and Confucianism,

Facing Facts:

U.S. Policymakers
Struggle to Find
Silver Bullet

Over the past several decades, policymakers
in the U.S. have worried about flat test scores
and fledgling international competitiveness.
In an effort to boost achievement for all stu-
dents, policymakers have tried a number of
approaches and passed a number of state and
federal laws. These have included increas-
ing funding, reducing class size, enhancing
school choice, improving school technology
and teacher quality, more testing and tougher
test-based accountability. While some policies
have had marginal success in some states or
districts, success has not been as widespread
as policymakers had hoped.
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# FROM THE STUDY GROUP

- State Senctor Luther Olsen, B-Wise,

The only policy approach developed by both
1.5, states and top-performing countries is
high academic standards. But afl of the top-
performing countries have coupled developing
such standards with a curriculum framework,
specific curriculum and well-aligned, high-
quality, essay-based assessments in seamless
instructional systems. Most states have yet to
move in this direction, and implementation
of rigorous standards has been haphazard at
best.

In retrospect, the NCSL study group con-
cludes that states have tried to find individual
“silver bullets” without setting decisive goals
and creating a thoughtful, systemic approach
to building a coherent system with an appro-
priate timeline for implementation, as did the
other high-performing countries. Bxamples of
states’ piecemeal approaches include:

« Increasing teacher pay without demand-
ing better preparation

« Improving early education without con-
finuing supports for struggling students
inK-12

« Increasing funding without first shifting

funds from unproven strategies

«  Decreasing class size without first restruc-
turing staffing and time

« Using test scores in teacher evaluations
without ensuring that all teachers are re-
ceiving job-embedded, high-quality, on-
going learning

This “silver hullet” approach is not what the
study group found in high-performing coun-
tries. They do not look to single policy shifts
to improve student outcomes. Instead, they
have created a coherent system of education
within which all policies and practices are de-
signed to lead to high performance.

TOP PERFORMERS: HOW THEY BECAME
THE BEST IN THE WORLD

As NCSLs study group talked with experts from
around the world and visited several top-per-
forming countries, they confirmed what others
had found—there are common elements that
make up the design of world-class education
systems. These elements are widely credited
for their rapid rise in student achievement.

Element #1: Children come to school
ready to learn, and extra support is
given to struggling students so that all
have the opportunity to achieve high
standards.

The top-performing countries ensure that
children arrive at school ready to learn. The
responsibility for this varies among the coun-
tries. For example, in high-performing coun-
tries with a large proportion of women in the
workforce, the government typically provides
support to families with young children, In
other countries, however, the responsibility
falls on families—often extended families—
and the community.

Once students in top-performing countries are in school, those who
struggle receive extra help ... More teachers are typically allocated to
such schools, with the best teachers serving in the most challenged
ones. Inversely, American students from the wealthiest communities are

most likely to get the best teachers and the finest facilities.

i1
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In both situations, society places a high prior-
ity on making sure that children are in good
health and prepared to learn. In most cases,
if the families cannot or will not provide these
supports to children, then society steps in,
These supports often continue after children
begin school.

In the United States, children in poverty now
account for about a quarter of all children in
public schools. Large numbers of American
children enter first grade with disadvantages
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that may overwhelm the school’s capacity
to provide an adequate education. Because
high-performing countries provide supports
to ensure that children are ready for school,
their schools typically do not face similar
chatlenges.®

Once students in top-performing countries are
in school, those who struggle receive extra
help to reach the same high standards oth-
er students will reach more easily. Providing
additional resources to schools serving dis-

ERENUE OF BT
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Once teachers exit a preparation
program in top-performing countries,
they are expected to be the bestin
the world and experts in their craft.
American programs typically have
lower standards for entrance and exit,
overproduce elementary education
teachers, and struggle to produce
teachers in high-demand fields, such
as special education and science,

technology, engineering and math.

Element #2: A world-class teach-

ing profession supports a world-class
instructional system, where every
student has access to highly effective
teachers and is expected to succeed.

<7 When the top performers committed to bring-
ing all students to achievement levels for-
merly reached only by their eiites, they also
committed to providing all students with ac-
cess to high-quality teachers. They raised the
rigor, expectations, structure and status of the
teaching profession and compensated those
who were willing to meet the challenge of this
reimagined career path.

These goals led the top-performing countries
to adopt a different set of tightly linked poli~
cies and practices than those enacted in the
U.S. While some of these approaches have
been tried here, no comprehensive set of poli-
cies and practices that raise the teaching pro-
fession to the heights seen in high-performing
countries has been adopted across any state.

advantaged, struggling students is a priority.
More teachers are typically allocated to such
schools, with the best teachers serving in the
most challenged ones. Resources are also re-
allocated within schools to reach those most

in need of extra support. These countries B Selective Recruitment. The top-perform-
demonstrate that, with added support, strug-  ing countries have a rigorous set of criteria for
gling students can meet high expectations. In- determining a candidate’s eligibility for teacher
versely, American students from the wealthi- preparation, including an entrance exam that

est communities are most likely to get the few pass. Often teacher candidates are recruit-
best teachers and the finest facilities because ed from the top quarter of high school gradu-
of the way we structure our finance systems. ates. This is not a typical practice in the U.S.
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In high-performing countries, teachers
are compensated more generously
than American teachers, typically
earning pay similar to that of senior
civil servants and professionals such as
engineers and accountants. They are
expected to be the best in the world

and are compensated accordingly.

™ Rigorous Preparation and Licensure,
Most teacher preparation programs in top-
performing countries are based in prestigious
research universities that are more selective
and rigoraus than U.S. programs. Teaching
programs know and produce the number
and types of teachers needed to fill vacancies
each year, so admission is quite competitive,
Programs require mastery of subjects to be
taught and often include dlinical practice that
can take significantly longer to compiete than
teacher induction programs in the U.S. There
are no approved alternative routes to licen-
sure like those in the states, which enable pro-
fessionals to become teachers with only a few
weeks or months of training.

Once teachers exit a preparation program in
top-performing countries, they are expected
to be the best in the world and experts in their
craft. American programs typically have lower
standards for entrance and exit, overproduce
elementary education teachers, and struggle
to produce teachers in high-demand fields,
such as special education and science, tech-
nology, engineering and math (STEM).

w  Thorough Induction. Either during
preparation or upon entering the teaching
workforce, new teachers in high-performing
countries are expected to serve apprentice-
ships with officially designated, well-trained
master teachers. During the first year of this
induction, beginning teachers typically have
a greatly reduced workload. Teachers must
complete the induction before they receive
what we would call “tenure.” While induction
and mentering policies have been enacted in
many states, these programs often lack qual-
ity, rigor and authenticity in implementation,
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- Stute Represemiative Mary Stuovi Gile,

# Carecer Ladders or Lattices. High-per-
forming countries create a variety of roles for
teachers in the schools so they can use their
expertise to improve teaching and learning
and, at the same time, offer an exciting career
in education, These may include leadership
roles that offer experienced teachers incen-
tives to remain in the profession, hone and
receive rewards for their unique skills, and
better support students and colleagues.

u Pr | Work E High-
performing countries have redesigned their
schools and the overalt work environment
to maximize the success of teachers and
students. For example, teachers are given a
lighter teaching load and more time for their
own—-and their colleagues'—development.
In some of these countries, 30 percent to 35
percent of a teacher’s time is spent teaching
students, while the rest is spent on activities
such as working in teams with other teachers
to develop and improve lessons, observing and
critiquing classes, and working with struggling
students.® Teacher evaluation, promotion and
pay takes into consideration teachers’ perfor-
mance in teams and their progress as they
become experts in their craft,

Schools and classrooms are organized differ-
ently so that several teachers, perhaps even
a group, have responsibility for a classroom.
When not working directly with students,
teachers are rewriting curriculum and assess-
ments to meet the needs of their students
and to meet high student performance ex-
pectations. Teachers also counsel and train
each other, constantly observing, evaluating
and improving their practices. Because they
are trained to be experts at their craft, teach-
ers push themseives, their colleagues and
their students to be the best in the world.
This highly professional work environment is
uncommon in the U.S,
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# High-Quality Professional School Lead-
ers, In high-performing countries, the school
leader is highly trained and carefully selected,
In Singapore, for example, only teachers who
have been trained in its highly rigorous system
and have already served in a variety of school
settings can become principals. Principals re-
ceive training in curriculum, instruction and
schoot administration. School leaders interact
regularly and in great depth with their teach-
ers. In the U.S,, although it is understood that
great schools require great leaders, recruit-
ment, selection and training systems that fos-
ter such leadership have not been uniformly
developed.

m Higher Compensation. In high-perform-
ing countries, teachers are compensated more
generously than American teachers, typically
earning pay simifar to that of senior civil ser-
vants and professionals such as engineers and
accountants. They are expected to be the best
in the world and are compensated according-
ty. Many nations view their teachers as “nation
builders,” preparing the country’s next genera-
tion. Some countries have variable pay scales
tied to career ladders or fattices that acknowl-
edge the various teaching roles, leadership
responsibilities and subject mastery. These

20

— State Senaior Joy

countries have managed o increase pay by
reallocating resources from policies and prac-
tices they found to be less effective.

& World-Class Instructional Systems.
To guide and support effective teaching and
learning, alt of the top-performing countries
have developed internationally benchmarked
standards that specify what students should
know and be able to do in language arts,
mathematics, science and ali required sub-
jects in the curriculum. Increasingly, these
include both high-level complex cognitive
skills and non-cognitive skifls, such as ethi-
cal behavior, framing and completing tasks,
teamwork and leadership, Top performers de-
velop curriculum frameworks based on these
high standards and specify the order in which
concepts should be taught, either by grade or
grade span, thereby creating a clear path to
student mastery, Corresponding course syl-

15

Hott, DrAvk.



iabi specify learning objectives, topics to be
covered, materials to be used, appropriate
assessments, and papers and projects to be
completed. They do not include lesson plans
because teachers are expected to develop
them guided by the syllabi and curriculum
framework. Policymakers in these countries
assumne that if the teachers know the desired
outcomes, they are skilled enough to prepare
lessons that will enable their students to mas-
ter that material.

The top performers also prepare assessments
that are designed to find out whether students
have mastered material in the syllabi. Because

Career and technical education (CTE)
is not perceived as a route for students
lacking strong academic skills, but as
another approach to education, skills
development and good jobs. CTE is
well-funded, academically challenging

and aligned with real workforce needs.

the syllabi specify high-leve! complex skills, the
assessments typically contain few multiple-
choice, computer-scored prompts, since that
type of assessment does not effectively mea-
sure high-level skiils. These assessments are
typically essay-based and scored by humans,
50 the high-performing countries spend more
than states on assessments. They are not ad-
ministered annually, however, but instead at
key transition points in a student’s academic
career. Similar to teacher pay, these countries
prioritize this investment as a smaill fraction
of the total cost of their education system,
knowing that cheaper, less effective, less rig-
orous assessments will not lead to world-class
teaching or high student achievement.

Element #3: A highly effective, intel-
lectually rigorous system of career and
technical education is available to those
preferring an applied education.

Interest in career and technical education
{CTE) is emerging in many top-performing
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countries as a strategy to boost the na-
tional economy and offer a high standard
of living and attractive careers to a broader
constituency. Singapore and Switzerland, in
particular, have built strong systems of CTE
with close ties to industry. Singapore uses a
school-based model and Switzerland uses an
employer-based model.” In these countries,
CTE is not perceived as a route for students
lacking strong academic skills, but as an-
other approach to education, skifls develop-
ment and good jobs, CTE is well funded, aca-
demically challenging and aligned with real
workforce needs. It is hands-on, attractive to
students and parents, and can lead to univer-
sity for students who may seek professionat
and managerial positions later. For other
students, CTE is a pathway to geod jobs, by
building technical skills that can be achieved
much earlier than the traditional academic
experience.

On the other hand, the U/S. has experienced
a steady decline in CTE over the last few
decades. This has become a challenge for
American employers struggling to find skilled
workers and for students desiring an applied
education or a streamlined entrance into the
workforce. Although a number of states have
impressive CTE schools or particular pro-
grams, very few have an entire CTE system
that provides the kind and quality of opportu-
nities available to students in top-performing
systems. Community colleges are particularly
well positioned in the states to fink workforce
needs to credentials and certificates.

Element #4: Individual reforms are
connected and aligned as parts of a
clearly planned and carefully designed
comprehensive system,

Top performing countries have adopted a
comprehensive, systemic approach to building
waorid-class education systems. They under-
stand that stccess is not achieved by adopting
only one or two “silver bullet” polidies; instead,
these countries have reimagined and re-engi-
neered their entire systems. Typically, this vi-
sion is established at the national level with the
ministry of education, while states or provinces
are charged with implementation. This is not
dissimilar to how states can enact reform: with
a clear vision at the state level, while local enti-
ties are responsible for implementation.

For example, the top-performing countries
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Success is not achieved by adopting only one or two “silver bullet” policies ...
Top-performing countries understand that schools will struggle without high-
quality eaxly childhood education and that high-quality early childhood education
will not be a wise investment unless followed by high-quality instruction in the
schools. They also understand that increasing teacher pay without rethinking the
pool of teaching applicants may be unwise unless preparation programs are more
rigorous. Likewise, they realize that a more rigorous program is pointless without

creating a more attractive teaching profession.

understand that schools will struggle without
high-quality early childhood education and that
high-quality early childhood education will not
be a wise investment uniess followed by high~
quality instruction in the schools. They also
understand that increasing teacher pay with-
out rethinking the pool of teaching applicants
may be unwise unless preparation programs
are more rigorous. Likewise, they realize that
a more rigorous program is pointless without
creating a more attractive teaching profession.

Unlike top-performing countries, states com-
monly take a piecemeal approach, where
policymakers fail to set overarching goals for
the education system and instead experi-
ment with individual strategies that can some-
times change from year to year, States have
designed and implemented many different
education reform policies that are not always
connected and consequently do not have the
desired impact.

Clearly, a decentralized system of educa-
tion governance exists and is traditionally
preferred in the U.S., where state and local
boards, agencies, governors and legislatures
all control and often set differing priorities for
their own systems. Parents, teachers and stu-
dents are frustrated with reform efforts that
come and go, leaving them with 2 system
built on an ever-shifting foundation.

States are well-positioned to instead create
the kind of clear vision and systemic reform
that high-performing countries do. State sys-
tems more closely resemble education gover-
nance in the high-performing countries. With
input from stakeholders, state legislatures,
state boards of education, governors and state
education agencies can agree to a clear vision
for the state and aflow local entities to imple-
ment specific strategies.

An Urgent Call to Action:
It’s Up To States

As state legislators, it is our responsibility to
provide our citizens with a world-class educa-
tion. We cannot let another generation settle
for anything less. Our future workforce, na-
tional defense, economic vitality and demo-
cratic foundation depend on our ability and
willingness to get this done,

If we assemble the best minds in policy and
practice, implement what we know works, and
commit ourselves to the time, effort and re-
sources needed to make monumental changes,
we can once again be among the best educa-
tion systems in the world. If they can do it, so
can we, But there’s no time to lose.
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Profiles: A Closer Look at Three
High-Performing Education Systems

People everywhere have heard about Finland—
this Scandinavian country of 5.3 million is a
world leader in education, It is easy to suggest
that any small country can achieve outstanding
results, but the Finland story and experience
are much more than that. Finland's strong sys-
tem was built from the ground up in the 1970s
as leaders viewed outstanding education as the
ticket to a strong economy and international
competitiveness.

Visitors to Finland often talk about the beauti-
ful school buildings. Inside the classroom, you
rarely find teachers lecturing to students in rows
of desks, Rather, Finland prides itself on seff-
directed students. Students take charge of their
learning activities—by consulting with teachers
and developing a spedific lesson plan that may
involve individual work and group work. Fin-
land's schools are devoted to being full service,
meaning they offer student and family health
services, counseling, transportation and meals.

The three-tiered system features early educa-
tion {ages 1-7), comprehensive schools {ages
7-16) and senior secondary schoals {ages 16~
19). At that point students move either to the
university or to vocational schools and appren-
ticeship training.

Schools are small with small classes (about 20
students per class). There is a nationa! core
curriculum that lays out what students are ex-
pected to learn and be able to do and the topics
that should be taught at each grade level, but
teachers have wide flexibility to design lessons
and assessments.

The halimark of Finland's system is its excep-
tional teachers. Many scholars look to the in-
vestment in teacher education as the MOST
important factor in Finland’s success. Only
10 percent of those who apply are admitted
into teacher education. The preparation pro-
gram is a five-year, combined bachelor’s and
master's degree program and is free with a
stipend for living expenses. Students learn
both teaching and research skills. There is
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an emphasis on using research-based,
state-of-the-art practices and includ- R
ing clinical experiences in a school
associated with a university over the
five year program. All teachers hold a
master's degrees in education with a
minor in two content areas in which
they will feach, Schools provide time
for regular coliaboration among teach-
ers—at least one afternoon each week—
and opportunities for ongoing professional
development.

There is a national core curriculum in Finfand,
but no nationat test or other method for moni-
toring school performance. There is a national
matriculation exam at the end of upper second~
ary school, but the function is to assess what
the student knows, not the quality of the school.
Teachers have much autonomy in their every-
day work. Finnish scholar Pasi Sahlberg refers
to this as “balanced centralization and decen-
trafization.” The Finns suggest that this system
provides for maximum innovation and creativity
at the school level and allows for teachers to
be accountable for overall school performance.
There is no mechanism for using student tests
to measure individual school performance;
however, Finland does have a schools’ “inspec-
torate” who regularly visits schools and pro-
vides feedback to help them improve.

QOver the years, Finland has become a more
diverse country as immigration has increased.
More than 99 percent of students success-
fully complete compulsory basic education and
about 90 percent complete upper secondary
school.

Finland prides itself on providing equity of op-
portunity to learn and inclusion. Resources are
directed to the most high-need students and
schools. Students with special needs are of-
ten mainstreamed in regular classrooms but
receive significant additional support. Ninety-
eight percent of the cost of education is cov-
ered by government.
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ONTARIO

Canada has been a strong performer in the
world education arena since 2000, and On-
tario in particular is known for its education-
al gains. Ontario is Canada’s second largest
province—larger than France and Spain com-
bined--with a very large system, educating
about 40 percent of the country’s 5 million
students. Ontario has nearly 5,000 schools,
with an average size of about 415 students.
Average class size is 22. Ontario has a very
diverse student population as Canada's immi-
gration rate is among the highest in the worid.
About one-fourth of Ontario students were
born outside Canada. As a result, Ontario’s
halimark is its strong appreciation of the diver-
sity of its students and devotion to and value
of immigrant children. Students learn about
diverse histories, cultures and perspectives in
order to build tolerance.

In addition, a centerpiece of Ontario’s strat-
egy has been capacity. Regional teams of
education leaders with significant experience
in teaching, leadership and coaching work in
partnership with schools and districts to sup-
port improvement within diverse contexts.
Under-performing scheools and students are
constantly targeted for additional supports.
There is a strategy for identifying potential
dropouts early and providing them with ad-
ditional support to succeed. Teams of teachers
and counselors work together to provide initial
support and track progress. Special attention
devoted to at-risk students and specialized
teachers helped raise the high school gradua-
tion rate from 68 percent to 82 percent.

Ontario also promaotes parent engagement by
actively seeking parents to help and advise
schools. Ontario promotes healthy schocls
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with a standard 20 minutes of moderate to
vigorous physical activity each day. It also pro-
motes safe schools. A continuum of interven-
tions, support and consequences work to re-
inforce positive behavior for students to make
good choices.

Ontario provides full-day kindergarten for
4-year-olds and S-year-olds to establish a
strong foundation and a smooth transition to
the first grade. Students begin in grade seven
to think about career development and path-
ways.

There is no federal education ministry. Each
of the provinces {and three territorial gov-
ernments) is responsible for developing cur-
riculum and determining major education
policies and initiatives. Teacher certification
is governed by the Ontario College of Teach-
ers, Teachers must have completed at least a
three-year postsecondary degree in a content
area and then apply to and complete one year
of & teacher education program to be certi-
fied to teach. There is a culture at the school
fevel of teachers as innovators. Ontario values
teachers being risk takers to identify new and
promising practices and foster creativity and
responsibility. Teachers also use evidence at
all tevels to inform strategies and actions and
participate in collaborative learning teams,
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SINGAPORE

Singapore is a very young country and had the
advantage of designing an education system
from scratch 50 years ago. Singapore split from
the United Kingdom in 1963 and became part
of Malaysia, and two years later became its
own sovereign city-state. Singapore’s found-
ing leaders saw people as its most important
resource and understood that education was
the answer to political and economic survival.
Visitors to Singapore remark about its cleanli-
ness and the beautiful gardens—all strategi-
cally planned to make people happy. Although
it is a city-state with a population of 5.4 mil-
tion, it is comparable in size to several of our
own states.

The center of Singapore’s education success
is its high-quality educators, Teachers are vai-
ued at a level on par with doctors and law-
yers. There is only one teacher preparation
institute—the National Institute of Education
{NIE)—which is housed at a research univer-
sity. The NIE works closely with the Ministry
of Education so that state policy and practice
are tightly linked. Prospective teachers are re-
cruited from the top 30 percent of the sec-
ondary school graduating class by panels that
include current principals. The NIE receives an
average of eight applications for every open-
ing. Students accepted receive free tuition and
a monthly allowance. New teachers are ob-
served and coached and given ongoing profes-
sional development as part of a required and
heavily structured induction program.

Once teachers begin their career, they are al-
lotted 100 hours of professional development
(largely school-based) per year so they can
constantly improve their practice. Every schoot
has a fund to support teacher growth that may
include opportunities to study abroad to learn
about various aspects of education in other
countries, Peer-to-peer learning also is pro-
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moted through teacher networks and profes-
sional learning communities.

Teacher performance is appraised annually
against 16 competencies, which include con-
tribution to students’ academic and character
development, collaboration with parents and
community groups, and contribution to col-
leagues and the school as a whole. After three
years of teaching, they are assessed annually
to see which of three career paths—master
teacher, curriculum or research specialist, or
schoo! feader—would best suit them.

Schools are large, but teachers are regularly
engaged with each other through classroom
observations, collaborative professional de-
velopment, and group lesson planning. The
principal, who is always a former teacher, is
actively engaged in both school management
and teaching.

In addition to a Primary School Leaving Exam
that must be passed before a student moves
into lower secondary school, students take
& high-stakes test at the end of secondary
school, Students and parents are well aware
of the importance of the test, which tracks stu-
dents into the career/technical pathway or the
university pathway. Career/technical students
in Singapore are not viewed as second-class
citizens; rather, the schools are highly modern
and advanced with a devoted faculty and work
closely with industry in designing specific high-
quality programs.
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The hallmark of
Finland’s system is its
exceptional teachers.
Many scholars look
to the investment in
teacher education as
the MOST important
factor in Finland’s
success. Only 10
percent of those who
apply are admitted into

teacher education.

Ontario has a very
diverse student
population as Canada’s
immigration rate is
among the highestin
the world. As a result,
Ontario’s hallmark is
its strong appreciation
of the diversity of its
students ... Students
learn about diverse

histories, cultures and

Career/technical
students in Singapore
are not viewed as
second-class citizens;
rather, the schools
are highly modern
and advanced with a
devoted faculty and
work closely with
industry in designing
specific high-quality

programs.

perspectives in order to

build tolerance.

Profile Sources

«  National Center on Education and the
Economy: Center on International
Education Benchmarking (2016). Finland.
http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/
center-on-international-education-
benchmarking/top-performing-countries/
finland-overview/

« National Center on Education and the
Economy: Center on International

Education Benchmarking (2016). Canada,

http://www.ncee.org/programs-affifiates/
center-on-international-education-
benchmarling/top-performing-countries/
canada-overview/

»  National Center on Education and the
Economy: Center on Internationat

Education Benchmarking (2016).
Singapore. hitp://www.ncee.org/programs-
affiliates/center-on-international-education-
benchmarking/top-performing-countries/
singapore-overview/

*  Center on International Education
Benchmarking (2014). Background
Reading for the 3rd Meeting of the NCSL
International Education Study Group
Education, Washington, D.C,, December
12-13, 2014,

+  Darling-Hammond, L., et al. International
Comparative Study of Teaching Quality
Systems in High-Performing Countries.
Forthcoming 2016
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NCSL International Education
Study Group Members

State Legisiators

Representative Robert Behning, IN
Representative Harry Brooks, TN
Representative Tom Dickson, GA
Representative Ken Dunkin, IL
Senator Joyce Elliott, AR

Senator John Ford, OK
Representative Eric Fresen, FL
Representative Lynn Gatlls, AK
Representative Mary Stuart Gile, NH
Representative Wendy Horman, ID
Representative Betty Komp, OR
Senator Peggy Lehner, OH

Senator Rich Madaleno, MD
Senator Luther Olsen, WI
Representative Alice Peisch, MA
Senator Robert Plymale, WV
Representative Sharon Tomiko Santos, WA
Representative Jacqueline Sly, SD
Senator David Sokola, DE

Senator Howard Stephenson, UT
Representative Ray Takumi, HI
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, NV

State Legislative Staff

Ben Boggs, Legislative Analyst, KY Legistature

Todd Butterworth, Senior Research Analyst, NV Legislature
Rachel Hise, Lead Principal Analyst, MD Legislature

Julie Pelegrin, Assistant Director of the Office of Legislative Legal
Services, CO Legislature

Phil McCarthy, Senior Analyst, ME Legislature

Anita Thomas, Legal Counsel, ND Legislature

NCSL Education Staff

Julie Davis Bell, Graup Director
Michelle Exstrom, Program Director
Lee Posey, Federal Affairs Counsel
Madeleine Webster, Policy Associate
Barbara Houlik, Staff Coordinator

Project Partners

Daalyah Bifal-Threats, National Education Association
Dane Linn, Business Roundtabie

Scott S. Montgomery, ACT

Chris Runge, American Federation of Teachers
Adrian Wilson, Microsoft Corporation

National Center on Education and the Economy

and Center on International Education Benchmarking Staff:
Marc Tucker, President

Betsy Brown Ruzzi, Vice President and Director of CIEB
Nathan Driskell, Policy Analyst
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Study Group Meetings

Overview of International Education Comparisons
September 3-6, 2014 | Boston, MA

Introduction to PISA and Researching International Edu-
cation Systems
October 2, 2014 | Webinar

Preliminary Findings and Reflections From Members’ Own
Benchmarking Research
December 12-13, 2014 | Washington, DC

Accountability Systems of High Performing Countries
February 23, 2015 | Webinar

Getting the Right Incentives: Designing a Coherent,
Highly Functioning Education System
April 17-19, 2015 | Chicago, IL

Evaluating State Policies on the 9 Building Blocks
of a World-Class State Education System
May 29, 2015 | Webinar

p and C
in Top Performing Jurisdictions
July 8-9, 2015 | Park City, UT

Current State Examples of System-Wide Reform: Ken-
tucky and Delaware
August 2-3, 2015 | Seattle, WA

A Teacher’s View on International Comparisons
and Communications Strategies for Study Group
Recommendation

December 11-12, 2015 | Washington, D.C.

Wide Reform

Experts Consulted
Cathy Boehme, Teacher, Florida

Barnett Barry, CEO and Founder, Center for Teaching Quality,
North Carolina

Yuri Belfali, Head of Division, Directorate for Education and
Skitls, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
{OECD), Paris

Andy Coons, Senior Director, Center for Great Public Schools,
National Education Association (NEA)

tinda Darling-Hammond, Charles E. Ducommun professor
of Education, Stanford University and President, Learning Policy
Institute

Michael Davidson, Head of Division, Early Education and
Schools, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment {OECD), Paris

David Driscoll, Former Commissioner of Education, Massachusetts

Nathan Driskell, Policy Analyst, National Center on Education
and the Economy (NCEE)

Charles Glenn, Professor of Educational Leadership and De-
velopment and Former Dean of the School of Education, Boston
University
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Representative Derrick Graham, Kentucky
Ben Jensen, CEO, Learning First, Australia

Helen Ladd, Distinguished Professor of Public Policy and Profes-
sor of Economics, Sanford School of Public Policy, Duke University

Sing Kong Lee, Managing Director, National Institute of Educa-
tion International and Vice President, Nanyang Technological
University, Singapore

Anthony Mackay, CEO, Center for Strategic Education, Mel-
bourne, Australia

Donna Quan, Superintendent, Toronto District Schools

Mary Cathryn Riker, Executive Vice President, American Federa-
tion of Teachers (AFT)

Betsy Brown Ruzzi, Vice President, National Center on Edu-
cation and the Economy and Director, Center on International
Education Benchmarks

Pasi Sahlberg, Finnish Education Expert, Finland

Andreas Schieicher, Director for Education and Skills, Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Paris

Witliam Schmidt, University Distinguished Professor, Center for
the Study of Curriculum, Michigan State University

Vivien Stewart, Vice President, Asia Society

Marc Tucker, President and CEO, National Center on Education
and the Economy (NCEE)

John White, Superintendent, Louisiana Department of Education
Ali Wright, Mathematics High School Teacher, Kentucky

Minxuan Zhang, Professor and Director of Research, Institute of
Comparative Education, Shanghai Normal University

Readings and Data Sources
OVERVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS

*  OECD (2011). Lessons from PISA for the United States:
Strong Performers and Successful Reformers in Education.
OECD Publishing, http://www.oecd.org/pisa/46623978.pdf.
Combining a description of the practices and policies of the
top performing countries with a quantitative analysis of PISA
data, this report presents lessons for U.S, policy makers.

«  Tucker, ed. (2011), Surpassing Shanghai: An Agenda for
American Education Built on the World's Leading Education
Systems. Harvard Education Press. This book explores five
high-performing education systems, including Shanghai,
Japan, Singapore, Canada and Hong Kong, and presents
recommendations for U.S. policymakers.

CANADA

s Alberta Ministry of Education (2014). Guide to Educa-
tion — ECS-Grade 12 (2014-2015). The first part of a guide
refeased annually by the Alberta Ministry of Education, this
document provides an overview of the Ministry’s mission,
guiding principles, key indicators that measure success, as
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well as a guide to key legisiation, regulation and policies
governing Alberta schools. This includes teacher policy, re-
source allocation policies, school leader policy and qualifica-
tion requirements.

Mandate Letter from the Premier of Alberta to Minister of
Education Gordon Dirks (2014). This short mandate letter
outlines the current priorities of the Albertan government for
the Ministry of Education, including funding stability, curricu-
{um reform and higher standards for student performance.

OECD (2014). Education at a Glance 2014— Canada Country
Note. The OECD released this brief on Canada’s performance
on a range of education indicators, induding attainment,
mobility and proficiency.

Ontario Ministry of Education (2010). New Teacher Induction
Program: Induction Elements Manual. This manual provides
an in-depth look at policy for teacher induction, including the
funding mechanisms for the teacher induction program.

Ontario Ministry of Education (2014). Equity and Inclusive
Education in Ontario Schools: Guidelines for Policy Develop-
ment and Implementation. This policy manual lays out guid-
ing principles for policy development and implementation and
accountability systems for special education. It also includes
sample policy memoranda and classroom tools.

Ontario Ministry of Education (2014). Achieving Excellence: A
Renewed Vision for Education in Ontario. This strategic plan
presents the Ministry’s proposed action steps for fostering
excellence, equity, public confidence and student well-being
in the education system.

Riveros (2013). From Teachers to Teacher Leaders — A Case
Study. This case study looks at teacher leadership develop-
ment in Alberta from 1997-2007, Alberta’s teacher leadership
programs have been cited as among the strongest in the
world.

Task Force for Teaching Excellence (2014). Report to the Min-
ister of Education, Government of Alberta (2014). This report
presents the findings of a 16-member task force convened in
2013 1o define Albertan expectations for teaching excellence,
enable teachers to grow professionally, define the role of
teacher leaders and, ultimately, ensure an excellent teacher
for every child,

ESTONIA

.

Archimedes (2006). Factsheet, Vocational Education and
Training, Estonia — This factsheet briefly summarizes the
vecational education and training system, and the qualifica-
tions and diplomas awarded students, in Estonia.

Basic Schools and Upper Secondary Schools Act of 2010
— This legislation defines school governance, compulsory
education, public right to education, national curriculum,
accountability and evaluation, and teachers’ rights and
required qualifications,
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Center on International Education Benchmarking (2016).
Estonia Overview. hitp://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/
center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-
performing-countries/estonia-overview/. This case study
explores the development of the Estonian education and
provides resources for policymakers interested in learning
more.

The Economist {2013). How did Estonia become a world
leader in technology? - This article traces Estonia’s booming
tech industry, including its early investments in school tech,

Ministry of Education and Research (2014). The Estonian
Lifelong Learning Strategy 2020. This five-year strategic
plan, a major current initiative of the Ministry, lays out the
goals and strategies for expanding access and equity in fife-
fong learning. It provides a giimpse into where the Ministry’s
priorities currently stand.

QECD {2014). Education at a Glance Country Note: Estonia
— This OECD brief summarizes relevant trends in demo-
graphic, attainment, and performance indicators, using PISA
2012 data.

QECD (2013). TALIS Country Profile: Estonia — This brief
summarizes the results of the 2013 TALIS survey of teacher
attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, and qualifications,

Statistics Estonia (2014). The Statistical Yearbook of Esto-
nia: Education - This chapter provides relevant statistics on
demographics, skills, and attainment of Estonia’s students,
for those who want to understand the scope and outputs of
the system.

UNESCO (2011). World Data on Education: Estonia ~ This
UNESCO brief provides an overview of the education system
in Estonia, major pathways, governance, early childhood
education, funding, teacher and assessment policy, and
relevant legistation.

FINLAND

Abrams (2011}, “The Children Must Play”: The New Re-
public. In this New Republic piece, researcher Sam Abrams
compares Finnish demographics and approach to instruction
to the United States, and concludes that teacher profes-
sionalization and enriching curriculum are key to Finland's
SUCCess.

Finnish National Board of Education (2011). International
Comparisons of Some Features of Finnish Education and
Training — This brief analyzes data on the system structure,
attainment, employment, finance and instruction for an
international audience.

Ministry of Education {2012). Education and Research: a
Development Plan 2011-2016 — This five-year strategic

plan provides an overview of the system to date, as well

as a look at planned reforms, Its strategies include teacher
preparation, fostering more equitable access, and reforms to
vocational education.
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QECD (2007). School Leadership for Systemic Improvement
in Finfand — This OECD case study explores how Finland
conceives of the role of the principal, and how other players,
including teachers and students, exercise leadership within a
schoot setting.

OECD (2014). Education at 2 Glance 2014: Country Note:
Finfand — This OECD brief summarizes relevant trends in
demographic, attainment, and performance indicators, using
PISA 2012 data.

Sahlberg (2014). Finnish Lessons 2.0. This book by Pasi Sahi-
berg focuses on how Finland recruits, prepares and retains
its teachers and builds a system that above all values teacher
professionalism.

UNESCO (2013). World TVET Database — Finland. This entry
summarizes the structure of Finland’s vocational education
and training system.

HONG KONG

Hong Kong Department of Information Services (2014), Edu-
cation Fact Sheet. This short government publication provides
information on funding allocations, system structure, teacher
qualification policy and vocational education, among other
things.

Education Commission Working Group (2011). Report on the
Development of Education Services in Hong Kong. This study
group report, the result of a year of focus groups, discussion
forums, and research, presents 17 recommendations to the
Education Bureau. These range from undertaking interna-
tional education benchmarking, to rebranding the education
system for an international audience, to attracting more non-
local students.

Lai (2010). Qualifications of the Teaching Force in Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region, China: This chapter from the
2007 report A Comparative Study of Teacher Preparation

and Qualifications Programs in Six Nations looks at what
institutions offer teacher training, what courses and practical
experiences are required, and how teachers receive ongoing
professional development in Hong Kong.

Quong (2011). An Analysis of Educational Reform at the
School Level in Hong Kong. This paper examines how 2009-
2010 curriculum reforms in Hong Kong translated into cor-
responding changes to teacher practice.

JAPAN

.

Arani, Kejsuke, and Lassegard (2010). Lesson Study as Profes-
sional Culture in Japanese Schools — Combining historical re-
search with a modern case study approach, this study looks at
how Japanese teachers have long used collaborative research
as a form of professional development.

Fujita, Hidenori {2007), The Qualifications of the Teaching
Force in Japan, This chapter from the 2007 report A Compara-
tive Study of Teacher Preparation and Qualifications Programs
in Six Nations looks at what institutions offer teacher training,
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what courses and practical experiences are required, and how
teachers receive ongoing professional development in Japan.

MEXT (2011), The Revisions of the Course of Study for
Elementary and Secondary Schoofs. This short Ministry pre-
sentation outfines the major elements of curriculum reform
that took place from 2003—2013.

MEXT (2012). White Paper: Toward Implementation of Edu-
cation Rebuilding. This white paper presents the Ministry’s
most recent strategic plan for education reform.

National Institute for Education Research (2011), Educa-
tion in Japan: Past and Present - This brief from a research
program of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Science,
Sports, and Technology (MEXT) succinctly traces the history
of education in Japan from the 1600s to 2010.

National Institute for Education Research (2011). Distinctive
Features of the Japanese Education System — This NIER brief
explains the most unique elements of the education system
for an international audience.

OECD (2014), Education at a Glance 2014 - Country Note:
Japan, This short OECD brief pulls out Japanese data on a
range of indicators using 2012 PISA data.

QECD (2010). Japan: A Story of Sustained Exceflence. This
OECD report explores several causes of Japan’s success on
the PISA league tables: the teaching force, families supports,
a well-structured academic program and systemic incentives
that drive students to challenge themselves.

POLAND

Center on International Education Benchmarking (2016).
Poland Overview. http://www.neee.org/programs-affiliates/
center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-perform-
ing-countries/poland-overview/. This case study explores the
development of the Polish education and provides resources
for policymakers interested in learning more.

European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training
{2011). Vocational Education and Training in Poland - Short
Description. This report focuses on the policy and legisia-
tive frameworks, teacher policies and funding formulas for a
major 2010 overhaul of Poland’s VET system.

Eurydice (2012). The System of Education in Poland. This
comprehensive report includes a wealth of information on
funding, curriculum, assessment, teacher policy, and special
education and equity.

OFECD (2014). Fducation at a Glance 2014 — Country Note:
Poland. This short OECD brief pulls out Poland's dataon a
range of indicators using 2012 PISA data.

OECD (2013). Results from TALIS 2013 — Country Note: Po-
land. This OECD brief locks at Poland’s data from the 2013
Teaching and Learning International Survey, including the
background, qualifications, attitudes, morale and behaviors
of the nation’s teachers.

30

The World Bank (2010). Knowledge Brief: Successful
Education Reform: Lessons from Poland. This World Bank
brief looks at 1999 reforms to Poland's secondary school
structure and curriculum, in order to explain the country’s
improvements on PISA league tables.

SHANGHAI, CHINA

.

Gang & Meilu (2010). Qualifications of the Teaching Force
in China. This chapter from the 2007 report A Comparative
Study of Teacher Preparation and Qualifications Programs in
Six Nations looks at what institutions offer teacher training,
what courses and practical experiences are required, and
how teachers receive ongoing professionat development in
China,

OECD (2010). Shanghai and Hong Kong: Two Distinct Ex-
amples of Education Reform in China. This chapter from the
QECD’s 2010 publication Strong Performers and Successful
Reformers in Education compares the education reform
strategies of both Shanghai and Hong Kong. Particularly
useful for its historical lens; it also deals with equity and
access, teacher policy, and classroom instruction,

Outline of China’s National Plan for Medium and Long-term
Education Reform and Development (2010-2014). This
ten-year education strategic plan lays out goals and strate-
gies for early childhood education, compuisory education
reform, equity, special education, teacher and administrator
preparation and professional development, and manage-
ment across China.

The World Bank (2013). China 2030: Building a Modern,
Harmonious, and Creative Society - Part One of this World
Bank report lays out a history of the Chinese economic sys-
tem and technology industry, and recommends strategies
for future equitable economic growth,

Stewart (2015). Made in China: Challenge and Innovation in
China’s Vocational Education and Training System. National
Center on Education and the Economy. hitp://www.ncee,
org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/CHINAVETFINAL L. pdf.
This report explores the progress the Chinese have made in
revamping vocational education and documents their efforts
to address the chalienges that remain.

Tucker, ed, (2014). Chinese Lessons: Shanghai’s Rise to the
Top of the PISA League Tables. National Center on Educa-
tion and the Economy. hitp://www.ncee.org/wp-content/
uploads/2013/10/ChineselessonsWeb.pdf. This series of
interviews with experts on Shanghai’s education system
explores what accounts for their high performance on inter-
national comparative assessments.

Zhang & Jinjie (2011}, Toward China’s Modern TVET
System: Take Shanghai as Special Experience: This article
goes in-depth into the structure and scale of Shanghai’s
vocational education system, and looks at how the recent
ten-year education reform plan promises to further improve
this system.
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SINGAPORE

Low and Joseph (2011}, Paving the Fourth Way: The Singa-
pore Story — This report covers a roundtable discussion in-
cluding many distinguished scholars of Singapore’s education
system. Professors look at the history of education policy in
Singapore, current reforms and strategic planning initiatives,
and especially, hone in on issues of teacher preparation.

Ministry of Education (2014). Education in Singapore. This
Ministry brachure provides a useful overview, including a look
at curriculum requirements.

Ministry of Education (2014). Annual Report: The Education
Endowment and Savings Scheme. This finandial report pro-
vides an overview of how Singapore provides public funding
for student incentives and scholarships,

Ministry of Education (2014). Better Choices, Deeper Skifls,
Multiple Paths: Government Accepts ASPIRE Committee’s
Recommendations [press release, August 25, 2014]. This
recent press refease announces substantial upcoming reforms
to Singapore’s vocational and technical education funding,
policy, and structure,

Ministry of Education (2014). Growing our Teachers, Building
our Nation [press release, September 23, 20141 - This recent
press release summarizes upcoming reforms to Singapore
teacher mentoring and preparation programs, as well as to
the structure of teacher career ladders.

OECD (2011). Singapore: Rapid Improvement Followed by
Strong Performance — This chapter from the OECD publica-
tion Strong Performers and Successful Reformers in Education
presents a history of Singapore, a look at the structure of the
education system, and several arguments for the country’s
success on PISA, induding focus on mathematics and techni-
cal education, commitment to equity, and strong human
resoutrces and continuous impravement systems.

Tan & Wong (2010). Qualifications of the Teaching Force:
Data from Singapore - This chapter from the 2007 report

A Comparative Study of Teacher Preparation and Qualifica-
tions Programs in Six Nations looks at what institutions offer
teacher training, what courses and practicum are required,
and how teachers receive ongoing professional development.

The Phoenix: Vocational Education and Training in Singapore,
National Center on Education and the Economy, 2012, http://
www.ncee.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/The-Phoenix1-7.
pdf. In this report, a team of researchers traces the evolu-
tion of Singapore’s vocational education system and analyzes
what accounts for its success.

TAIWAN

Ministry of Education (2013). Education in Taiwan 2013-2014.
This brochure from the Ministry provides an overview of the
system structure, governance, upcoming reforms, teacher
education, and vocational education and training,

Ministry of Education (2011). Technical and Vocational Educa~
tiont in Taiwan, ROC. This brief dives into the structure, gov-
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ernance, curriculum, and enroliment of Taiwan’s vocational
education system,

Ministry of Education (2008). Administrative Plan ~ Intelfigent
Taiwan Manpower Cultivation Project. This administrative plan
outlines implementation of a substantial five-year allocation
to education and employment initiatives, including a multimil-
tion-dollar investment in new reading programs.

Ministry of Education (2013). Matters including teacher evalu-
ation, teacher qualifications, certification exams, teacher in-
service education and normal education university engineer-
ing. This policy overview lays out recent initiatives to improve
teacher preparation, recruitment, and training, incduding
efforts to substantially increase the expectations of teacher
preparation programs.

Pan & Chen (2011). Teacher Evaluation as a Catalyst for
Organizational Learning. This article shows how Talwan uses
teacher evaluation as a tool for continuous improvement and
the basis for regular professional learning community meet-
ings among school staff.

Notes

1

For more information about the OECD PISA exam, includ-
ing who participates and how the test is administered and
scored, visit www.oecd.org/pisa/aboutpisa/.

For OECD's summaty of findings and implications for the
U.S., see http://www,cecd.org/unitedstates/PISA-2012-re-
sults-US. pdf.

ETS Center for Research on Human Capital in Education
{2015). America’s Skills Challenge: Millennials and the
Future. Retrieved from, p. 11.

Retrieved from nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/subject/pub-
lications/main2012/pdf/2013456.pdf, p. 1.

QECD (2011), Starting Strong IH: A Quality Toolbox for
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What People are Saying

“"We invested in this
working group because
we believe having a world
view on education systems
can give policy malkers a
clearer perspective on the
central role education can
and should play in civit society. This work
has also proved to us something we've
believed for a long time, when teaching
is treated as a revered profession, great
things are possible.”

fyah BHal-Threats,

“This diverse and
bipartisan Study Group of
state legislators discovered
that top-performing
countries have built their
successfuf education
system around a strong
teaching profession. This includes
recruitment of top students, rigorous
preparation, meaningful professional
development and empowerment of
teachers to guide their own profession.
This is THE cornerstone of their reforms
and their success, and this should be a
huge lesson for the states.”

Linda Darling Hamisond,
£. Ducommun Prok

“The NCSL report makes a
compelling case for state
legislators to act now on
improving the outcomes
their education system

is producing today. The
ability of U.S. students to
compete on a global stage requires state
legislators to use data as the backbone
of their agenda for improving outcomes.
The NCSL report provides a roadmap

for addressing the key elements of a
state policy agenda that are essential to
ensuring every student is college and
career ready.”

John Engler,
% Bu

“The National Conference
of State Legislature’s

No Time to Lose
presents timely and
valuable analyses and
recommendations for
transforming American
education and training. The report
stresses the importance of world-class
learning systems for maintaining and
improving economic, social, and political
welfare in 2 much more competitive
and knowledge-intensive world, Several
features make No Time to Lose a
valuable and timely report:

e Itis not only based on solid
academic research but, following
the example of almost all successfut
American institutions, benchmarks
international best practice.

+  The report is addressed primarily
to states, currently the most
important level of government
for transforming schools and
other learning systems, though
all pubtic and private institutions
have important roles to play in this
important enterprise.”

“Our students deserve the
best and we must pursue
the best educational
practices whether they are
found in the United States
or around the world. This
report is chock full of the
best lessons of what works from other
countries. We should use this research
to inform our work. In that way we can
provide our students with the greatest
possible chance at success.”

Pulilic
an Federation

Chyistianme ¥, Runge, DI
Employees Division, An
of Teachers

“This hard-hitting, :
refreshingly honest report
is a bipartisan clarion
call for a very different
definition of ‘education
reform’ than the one
that has dominated the
American political landscape for years.
The country will ignore it at its perit.”

Mare Tucker,
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Preface

Schools in the United States are among the most inequitably funded of any in the industrialized
world, with those serving the most affluent students often much better resourced than those
serving the poorest. These inequities in funding create dramatically different educational
opportunities for children and contribute to differences in access to key educational resources—
expert teachers, personalized attention, high-quality curriculum, good educational materials, and
plentiful information resources—that support learning at home and at school.

In order to remedy these disparities and make the best use of public education resources, state and
district leaders need to understand the costs, benefits, and effectiveness of strategies intended to
address students’ learning needs. Research on school resource adequacy and equity can help inform
lawmakers about the wise and efficient use of resources to ensure that all schools are equipped to
advance deeper learning and student well-being.

To assist policymakers as they seek to address these educational investment issues, the Learning
Policy Institute (LP) is publishing a series of reports, written by members of LPI’s School Finance
Researcher Network, on topics that aim to increase policymakers’ access to research and data
related to equitable school resources that are wisely used.

The first of these reports is Bruce Baker's How money matters for schools. The report reviews a
substantial body of research to answer three questions: (1) Does money matter? (2) Do schooling
resources that cost money matter? and (3) Do state school finance reforms matter? The answer to
all three questions is yes.

After a thorough examination of the research, Baker summarizes: “An increasing body of rigorous
empirical evidence suggests that substantive and sustained state school finance reforms matter for
improving both the level and distribution of short-term and long-term student outcomes.”

As Baker points out, a society that invests in its children reaps real and lasting economic and
social benefits.

In the coming months, LPI will publish additional reports on topics such as finance equity and
democracy, promising practices at the state and regional levels, the cost-effectiveness and broader
social benefits of equitable and adequate funding, and how states and localities can address the
out-of-school factors that influence student achievement through investments in community
school models.

In combination, the series will provide a strong evidence-based tool kit for policymakers and
legislators and a road map for understanding that resource equity is more than an aspiration: It can
become a reality, with policies based on evidence and practices informed by the best research.

Linda Darling-Hammond
September 6, 2017
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Abstract

For decades, some politicians and pundits have argued that “money does not make a difference”

for school outcomes. While it is certainly possible to spend money poorly, this viewpoint is

strongly contradicted by a large body of evidence from rigorous empirical research. A thorough
review of research on the role of money in determining school quality leads to the following three
conclusions: (1) on balance, in direct tests of the relationship between financial resources and
student outcomes, money matters; (2) schooling resources that cost money are positively associated
with student outcomes; and (3) sustained improvements to the level and distribution of funding
across local public school districts lead to improvements in the level and distribution of student
outcomes. While money alone is not the answer to all educational ills, more equitable and adequate
allocation of financial inputs to schooling provides a necessary underlying condition for improving
the equity and adequacy of outcomes. This document presents a brief explanation of the goal of
school finance reforms, followed by summaries of the main bodies of evidence that illustrate how
equitable and adequate school funding improves student outcomes. It closes with information
about how certain kinds of specific investments can help to achieve these outcomes.
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introduction

For decades, some politicians and pundits have argued that “money does not make a difference” for
school outcomes,! While it is certainly possible to spend money poorly, this viewpoint is strongly
contradicted by a large body of evidence from rigorous empirical research. A thorough review of
research on the role of money in determining school quality leads to the following conclusions:

Does money matter? Yes. On average, aggregate per-pupil spending is positively
associated with improved student outcomes. The size of this effect is larger in some
studies than in others, and, in some cases, additional funding appears to matter
more for some students than for others—in particular students from low-income
families who have access to fewer resources outside of school. Clearly, money must
be spent wisely to yield benefits. But, on balance, in direct tests of the relationship
between financial resources and student outcomes, money matters.

Do schooling resources that cost money matter? Yes. Schooling resources that
cost money are positively associated with student outcomes. These include smaller
class sizes, additional instructional supports, early childhood programs,? and more
competitive teacher compensation (permitting schools and districts to recruit and
retain a higher quality teacher workforce). Again, in some cases, these resources
matter more for some students and in some contexts. On the whole, however,
educational resources that cost money benefit students, and there is scarce
evidence that one can gain stronger outcomes without these resources.

Do state school finance reforms that provide more equitable and adequate
funding matter? Yes. Sustained improvements in the level and distribution of
funding across local public school districts lead to improvements in the level and
distribution of student outcomes. While money alone may not be the answer,

more equitable and adequate allocation of financial inputs to schooling provides a
necessary underlying condition for improving the equity and adequacy of outcomes.
The available evidence suggests that appropriate combinations of more adequate
funding with more accountability for its use may be most promising.®

This document presents a brief explanation of the goal of school finance reforms, followed by
summaries of the main bodies of evidence that illustrate how equitable and adequate school
funding improves student outcomes. It closes with information about how certain types of specific
investments matter—especially when it comes to achieving these outcomes. (For a longer and more
complete version of this report, see Does money matter in education?)
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Linking Money to Real Resources

Figure 1 provides a simple model of the relationship of schooling resources to children’s school
achievement. First, the fiscal capacity of states—their wealth and income—does affect their ability
to finance public education systems. But the effort put forth in state and local tax policy plays an
equal role,

The amount of state and local revenue raised drives the majority of current spending by local
public school districts, because federal aid constitutes such a relatively small share—only about
9%, on average. Furthermore, the amount of money a district is able to spend on current operations
determines the staffing ratios, class sizes, and wages a local public school district is able to pay.
Indeed, there are trade-offs to be made between staffing ratios and wage levels: If all else is equal,
the more teachers are hired, the less each can be paid. Finally, a sizable body of research has
illustrated the connection between staffing qualities and quantities and student outcomes.

Figure 4
Conceptual Map of the Relationship of Schooling Resources to Children’s
Measurable School Achievement Outcomes

The connections laid out in this model seem rather obvious. The amount a district raises dictates
how much it can spend. How much you spend in a labor-intensive industry dictates how many
individuals you can employ, the wage you can pay them, and in turn the quality of individuals you
can recruit and retain.

LEARNING POLICY INSTITU
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The Goals of State School Finance Formulas

Modern state school finance formulas—aid distribution formulas—typically strive to achieve two
simultaneous objectives:

1. Accounting for differences in the costs of achieving equal educational opportunity
across schools and districts.

2. Accounting for differences in the ability of local public school districts to cover
those costs.

In most cases, local district ability to raise revenues is a function of both local taxable property
wealth and the incomes of local property owners, thus their ability to pay taxes on their properties.
Without sufficient targeted investments from the state, then, school revenues vary by the wealth of
those who live in different districts—with wealthier districts having more money to spend than poor
ones. States try to offset these inequalities, although they succeed to varying degrees depending

on how much money they put into the system and how they allocate it across functions (e.g.,
foundation aid, transportation costs, facilities) and different districts.

A typical state school finance formula implies that some basic funding level should be sufficient
to produce a given level of student outcomes in an average school district. Logically, then, if one
wishes to produce a higher level of outcomes, the foundation level should be increased. It costs
more to achieve higher outcomes, and the foundation level in a state school finance formula is the
too! used for determining the overall level of support to be provided.

As a rule of thumb, for a state school finance system to provide equal educational opportunity,
that system must provide sufficiently higher resources to ensure adequacy and equity in higher
need (e.g., higher poverty) settings than in lower need settings. Such a system is called progressive.
By contrast, many state school finance systems barely achieve “flat” funding between high- and
low-need settings, and still others remain regressive, spending more money on the education of
more affluent students than on those who have greater needs.

To secure the same quality of education across districts, resource levels may need to be adjusted to
permit districts in different parts of a state to recruit and retain teachers of comparable quality; that
is, the wages paid to teachers affect who will be willing to work in any given school. In other words,
teacher wages affect teacher quality, and in turn, they affect school quality and student outcomes.
This is plain common sense, and this teacher wage effect operates at two levels.

1. In general, teacher wages must be sufficiently competitive with other career
opportunities for similarly educated individuals. The overall competitiveness
of teacher wages affects the overall academic quality of those who choose to
enter teaching.

2. The relative wages for teachers across local public school districts determine the
distribution of teaching quality. Districts with more favorable working conditions
can pay a lower wage and attract the same teacher.

NING POLICY INSTIT
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Finally, adjusting funding based on student need in state school finance formulas assumes that the
additional resources can be leveraged to improve outcomes for students from low-income families
or students with limited English language proficiency. First, note that some share of the additional
resources is needed in higher poverty settings simply to provide for “real resource” equity—or to
pay the wage premium for doing the more complicated job, under less desirable working conditions.
Second, resource-intensive strategies such as reduced class sizes in the early grades, high-

quality early childhood programs, intensive tutoring, and extended learning time programs may
significantly improve outcomes of students from low-income families. And these strategies all come
with significant additional costs.

What About the Arguments That “Money Doesn't Matter”?

There has been a long-standing debate about whether increased resources actually improve student
achievement. The debate began in the 1960s with the influential Coleman report (1966), which
found a strong effect of student backgrounds on student achievement. Although the report did not
conclude that resources don’t matter, it was widely interpreted as suggesting that resources have
trivial effects on outcomes in comparison to student socioeconomic status.

After the release of the Coleman report, numerous scholars conducted studies to probe these
findings further. In 1986, 20 years after Coleman, economist Eric Hanushek published a paper
looking at these studies, which became one of the most widely cited sources for the claim that
money doesn’t matter.’ Hanushek tallied the findings of those studies. Some found a positive
relationship between spending and student outcomes, while others did not. He came to the
following conclusion: “There appears to be no strong or systematic relationship between school
expenditures and student performance.”®

This finding echoed for many years through the hails of state and federal courthouses, where school
funding is deliberated. However, many of the studies originally reviewed by Hanushek, published

in the 1960s and 1970s, had serious methodological flaws and would no longer pass muster, given
advances in data quality and statistical techniques.

The most direct rebuttal to Hanushek’s conclusion came in a series of re-analyses by University

of Chicago scholars Rob Greenwald, Larry Hedges, and Richard Laine,” who gathered the studies
originally cited by Hanushek in 1986 and conducted meta-analyses of those from the U.S. that met
research quality parameters such as peer review and use of proper statistical controls. They found
that, among statistically significant findings, the vast majority of study findings were positive (11:1)
as were most of the non-significant findings. They concluded:

“Global resource variables such as PPE [per-pupil expenditures] show strong and
consistent relations with achievement. In addition, resource variables that attempt
to describe the quality of teachers (teacher ability, teacher education, and teacher
experience) show very strong relations with student achievement.”

Digging deeper and exploring the relationship between a variety of resource and student outcome
measures, Greenwald, Hedges and Laine came to the conclusion that “a broad range of resources
were positively related to student outcomes, with ‘effect sizes’ large enough to suggest that moderate
increases in spending may be associated with significant increases in achievement.”?
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Other researchers looked with greater precision

at the measures of financial inputs to schooling Recent studies have invariably
that are most strongly associated with variations found a positive, statistically
in student outcomes. For example, Harold
Wenglinsky found that “per-pupil expenditures
for instruction and the administration of school student achievement gains and
districts are associated with achievement financial inputs.

because both result in reduced class size, which
raises achievement.”” Ron Ferguson found that
investments in teacher quality were particularly
effective in raising achievement.'

significant relationship between

More recent studies have added improvements, such as adjusting for regional cost differences!

and making other statistical corrections to measure inputs more precisely.}? These studies have
invariably found a positive, statistically significant relationship between student achievement gains
and financial inputs.’

To summarize this discussion of whether resources matter, it is important to recognize that
Hanushek’s original conclusion from 1986 was merely a statement of “uncertainty” about whether

a consistent relationship exists between spending and student outcomes—one that is big enough

to be important. His conclusion, based on many studies with methodological flaws, was that the
relationship was inconsistent. By the early 2000s, the cloud of uncertainty had largely lifted with
the more rigorous studies that followed, conducted by many finance scholars using detailed datasets
to examine more finely grained relationships between money and student outcomes. We review
some of these studies showing how money matters.
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Studies of the Qutcomes of School Finance Reforms

Investments in more adequate and equitable approaches to school funding have been delayed for
some time by both revenue challenges and the widely held view that “money doesn’t matter” when
it comes to educational outcomes. The question to be answered, however, is an empirical one:

What happens when states adjust their school funding systems to take pupils’ needs into greater
account? We now have two kinds of studies that answer this question: large-scale, cross-state
studies that look at the effects of reforms nationwide, and state-specific studies that look at changes
in outcomes over time as a function of school funding reforms. Both show positive cutcomes for
students of more progressive school funding changes.

National Longitudinal Studies of Schosl Finance Reforms

An increasing body of rigorous evidence, including multistate analyses over time, suggests that
substantive and sustained state school finance reforms are important for improving both the
level and distribution of short-term and long-term student outcomes. One such study found
“evidence that equalization of spending levels leads to a narrowing of test score outcomes across
family background groups.”™*

Access to increased longitudinal data on both local district level school finances and student
outcomes has enabled a new wave of research on the topic.!* One such analysis evaluated the long-
term effects on high school graduation rates and eventual adult income of substantial infusions of
funding to local public school districts through school finance reforms of the 1970s and 1980s.1¢
This study linked the presence of reforms to changes in the distribution of dollars and other
resources across schools and children, and the outcome effects of those changes. The researchers
found that “the estimated effect of a 21.7% increase in per-pupil spending throughout all 12
school-age years for children from low-income families is large enough to eliminate the education
attainment gap between children from low-income and non-poor families.” This size investment
led to a 20-percentage-point increase in graduation rates and, on average, an additional year of
educational attainment for these children.

“A 21.7% increase in per-pupil
spending throughout all 12
school-age years for children

Even lower levels of investment made a

sizable difference. The researchers found that
“increasing per-pupil spending by 10% in all 12
school-age years increases the probability of
high school graduation by 7 percentage points
for all students, by roughly 10 percentage
points for low-income children, and by 2.5
percentage points for non-poor children.” They
also observed positive effects on adult wages,
with a 9.6% increase in adult hourly wages, and
a substantial decrease in adult poverty rates
resulting from this size investment.'”

from low-income families is
large enough to eliminate the
education attainment gap
between children from low-
income and non-poor families.”

A recent study evaluated the influence of adequacy-oriented school funding reforms during
the 1990s and 2000s."® Using data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress, the
researchers found that “reforms cause gradual increases in the relative achievement of students
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in low-income school districts, consistent with the goal of improving educational opportunity for
these students. The implied effect of school resources on educational achievement is large.”"’

Another national longitudinal analysis found
that states with greater overall investment in
education resulting in more intensive staffing
per pupil tend to have higher outcomes for
children from low-income families, higher
performance in schools serving children from
low-income families, and smaller disparities
between schools serving children from low-
income families and schools serving more
advantaged populations.”®

States with greater overall
investment in education resulting
in more intensive staffing per pupil
tend to have higher outcomes

for children from low-income
families, higher performance in
schools serving children from
low-income families, and smaller
disparities between schools
serving children from low-income
families and schools serving
more advantaged populations.

And most recently, a study found that there isa
strong relationship between state school finance
reforms and graduation rates. Seven years after
the reforms, the poorest districts showed an
average 12% increase in per-pupil spending and
increases in graduation rates of between 6 and
12 percentage points.*

Collectively, these studies provide compelling
new evidence of the large-scale achievement and economic benefits of substantive and sustained
additional funding for schools serving higher-poverty student populations.

State-Level Studies of School Finance Reforms

Qver the years, several state-specific studies of school finance reforms have validated the positive
influence of those reforms on a variety of student outcomes. Massachusetts and Michigan reforms
of the 1990s are among the most studied. Both states implemented significant reforms to their
school finance systems in the early to mid-1990s, and maintained them for a decade or more,
although Massachusetts reforms have waned over the past decade and Michigan reforms have
largely collapsed.? Even the most vocal critics of school finance reform concede that Massachusetts
in particular may have struck the right balance between funding and accountability reforms.? These
reforms set standards for student learning and teacher preparation, while creating expectations and
systems to support improvement in response to data about student outcomes.

In 1993, following the McDuffy v. Secretary of Education lawsuit,” Massachusetts adopted a package
of far-reaching education reforms that included a new education funding formula under Chapter 70
of the state code.” Chapter 70 established a “foundation budget” for all districts, which calculates
expenditures for each district in each of 11 functional categories (e.g., administration, teachers,
pupil services, professional development, etc.), adjusted for wage costs and for the higher costs of
students in poverty, English learners, and those identified for special education. It then calculated
how much each district could afford to contribute (based on local revenues) and created a fund of
state aid to fill gaps when local revenue proved inadequate to meet the foundation level.?
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Figure 2
Revenue of High-Poverty Districts in Massachusetts 1995-2015
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Figure 2 shows the changes in revenue by source for high-poverty school districts in Massachusetts
since then. State aid per pupil scaled up dramatically from 1995 through 2000 and then climbed
more slowly through 2015. During this period, in McDuffy’s successor case Hancock v. Driscoll (2005),
Massachusetts’ Supreme Judicial Court held that while serious inadequacies in public education
remained, the state was working to systemically address those deficiencies and the funding system
did not violate Massachusetts’ constitutional duty as outlined in McDuffy.”

Figure 3 shows that these reforms had significant influence on the level and progressiveness of
funding and staffing for Massachusetts school districts. That is, over the period when state aid to
high-poverty schools was increased significantly, high-poverty districts received 40% more state
and local revenue per pupil than low-poverty districts, This raised current spending and staffing
ratios. Although the state still spends more on high-poverty than low-poverty districts, the degree
of progressiveness has waned since 2008, as state aid has remained flat for high-poverty districts
and local spending has increased for low-poverty districts.
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Figure 3
Progressiveness of Funding in Massachusetts 1995-2015
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Three studies of Massachusetts school finance reforms from the 1990s found positive effects on
student performance. The earliest study found that the combination of funding and accountability
reforms “has been successful in raising the achievement of students in the previously low-spending
districts.”? The second found that increases in per-pupil spending led to significant increases

in mathematics, reading, science, and social studies test scores for 4th- and 8th-grade students
overall.” The most recent of the three found that “changes in the state education aid following the
education reform resulted in significantly higher student performance.”®

Such findings have been replicated in other states, including Vermont, where studies of Act 60
school finance reforms in the late 1990s concluded the initiative “dramatically reduced dispersion in
education spending ... by weakening the link between spending and property wealth.” The research
also found that “student performance has become more equal in the post-Act 60 period.”*

Many other researchers have explored the effects of specific state school finance reforms over time,
In the early 1990s, Michigan eliminated the property tax as a source of school tax revenue and
replaced it with state funds generated through the sales tax and a new tax earmarked to schools.®
Proposal A dramatically improved funding equity among school districts by creating a minimum
per-pupil foundation allowance and by accelerating funding for the low-revenue school districts
more quickly than the other school districts, reducing inequality in spending among rich and poor
districts. Between 1993 and 2003, both revenues and expenditures increased by 60%, while funds
were more equitably distributed.
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Studies of Michigan’s school finance reforms
have shown positive effects on student A growing body of research
performance. One of these studies found that demonstrates that state school
“Proposal A was quite successful in reducing
interdistrict spending disparities. There was
also a significant positive effect on student positive effects on student
performance in the lowest spending districts as outcomes, raising educational
measured in state tests.”*> Another study found
significant positive effects on achievement in the
previously lower performing districts.®

finance reforms can have large,

attainment and reducing gap.

Similarly, a study of the effects of 1992 school

finance reforms in Kansas, which also involved primarily a leveling up of low-spending districts,*
found that a 20% increase in spending was associated with a 5% increase in the likelihood of
students going on to postsecondary education.®

To summarize, a growing body of research demonstrates that state school finance reforms can have
large, positive effects on student outcomes, raising educational attainment and reducing gaps.

The Costs of Common Qutcomes

A related body of studies has sought to determine the predicted cost of achieving state-mandated
outcome targets, and the weights or adjustments needed for children with different backgrounds to
have equal opportunity to achieve those goals. These studies find that:

= It costs more to achieve higher outcome goals—such as higher graduation rates or
test scores for all children—than lower outcome goals, all else being equal.

~» Student characteristics make a difference for costs. In particular, as concentrated
poverty increases, the costs of achieving any given level of outcomes increase
significantly.®®

» District features, especially size, also matter. The per-pupil costs of achieving a
given level of outcomes are sensitive to district structural characteristics, most
notably, economies of scale.®

As common sense would suggest, it takes more money to get a more ambitious job done, and it
takes more when students have greater needs. In fact, in a school district in which 100% of the
children come from low-income households, the costs of achieving common cutcome goals may be
double (or more) than those of a district with no children from low-income households.

\RNING POLICY INSTITUTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 10



51
How Money Is Used Matters

That money matters for improving school quality is grounded in the premise that having more
money provides schools and districts the opportunity to improve the qualities and quantities of
school- and classroom-level resources.

The primary resources involved in the production of schooling outcomes are human resources:
quantities and qualities of teachers, administrators, support, and other staff in schools. Quantities
of school staff are reflected in pupil-to-teacher ratios and average class sizes. Reduction of class
sizes or reductions of total teaching or specialist caseloads requires additional staff, thus additional
money, assuming the wages and benefits for additional staff remain constant. Qualities of school
staff depend in part on the compensation available to recruit and retain the staff—specifically
salaries and benefits, in addition to working conditions. Notably, working conditions may

be reflected in part through measures of workload, such as average class sizes, as well as the
composition of the student population.

A 2015 study explored how specific schooling resources responded to shifts in funding. The
researchers found that spending increases were associated with noticeable improvements in wages,
smaller pupil-teacher ratios, and longer school years.*® These investments in schooling resources
that occurred as a result of school finance reforms were likely responsible for the resultant gains in
student outcomes. Such findings are consistent with studies validating the link between spending
and staffing quantities.

Increased funding tends to lead to reduced class size as districts hire more teachers.”” A significant
body of research peints to the effectiveness of class-size reduction for improving student outcomes
and reducing gaps among students, especially for younger students and those who have been
previously low-achieving.®® These reductions for young children have long-term effects on
outcomes many vears into the future.* Often studies find that the effects of class size reduction on
achievement are greatest when certain smaller class thresholds (such as 15 or 18) are reached, and
are most pronounced for students of color and those in schools serving concentrations of students
in poverty.®

A 2013 study provides the most direct cost-effectiveness comparison of class size reduction policies
with other options for which sufficient data on costs and outcome benefits were available, finding
that “if focused on students in the poorest third of schools, then the cost-effectiveness of class size
reduction is within the range of other interventions.”

A recent comprehensive meta-analysis of programs and strategies for improving outcomes for
children from low-income households finds interventions that intensify human resources to be
particularly effective when compared with alternatives.”” Examining 101 studies from the past
15 years, the researchers found the largest effects on achievement were from interventions like
tutoring, small-group instruction, and coaching or mentoring of children’s teachers.

The major alternative to buying more staff is to invest more in each staff member—that is, to
improve wage competitiveness in order to recruit and retain higher quality teachers and other
school staff. Spending to achieve competitive wages also matters. A substantial body of literature
validates the conclusion that teachers’ overall wages and relative wages affect the quality of those
who choose to enter the teaching profession—and whether they stay once they get in. For example,
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one study found that salaries affect the decision to enter teaching and the duration of the teaching
career in Michigan,* while others concluded that higher salaries are associated with more qualified
teachers across states.*

And increases in teacher wages have been found in several studies to be associated with increased
student achievement—presumably because more capable teachers can be recruited and retained.*® A
study that adjusted for labor market differentials showed that:

Once we adjust for labor market factors, we estimate that raising teacher wages by
10 percent reduces high school dropout rates by 3 percent to 4 percent. Qur findings
suggest that previous studies have failed to produce robust estimates because they
lack adequate controls for non-wage aspects of teaching and market differences in
alternative occupational opportunities.®!

Sataries also play a potentially important role in improving the equity of student outcomes.
Although several studies have shown that higher salaries relative to labor market norms can draw
higher quality candidates into teaching, the evidence also indicates that relative teacher salaries
across schools and districts may influence the distribution of teaching quality. For example, a New
York study found that:

(T)eachers in districts with higher salaries relative to non-teaching salaries in the
same county are less likely to leave teaching and that a teacher is less likely to
change districts when he or she teaches in a district near the top of the teacher salary
distribution in that county.*?

In short, although salaries are not the only factor involved, they do affect the quality of the
teaching workforce, which in turn affects student outcomes. A permanent upward shift in the
competitiveness of teacher wages may substantively improve the quality of the teacher workforce
and, ultimately, student outcomes.

At the same time, research evaluating spending constraints or reductions has revealed the potential
harm to teaching quality that flows from leveling down or reducing spending. For example, a 2001
study noted that “using data from the National Center for Education Statistics, we find that tax
limits systematically reduce the average quality of education majors, as well as new public school
teachers in states that have passed these limits.”** The researchers also found that tax limitations
are associated with “larger student-teacher ratios and lower cost-of-living adjusted starting teacher
salaries, all else equal” and with “lower student performance on mathematics, science, social studies
and reading examinations, all else equal.®

California serves as a particularly dramatic case
study of the long-run detrimental effects of
strict tax and expenditure limits, following the been found in several studies
tax cap imposed by Proposition 13in 1979, A
series of studies illustrate the negative fallout
of Proposition 13 for the state’s public schools. student achievement—presumably
After 20 years of declining investments, analyses because more capable teachers
by the RAND Corporation and the Public Policy
Institute of California confirmed that, by 2000,
California students performed considerably

Increases in teacher wages have

to be associated with increased

can be recruited and retained.
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worse than those in other states, even after adjusting for language backgrounds, ethnicity,

and parental education.’ The RAND Corporation report found that the growing number of
underqualified teachers contributed to growing inequality in opportunities to learn. And according
to an analysis by Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE), the decline in funding and the
growing inequality in access to qualified teachers caused the relationship between socioeconomic
measures and achievement scores to grow stronger.*

Because of school funding inequities, many local public school districts across the nation must
serve high-need student populations with comparable or fewer financial resources than nearby
districts serving less-needy student populations.” This can affect both teacher quality and class
sizes negatively. Research has shown that school funding disparities in California and New York
were associated with disparities in teacher compensation and class sizes—the less funding, the
less competitive the compensation and the larger the classes.® Further, disparities in teacher
compensation were associated with disparities in teacher qualifications, with children from
low-income families and children of color often served by teachers with less training, education,
and experience.

Similarly, a national analysis identified several large states—including California, Illinois, Louisiana,
New York, Ghio, Pennsylvania, and Virginia—in which “district spending is positively associated
with competitive salary differentials, average teacher salaries, and numbers of certificated staff

per 100 pupils.”® Further, “In each of these states, district poverty rates are negatively associated
with competitive salary differentials, average teacher salaries and numbers of certified staff per 100
pupils.” Where high-need districts and schools have both larger classes and less competitive wages
than their neighbors, trading off one for the other simply isn’t an option. Both large classes and
lower quality teachers undermine educational quality for students.

To summarize:

£y

Reasonable class sizes matter for student achievement, especially in the early years
and for students who have more educational needs or attend high-poverty schools.

» The relative salaries of teachers, with respect to other labor market opportunities in
non-teaching fields, can substantively affect the quality of entrants to the teaching
profession, applicants to preparation programs, and student outcomes.

= Diminishing resources for schools can constrain both the number of teachers and
teacher salaries, thus reducing the quality of the labor supply.

= Salary differentials acvoss schools and districts—typically associated with
unequal school funding systems—affect how teachers sort across schools within
the profession.

= And, not surprisingly, how much money is available affects the competitiveness of
salaries and the reasonableness of student-teacher ratios.®
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Conclusions

The preponderance of evidence shows that resources do matter—and that state schoo! finance
reforms that create more adequate and equitable funding can improve student outcomes, especially
for students from low-income families.

First, improvements in the adequacy and equity of per-pupil spending are positively associated with
improved student outcomes. In some studies, the size of this effect is larger than in others, and, in
some cases, additional funding appears to matter more for some students than for others—typically
for students with the greatest educational needs. Clearly, there are other factors that moderate the
influence of funding on student outcomes, such as how that money is spent. But the association of
higher spending with better student outcomes holds true, on average, even in large-scale studies
across multiple contexts. On balance, in direct tests of the relationship between financial resources
and student outcomes, money matters.

Second, schooling resources that cost money, including class-size reductions and increased teacher
compensation, are positively associated with student outcomes, especially when they are used

strategically—for example, when resources are used to create optimal class sizes for young children
and those with greater needs, and when investments in salaries are used to improve teacher quality.

Third, sustained improvements to the level and distribution of funding across local public school
districts have been shown to lead to improvements in the level and distribution of student
outcomes, ranging from graduation rates to educational attainment and wages. While money alone
may not be the answer, adequate and equitable distributions of financial inputs to schooling provide
a necessary underlying condition for improving the adequacy and equity of outcomes. If the money
is there, schools can use it productively; if it is not, they cannot. But proper use of funds is also
important. Evidence from Massachusetts, in particular, suggests that appropriate combinations of
more funding with accountability grounded in thoughtful standards for students and teachers may
be most promising.

Given the preponderance of evidence that resources do matter and that state school finance reforms
can effect changes in student outcomes, it seems surprising that doubt has persisted, In many cases,
direct assertions are made that schools can do more with less money; that money is not a necessary
underlying condition for school improvement; and, in the most extreme cases, that cuts to funding
might actually stimulate improvements that past funding increases have failed to accomplish.

There is no evidence for these claims. On the :

contrary, there is evidence that money does Resources do matter, and state
matter. Schools and districts with more money
clearly have a greater ability to provide higher
quality, broader, and deeper educational more adequate and equitable
opportunities to the children they serve. k funding can improve student
Furthermore, in the absence of adequate funding,
or in the aftermath of deep cuts to existing
funding, schools are unable to do many of the from low-income families.
things necessary to develop or maintain the key
elements of quality education, and achievement
ultimately declines.

school finance reforms that create

outcomes, especially for students
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Without adequate funding, efficiency trade-offs (like focusing on teacher quality versus teacher
quantity) and innovations (like blended learning) that are broadly endorsed are impossible to
consider. One cannot trade spending money on class-size reductions for an increase in teacher
salaries to improve teacher quality if funding is not there for either—if class sizes are already large
and teacher salaries noncompetitive, And when these conditions occur where student needs are
greatest, the ability to provide the resources necessary to close learning gaps is missing.

The available evidence leaves little doubt: Sufficient financial resources, equitably distributed in
relation to pupil needs, are a necessary underlying condition for providing quality education.

LEARNING POLICY INST!

i HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHQOOLS 15



Lol

1

=~

10.

LEARNE

56

Endnotes

See for example, Hanushek, E. (2003). The structure of analysis and argument in plaintiff expert reports for
Williams v. State of California, p. 4. htip/Awvww.decentschools. org/expert_reports/hanushek _report.pdfl

For a comprehensive review of research on the effectiveness of early childhood education programs, see
Barnett, W. S. (2011). Effectiveness of early educational intervention. Science 333(6045), 975-978.

Baker, B. D. (2016). Does money matter in education? Washington, DC: Albert Shanker Institute.
Baker, B. D. (2016). Does money matter in education? Washington, DC: Albert Shanker Institute.

A later article by Hanushek, reiterating and updating his earlier findings, also shows up as widely cited
in the Social Science Citation Index: Hanushek, F. A. (1997). Assessing the effects of school resources on
student performance: An update, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 19(2): 141-164.

Hanushek, E. A. (1986).“Economics of schooling: Production and efficiency in public schools,” Journal
of Economic Literature 24(3): 1141-1177. A few years later, Hanushek paraphrased this conclusion as
“Variations in school expenditures are not systematically related to variations in student performance”
in Hanushek, E. A. (1989). “The impact of differential expenditures on school performance,” Educational
Researcher 18{4): 45-62.

R. Greenwald, L. Hedges and R. Laine, “The Effect of School Resources on Student Achievement,” Review of
Educational Research 66, no. 3 (1996): 361-396.

R. Greenwald, L. Hedges and R. Laine, “The Effect of School Resources on Student Achievement,” Review of
FEducational Research 66, no. 3 (1996): 361-396,

H. Wenglinsky, “How Money Matters: The Effect of School District Spending on Academic Achievement,”
Sociology of Education 70, no. 3 (1997): 221-237, at p. 221,

Ferguson, R. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why money matters, Harvard
Journal on Legislation, 28, 465-498.

. C.Taylor. “Does Money Matter? An Empirical Study Introducing Resource Costs and Student Needs into

Educational Production Function Analysis,” in Developments in School Finance, 1997, ed. W. ]. Fowler Jr.
{Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1998), http://
nees.ed.gov/pubsHS/9821 2. pdivpage=83,

. B.D. Baker, “Can Flexible Non-Linear Modeling Tell Us Anything New About Educational Productivity?”

Economics of Education Review 20, no. 1 (2001): 81-92; D. N, Figlio, “Functional Form and the Estimated
Effects of School Resources,” Economics of Education Review 18, no. 2 (1999): 242-252; and J. Dewey, T.
Husted and L. Kenny, “The Ineffectiveness of School Inputs: A Product of Misspecification,” Economics of
Education Review 19, no. 1 (2000): 27-45.

. For a more complete review of these studies, see Baker, B. D. (2017, October 20). School fuhding

myths & misdirects [Blog post]. Retrieved from https://schoolfinance 101.wordpress.com/2017/10/207
school-funding-myths-misdivects/.

. Card, D., & Payne, A. A. (2002). School Finance Reform, the Distribution of School Spending, and the

Distribution of Student Test Scores. Journal of Public Economics, 83(1), 49-82, at p. 49.

. One publicly available longitudinal data set can be found at: Baker, B. D., Srikanth, A., & Weber, M. A

(2016). Rutgers Graduate School of Education/Education Law Center: School Funding Fairness Data System,
httpy//www.schoolfundingfatress.org/data-download,

. Jackson, C. K., Johnson, R, C., & Persico, C. (2015). The effects of school spending on educational and

economic outcomes: Evidence from school finance reforms (NBER working paper #20847). Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research,

. Jackson, C. K., Johnson, R. C., & Persico, C. (2015). The effects of school spending on educational and

economic outcomes: Evidence from school finance reforms (NBER working paper #20847), Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research.

G POLICY INSTITUTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 16



19

20.

29,

30.

3L

32.

35,

57

. Lafortune, J., Rothstein, }., & Schanzenbach, D. W. (2015). School finance reform and the distribution of

student achievement. (Working paper). University of California at Berkeley. httpi/emb.berkeley.edu/~-
jrothst/workingpapers/LRS schoolfinance_120215.pdi

Lafortune, ]., Rothstein, J., & Schanzenbach, D. W. (2015). School finance reform and the distribution of
student achievement, (Working paper). University of California at Berkeley. hitp://emlberkeley.edu/~-
jrothst/workingpapers/LRS_schoolfinance_120215.pdf,

Baker, B. D., & Weber, M. (2016). Beyond the echo chamber: State investments and student outcomes in
U.S. elementary and secondary education. Journal of Education Finance, 42(1), 1-27; See also: Baker, B.D.,
Farrie, D., & Sciarra, D. G. (2016). Mind the gap: 20 years of progress and retrenchment in school funding
and achievement gaps. ETS Research Report Series, 2016(1), 1-37.

. Candelaria, C., & Shores, K. (2017). Court-ordered finance reforms in the adequacy era: Heterogeneous causal

effects and sensitivity, Stanford, CA: Center for Educational Policy Analysis.

. Baker, B. D. (2016). School finance & the distribution of equal educational Opportunity in the post-

recession U.S. Journal of Social Issues, 72(4), 629-655; See also Baker, B. D. (2016). Review of “School
spending and student achievement in Michigan: What'’s the relationship?” Boulder, CO: National Education
Policy Center.

. Hanushek, E. A, & Lindseth, A. A, (2009). Schoolhouses, Courthouses, and Statehouses: Solving the Funding-

Achievement Puzzle in America’s Public Schools, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

. McDuffy v. Secretary of the Executive Office of Education, 415 Mass. 545 (1993).

. Defining Adequate School Funding Level In Massachusetts. (2017), http:/www.doe. mass.edu/tinance/

chapter?0/chapter-cal.pdf.

. Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center. (2010). Demystifying the chapter 70 formula: How the

Massachusetts education funding system works. Boston, MA: Author. httpi/www. massbudget.org/
report_window.phptoc=Facts_10_22_10.html

. Hancock v. Driscoll, 443 Mass. 428 (2005).
28.

Downes, T. A., Zabel, I., & Ansel, D. (2009). Incomplete grade: Massachusetts education reform at 15,
Boston, MA: MassING, 5.

The magnitudes imply that a $1,000 increase in per-pupil spending leads to approximately a one

third to one half of a standard deviation increase in average test scores. It is noted that the state aid
driving the estimates is targeted to underfunded school districts, which may have atypical returns to
additional expenditures. Guryan, 1. (2001). Does money matter? Regression-discontinuity estimates from
education finance reform in Massachusetts (Working Paper No. 8269), Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research,

Nguyen-Hoang, P., & Yinger, ]. (2014). Education finance reform, local behavior, and student performance
in Massachusetts. Journal of Education Finance, 39, 297-322, at p. 297.

Downes, T. A. (2004). “School finance reform and school quality: Lessons from Vermont” in Yinger, J. (Ed.),
Helping Children Left Behind: State Aid and the Pursuit of Educational Equity, 283-313, at p. 312, Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Lockwood, A, School finance reform in Michigan: Proposal A-A retrospective. Lansing, MI: Office of
Revenue and Tax Analysis, Michigan Department of Treasury. https://www.michigan.gov/documents/
propa_3172_7.pdf.

. Roy, J. (2011). Impact of school finance reform on resource equatization and academic performance:

Evidence from Michigan. Education Finance and Policy, 6(2), 137-167, at p. 137,

. Papke, L. (2005). The effects of spending on test pass rates: Evidence from Michigan. Journal of Public

Economics, 89{5-6), 821-835.

Llopis-Jepsen, C. (2014, January 19). School finance shaped by history of lawsuits. The Topeka
Capital-Journal. http/icionline com/mews-education-state-government-stale/ 20 14-01-19/
school-finance-shaped-history-lawsuits,

UTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 17



EARNING POLICY INSTITUTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 18

36.

37

40.

41.

42.

43,

Y

58

Deke, J. (2003). A study of the impact of public school spending on postsecondary educational attainment
using statewide school district refinancing in Kansas, Economics of Education Review, 22, 275-284.

Duncombe, W., & Yinger, [. (2000). Financing higher student performance standards: The case of New
York State. Economics of Education Review 19, no. 4, 363-386; Reschovsky, A., & Imazeki, 1. (2001).
Achieving Educational Adequacy through School Finance Reform. Journal of Education Finance, 373-396;
Imazeki, |., & Reschovsky, A. (2004). Is No Child Left Behind an un (or under) funded federal mandate?
Evidence from Texas. National Tax Journal, 571-588; Imazeki, ]., & Reschovsky, A. {2006). Does No Child
Left Behind place a fiscal burden on states? Evidence from Texas. Education Finance and Policy 1, no. 2,
217-246; Imazeki, J., & Reschovsky, A. (2005). Assessing the use of econometric analysis in estimating
the costs of meeting state education accountability standards: Lessons from Texas. Peabody Journal of
Education 80, no. 3, 96-125.

. Downes, T. A., & Pogue, T. F. (1994). Adjusting school aid formulas for the higher cost of educating

disadvantaged students. National Tax Journal, 89-110; Duncombe, W., & Yinger, J. (1998). School finance
reform: Aid formulas and equity objectives. National Tax Journal, 239-262; Duncombe, W., & Yinger,

1. (1997). Why is it so hard to help Central City schools? Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 16,
no. 1, 85-113; Duncombe, W., & Yinger, 1. (2005). How much more does a disadvantaged student cost?
Economics of Education Review 24, no. 5, 513-532,

. See Baker, B. D. (2005). The emerging shape of educational adequacy: From theoretical assumptions

to empirical evidence. Journal of Education Finance, 259-287; See also Andrews, M., Duncombe, W., &
Yinger, J. (2002). Revisiting economies of size in American education: Are we any closer to a consensus?
Economics of Education Review 21, no. 3, 245-262; Duncombe, W., Miner, |., & Ruggiero, . (1995). Potential
cost savings from school district consolidation: A case study of New York. Economics of Education Review
14, no. 3, 265~284; Imazeki, J., & Reschovsky, A. (2003). Financing adeqguate education in rural settings.
Journal of Education Finance, 137-156; Gronberg, T. |, Jansen, D. W., & Taylor, L. L. (2011). The impact of
facilities on the cost of education. National Tax Journal 64, no. 1, 193-218.

Jackson, C. K., Johnson, R., & Persico, C. (2015). The effects of school spending on educational and economic
outcomes: Evidence from school finance reforms. (NBER Working Paper No. 20847). Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research.

Baker, B. D., & Weber, M. (2016). Beyond the echo chamber: State investments and student outcomes in
U.S. elementary and secondary education, Journal of Education Finance, 42(1), 1-27.

See also: Baker, B. D., Farrie, D., & Sciarra, D. G. {2016). Mind the gap: 20 years of progress and retrench-
ment in school funding and achievement gaps. ETS Research Report Series, 2016(1), 1-37.

Baker, B. D. (2016). Does money matter in education? Washington, DC: Albert Shanker Institute; Finn, 1. D.,
& Achilles, C. M. (2009). Tennessee’s class size study: Findings, implications, misconceptions. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 21(2), 97-109; Finn, J. D., Gerber, S. B., Achilles, C. M., & Boyd-Zaharias,

I. (2001). The enduring effects of smali classes. Teachers College Record, 103(2), 145~183; Krueger, A.
(2001). Would smaller class sizes help close the black-white achievement gap? (Working Paper No. 451),
Princeton, NJ: Industrial Relations Section, Department of Economics, Princeton University; Levin, H.

M. (2007). The public returns to public educational investments in African American males. Economics

of Education Review 26(6), 699~708; Konstantopoulos, S., & Chun, V. (2009). What are the long-term
effects of small classes on the achievement gap? Evidence from the lasting benefits study. American
Journal of Education, 116(1), 125~154; Krueger, A, (1999). Experimental estimates of education production
functions. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114(2), 497~532; Dynarski, S., Hyman, }., & Schanzenbach, D.
W. (2013}, Experimental evidence on the effect of childhood investments on postsecondary attainment
and degree completion. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 32(4), 692-717; Chetty, R., Friedman, |.
N., Hilger, N,, Saez, E., Schazenbach, D. W. & Yagan, D. (2010). How does your kindergarten classroom affect
your earnings? Evidence from Project STAR (NBER Working Paper No. 16381). Cambridge, MA; National
Bureau of Economic Research; Lubienski, S. T, Lubienski, C., & Crawford-Crane, C. (2008). Achievement
differences and school type: The role of school climate, teacher certification, and instruction. American
Journal of Education, 115, 97-138,

Kim, J. (2006/2007). The relative influence of research on class-size policy. Brookings Papers on Education
Policy, 273-295; Glass, G. V., & Smith, M. {1979}, Meta-analysis of class size and achievement. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 1(1), 2-16.



45.

46.

£
-2

48.

49,

W
—

wy
ot

W
o

60.

59

Mosteller, F. (1995). The Tennessee study of class size in the early school grades. The future of children,
113-127; Nye, B., Hedges, L. V., & Konstantopoulos, §. (1999). The long-term effects of small classes: A
five-year follow-up of the Tennessee class size experiment. Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 21(2), 127-142;
Kim, J. (2006/2007). The relative influence of research on class-size policy. Brookings Papers on Education
Policy, 273~295.

Dynarski, S., Hyman, ., & Schanzenbach, D. W. (2013). Experimental Evidence on the Effect of Childhood
Investments on Postsecondary Attainment and Degree Completion. Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management, 32(4), 692-717.

. Dietrichson, 1., Bag, M., Filges, T., & Klint Jergensen, A. M. (2017). Academic interventions for elementary

and middle school students with low socioeconomic status: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Review of Educational Research, 87(2), 243-282. For a summary of the findings of this article, see: hitps://
fredrikdeboer.com/2017/05/ 16/ study-of-the-week-what-actually-helps-poor-students-human-beings/,

Murnane, R. I., & Olsen, R. (1989). The effects of salaries and opportunity costs on length of state in
teaching: Evidence from Michigan. Review of Economics and Statistics, 71, 347-352.

Figlio, D. N. (1997). Teacher salaries and teacher quality. Economics Letters, 55, 267-271. Figlio, D. N.
(2002). Can public schools buy better-qualified teachers? Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 55,
686-699; See also, Ferguson, R. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why money
matters. Harvard Journal on Legislation, 28, 465-~498.

. Ferguson, R. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why money matters. Harvard

Journal on Legislation, 28, 465-498; Greenwald, R., Hedges, L. V., & Laine, R. D. (1996). The Effect of
School Resources on Student Achievement. Review of Educational Research, 66(3), 361-396; Loeb, S., &
Page, M. (2000). Examining the link between teacher wages and student outcomes: The importance of
alternative labor market opportunities and non-pecuniary variation. Review of Economics and Statistics,
82, 393-408.

. Loeb, 8., & Page, M. (2000). Examining the link between teacher wages and student outcomes: The

importance of alternative labor market opportunities and non-pecuniary variation. Review of Economics
and Statistics, 82, 393-408.

. Ondrich, ., Pas, E., & Yinger, ]. (2008). The determinants of teacher attrition in upstate New York. Public

Finance Review, 36(1), 112-144.

. Figlio, D. N., & Rueben, K. (2001). Tax limits and the qualifications of new teachers. Journal of Public

Economics, 80(1), 49-71; See also Downes, T. A, & Figlio, D. N. (1999). Do tax and expenditure limits
provide a free lunch? Evidence on the link between limits and public sector service quality, National Tax
Journal, 52, 115128,

Figlio, D. N. (1997). Did the “tax revolt” reduce school performance? Journal of Public Economics, 65(3),
245-269.

. Carroll, S., Reichardt, R., & Guarine, C. (2000). The distribution of teachers among California’s school

districts and schools. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation; Sonstelie, |., Brunner, E., & Ardon, K. (2000).
For better or for worse? School finance reform in California. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute
of California.

. Policy Analysis for California Education (2000). Crucial issues in California education 2000: Are the reform

pleces fitting together? Stanford, CA: Author.

. Baker, B. D. (2014). America’s most financially disadvantaged school districts and how they got that way: How

state and local governance causes school funding disparities. Washington, DC: Center for American Progress.

. Adamson, F., & Darling-Hammond, L. (2012). Funding disparities and the inequitable distribution of

teachers: Evaluating sources and solutions. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 20, 37. http://epag.asu.edu/
ols/articlesview/ 1053,

. Baker, B. D., & Weber, M. (2016). State school finance inequities and the limits of pursuing teacher equity

through departmental regulation. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24, 47.

Baker, B. D., Farrie, D., & Sciarra, D. G, (2016). Mind the gap: 20 years of progress and retrenchment in
school funding and achievement gaps. ETS Research Report Series, 2016(1), 1-37.

NING POLICY INSTITUTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 19



60

E | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS

20



61
About the Author

Bruce Baker is a professor in the Graduate School of Education at Rutgers in New Jersey. From
1997 to 2008, he was a professor at the University of Kansas in Lawrence. He co-authored
Financing Education Systems, a graduate-level textbook on school finance policy, and has written a
multitude of peer-reviewed research articles on state school finance policy, teacher labor markets,
school leadership labor markets, and higher education finance and policy. His recent work has
focused on measuring cost variations associated with schooling contexts and student population
characteristics, including ways to improve state school finance policies and local district aliocation
formulas (including weighted student funding) to better meet the needs of students. Baker has also
consulted for state legislatures, boards of education, and other organizations on education policy
and school finance issues.

LICY INSTITUTE | HOW MONEY MATTERS FOR SCHOOLS 21



62

LEARNING

1530 Page Mill Road, Suite 200
Palo Alto, CA 94304

p: 650.332.9797

1301 Connecticut Avenue NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

p: 202.830.0079
@LPI_Learning | learningpolicyinstitute.org

The Learning Policy Institute conducts and communicates independent, high-quality research to improve education
policy and practice. Working with policymakers, researchers, educators, community groups, and others, the institute
seeks to advance evidence-based policies that support empowering and eguitable learning for each and every child.
Nonprofit and nonpartisan, the Institute connects policymakers and stakeholders at the local, state, and federal
levels with the evidence, ideas, and actions needed to strengthen the education system from preschool through
college and career readiness.



Center on

63

820 First Street NE, Suite 510

==="‘ii B«udget Washington, DC 20002
1] and T X . Tel: 202-408-1080
HEaEE anda POllCV wx: 202-408-1056
Yy . Ve W
PR ry LRI chpp.ory
Priorities

November 29, 2017

A Punishing Decade for School Funding

By Michael Leachman, Kathleen Masterson, and Eric Figueroa

Public investment in K-12 schools — crucial for communities to thrive and the U.S. economy to
offer broad opportunity — has declined dramatically in 2 number of states over the last decade.
Worse, some of the deepest-cutting states have also cut income tax rates, weakening their main
revenue source for supporting scheols.

Most states cut school funding after the recession hit, and it took years for states to restore their
funding to pre-recession levels. In 2015, the latest year for which comprehensive spending data are
available from the U.S. Census Bureau, 29 states were still providing less total school funding per
student than they were in 2008.

In most states, school funding has gradually improved since 2015, but some states that cut very
deeply after the recession hit are still providing much less support. As of the current 2017-18 school
yvear, at least 12 states have cut “general” or “formula” funding — the primary form of state support
for elementary and secondary schools — by 7 percent or more per student over the last decade,
according to a survey we conducted using state budget documents. (See Appendix.) Seven of those
12 — Arizona, Idaho, Kansas, Michigan, Mississippi, Notth Carolina, and Oklahoma — enacted
income fax rate cuts costing tens or hundreds of millions of dollars each year rather than restore
education funding. One of these — Kansas — repealed some of the tax cuts earlier this year and
increased school funding, but not enough to restore previous funding levels or satisfy the state’s
Supreme Court, which recently ruled that the funding is unconstitutionally inadequate.’

Our country’s future depends heavily on the quality of its schools. Increasing financial support
can help K-12 schools implement proven reforms such as hiring and retaining excellent teachers,
reducing class sizes, and expanding the availability of high-quality eatly education. Soit’s
problematic that some states have headed sharply in the opposite direction over the last
decade. These cuts risk undermining schools’ capacity to develop the intelligence and creativity of
the next generation of workers and entrepreneurs.

Qur analysis of the most recent Census data available on state and local funding for schools also
indicates that, after adjusting for inflation:

! - . . . .
" Hunter Woodall and Katy Bergen, “Kansas Supreme Court rules new school finance formula is unconstitutional,”
Star, Qctober 2, 2017, http:/ /www .k

Kansas nsascity.com/news/politics-government/article 1 7660673 1 hrml.
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» Twenty-nine states provided less overal/ state funding per student in the 2015 school year (the
most recent year available) than in the 2008 school year, before the recession took hold.

« In 19 states, local government funding per student fell over the same period, adding to the
damage from state funding cuts. In states where local funding rose, those increases usually did
not make up for cuts in state support.

As common sense suggests — and academic research confirms — money matters for educational
outcomes. For instance, poor children who attend better-funded schools are more likely to
complete high school and have higher earnings and lower poverty rates in adulthood.?

States cut K-12 funding — and a range of i
other areas, including higher education, health .
care, and human services — as a result of the K-12 Fu.ndmg‘ Fell Sharply After
2007-09 recession, which sharply reduced state Recession Hit

revenue. Emergency fiscal aid from the federal Change in funding per pupil compared to 2008,
government prevented even deeper cuts but ran inflation adjusted
out before the economy recovered, and states
chose to address their budget shortfalls $50
disproportionately through spending cuts rather 50 Local funding
than a more balanced mix of service cuts and -150 Wfff
revenue increases. Some states have worsened =250
their revenue shortfalls by cutting taxes. 2350
-450
Restoring school funding should be an urgent  ggg State funding
priority. Steep state-level K-12 spending cuts 650
have serious consequences: 750
. . -850 - ; E e — .
* Weakening a key funding source for 08 09 10 M 12 B MW OB

school districts. Some 47 percent of K-
12 spending nationally comes from state
funds (the share varies by state).” Cuts at
the state level force local school districts
to scale back educational services, raise
morte local revenue to cover the gap, or both. And because property values fell sharply after
the recession hit, it was particularly difficult for local school districts to raise significant
additional revenue through local property taxes without raising tax rates, a politically
challenging task even in good times. (See Figure 1.)

Hwaii and Indian @ to lack of dota.

» Slowing the economy’s recovery from the recession. School districts began cutting
teachers and other employees in mid-2008 when the first round of budget cuts took effect,
federal employment data show. By mid-2012, local school districts had cut 351,000 jobs.

2 . Kirabo Jackson, Rucker C. Johnson, and Claudia Persico, “The Effects of School Spending on Educational and
Economic Outcomes: Evidence from School Finance Reforms,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, October 1, 2015, See also
Brace Baker, “Does ’\Yoncv Matter in Education?” second edition, Albert ‘Shanker Institute, 2016,

3 U.S. Census Bureau, Public Elementary-Secondary Education Finance Data.
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Since then some of the jobs have been restored, but the number is still down 135,000 jobs
compared with 2008." These job losses reduced the purchasing power of workers’ families,
weakening overall economic consumption and thus slowing the recovery.

» Impeding reforms widely acknowledged to boost student achievement. Many states
and school districts have identified as a priority reforms to prepare children better for the
future, such as improving teacher quality, reducing class sizes, and increasing student learning
time. Deep funding cuts hamper states” and districts” ability to implement many of these
reforms. For example, while the number of public K-12 teachers and other school wotkers
has fallen by 135,000 since 2008, the number of students has 7isen by 1,419,000, At a time
when producing wotkers with high-level technical and analytical skills is increasingly important
to a country’s prosperity, large cuts in funding for basic education could cause lasting barm.

These trends are very concerning to the country’s future prospects. The health of the nation’s
economy and our quality of life will depend crucially on the creativity and intellectual capacity of our
people. If we neglect our schools, we diminish our future.

State Funding Fell Sharply, and Local
Funding Didn’t Make Up the States Provide Nearly Half

Difference of School Funding

K-12 schools in evety state rely heavily on Share of total K-12 education funding, 2015
state aid. On average, 47 percent of school
revenues in the United States come from state Federal - ~State

funds. Local governments provide another 45 revenue
petcent; the rest comes from the federal
government. (See Figure 2.)

reventie

Loca

States typically distribute most of their
N revenug

funding through a formula that allocates money
to school districts. Fach state uses its own
formula. Many states, for instance, tatget at
least some funds to districts with greater student
need {e.g., more students from low-income
families) and less ability to raise funds from
property taxes and other local revenues.
However, this targeting often doesn’t fully
equalize educational spending across wealthy and poot school districts.

In addition to this “general” or “formula” funding, states typically provide revenue for other,
more specific purposes, such as bus transportation, contributions to school employee pension plans,

+ CBPP analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data.

* See Bruce Baker, David Sciarra, and Dandelle Farde, “Is School Funding Fair? A National Report Card,” sixth edition,
Education Law Center, January 2017, https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BxtYmwry VIOOVDhRGIDOURIVED /view;
Richard Coley and Bruce Baker, “Poverty and Education: Finding the Way Forward,” ETS Center for Research on
Human Capital and Education, July 2013, pp. 36-37,
http/ /wwwets.org /s /research/pdf/ rty _and _education report.pdf.
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and teacher training, States vary in what they include in their general funding formula and what they
fund outside the formula.

Because schools rely so heavily on state aid, cuts to state funding (especially formula funding)
generally force local school districts to scale back educational services, raise more revenue to cover
the gap, or both.

When the Great Recession hit, however, property values fell sharply, making it hard for school
districts to raise local property taxes ~— schools’ primary local funding source — without raising
rates, which is politically challenging even in good times. Raising rates was particularly difficult
during a severe recession with steep declines in housing values in many areas.

As a result, local funding for schools fell after the recession took hold, exacerbating the even
steeper fall in state funding, Local funding still hadn’t fully recovered in 2015, leaving total state and
local K-12 funding per student still well below pre-recession levels as of that school year, the latest
for which these data are available in most states. Our analysis of the latest Census data (which
includes data from 48 states®) finds that, after adjusting for inflation:

* In 29 states, total state funding per student was lower in the 2015 school year than in the 2008
school year, before the recession took hold. (See Figure 3.)
o In 17 states, the cut was 10 percent or mote.”

+ In 19 states, /ocal fanding per student fell over the same period. In the other 29 states for
which we have data, local fanding rose, but those increases usually did not make up for cuts in
state support.

* In 29 states, total state and local funding combined fell between the 2008 and 2015 school years.
(See Figure 8 in the Appendix for state-by-state figures.)

¢ Hawaii and Indiana are excluded. Hawaii does not distinguish between state and local funding, as it contains just one
school district. Indiana shifted a large share of school funding in 2009 from local governments to the state; that shift is
the primary reason why it’s not possible to accurately compare state funding in 2008 to funding in recent years.

" Count includes Delaware, where the cut equaled 9.95 percent.
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Total State K-12 Funding Below 2008 Levels
in Most States

Percent change in total state funding per student, inflation adjusted, fiscal
years 2008-2015

[$33
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Current-Year Data Show General Formula Funding Still Way Down in Most of
the Deepest-Cutting States

Data on total state and local school funding aren’t yet available for the carrent (2018) school year
in most states. However, the necessary data are available to compare general jormula funding — the
primary state funding soutce for schools — this year with funding before the recession took
hold.* We reviewed these data for 12 states that our research last year showed had cut formula
funding most deeply.”

This survey found that, after adjusting for inflation:
» Each of the 12 states is still providing at least 7 percent less general aid per student this year
than in 2008 (see Figure 4).

e In cight of those 12 states, the cuts are 10 percent or morte, and Kansas’ cut is only shghtly
smaller, at 9.9 percent.

Almost half of these states raised per-pupil general formula funding in the last year (see Figure 5),
but those increases weren’t enough to offset eatlier cuts.

» Five of the 12 states raised general funding per student in 2018, after adjusting for inflation.

+ None of those states raised funding enough in the last year to make up for cuts in earlier years.
For example, Oklahoma’s $2-per-pupil increase this year was far from enough to offset the
state’s $1,058-per-pupil cut over the previous nine years.

» Seven of the 12 states — Alabama, Arizona, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Texas, and
West Virginia — it per-student funding even further this year.

# Hawail and Wyoming were omitted due to insufficient data, Indiana was excluded because changes in its education
formulas between fiscal years 2008 and 2017 prevent meaningful comparisons across years.

? This analysis examines the 12 states with the deepest cuts in “formula” or general K-12 education funding as identified
in CBPP’s 2016 paper “After a Nearly a Decade, School Investments Still Way Down in Some States.” These states are
Alabama, Arizona, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Notth Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and West
Virginia, While Wisconsin appeated among the 12 deepest-cutting states in our 2016 paper, that state has been
providing school districts with an increasingly lazge amount of general funding outside of the state formula. Including
this non-formula general aid, Wisconsin’s cuts since 2007-08 are not in the top 12,
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State General Funding Per Student Still Far
Below 2008 in at Least 12 States

Percent change in state formula funding” per student, inflation adjusted,
fiscal years 2008-2018

inia

Why Have States Cut Funding So Deeply?

States’ large K-12 cuts reflect a combination of outside factors, such as weak revenues and rising
education costs, and state policy choices, such as relying on spending cuts to close budget shortfalls
and enacting recent fax cuts.

» States relied heavily on spending cuts after the recession hit, States disproportionately
relied on spending cuts to close their large budget shortfalls after the recession hit, rather than
a more balanced mix of spending cuts and revenue increases. Between fiscal years 2008 and
2012, states closed 45 percent of their budget gaps through spending cuts and only 16 percent
through taxes and fees. (They closed the rest with federal aid, reserves, and various other
measures.)”

« State revenues have been hurt this year and last by a variety of factors, including falling
oil prices, delayed sales of capital, and sluggish sales tax growth. Oklahoma, Texas, and West
Virginia, for example, have been hurt by declines in prices for oil and other natural resources.
In addition, some states have seen weaket-than-projected growth in income tax revenue as
investors held off on selling capital in anticipation of a federal capital gains tax cut. And sales

10 CBPP caleulations based on our survey of state budget documents, in-state experts, and other materials. See Elizabeth
McNichol, “Out of Balance: Cuts in Setvices Have Been States’ Primary Response to Budget Gaps, Harming the
Nation’s Economy,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 18, 2012, hirp://www.chpp.org/research/out-of
balance.

=-J
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tax growth has been slow, as well, as consumers have remained cautious long after the end of
the Great Recession and untaxed Internet sales have continued to grow.'

» Some states cut taxes deeply. Not only did many states avoid raising new revenue after the
tecession hit, but some enacted large tax cut, further reducing revenues. Seven of the 12
states with the biggest cuts in general school funding since 2008 — Arizona, Idaho, Kansas,
Michigan, Miﬁiiseippi North Carolina, and Oklahoma — have also cut income tax rates in
recent years.” (See Figure 6.)

Costs are rising. Costs of state-funded services have risen since the recession due to
inflation, demographic changes, and tising needs. For example, there are about 1.4 million
mote K-12 students and 1.3 million more public college and university students now than in
2008, the U.S. Department of Education estimates.”

Federal funding for most forms of state and local aid has fallen. Federal policymakers
have cut ongoing federal funding for states and localities — outside of Medicaid — in recent
years, thereby worsening state fiscal conditions. The part of the federal budget that includes
most forms of funding for states and localities outside of Medicaid, known as non-defense
“discretionary” funding (that is, funding that is annually appropriated by Congress), is near
record lows as a share of the economy.” Federal spending for Title I — the major federal
assistance program for high-poverty schools — is down 6.2 percent since 2008, after adjusting
for inflation.”

i Ehzaberh McNichol md Sam.mtha Waxman, “States F(xced Revenue Shortfalls in 2017 Despite Growing Fconom;, >

"% Mississippi's rate cuts will first take effect in 2018.
13 National Center for Education Statistics, Table 6; and Digest of Education Statistics: 2016, Tables 203.20 and 303.10.

' Richard Kogan, “House Budget Would Cut Non-Defense Programs to Historic Lows,” Center on Budget and Policy
Prorities, July 19, 2017, https:/ /www.cbpp.org/blog/house-budget-would-cut-non-defense-programs-to-historic-lows.

5 CBPP analysis of data from the Office of Management and Budget. These cuts include the automatic, across-the-
board cuts known as sequestration, as well as other cuts also resulting from the 2011 Budget Control Act.
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Seven of the Deepest-Cutting States in the Last Decade
Also Cut General Funding Per Student This Year

Percent change in state formula funding® per student, inflation adjusted,
fiscal years 2017-2018

North Carolina
Utah

Kansas

ldaho

K-12 Cuts Have Serious Consequences

Local school districts typically struggle to make up for major state funding cuts on their own, so
the cuts have led to job losses, which deepened the recession and slowed the economy’s
recovery. They also have impeded important state education reform initiatives at a time when
producing wortkers with high-level technical and analytical skills is increasingly important to the
countty’s prosperity.

A study on the impact of school financing reforms beginning in the 1970s highlighted the
importance of adequate funding for the success of children — especially low-incomze children — in
school and later in the workplace. Examining data on more than 15,000 children born between
1955 and 1985, the study found that poor children whose schools received an estimated 10 percent
increase in per-pupil spending (adjusted for inflation) before they began public school, and
maintained that increase over their 12 years of school, were 10 percentage points more likely to
complete high school than other poor children. They also had 10 percent higher earnings as adults
and were 6 percentage points less likely as adults to be poor.'

16 Jackson, Johnson, and Pessico.
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Seven of Twelve States With Deepest
K-12 Cuts Also Cut Income Taxes

States with deepest formula funding cuts,”
2008-2018

&2 Also cut personal or corporate
income tax rates since 2008

~282%§W¢%’é§f?

Local School Districts Hard Pressed to Replace Lost State Funding

Property values fell sharply after the recession hit, making it difficult for local school districts to
raise significant additional revenue through the property tax to make up for state funding cuts.
Property values later improved, but the impact on property tax revenues was delayed. (There’s
generally a significant time lag between when home prices tise and when property tax assessments
register the inerease.)” Local school districts can seek to raise property tax rales, but those increases
are usually politically difficult and sometimes legally restricted.

For these reasons, property tax revenue growth nationwide has been modest over the last decade.
While revenues initially surged as property taxes caught up with the rapid growth in home prices
associated with the pre-recession housing bubble, they fell sharply once home prices plummeted,
and then rose only slowly. The overall result: after the recession hit at the end of 2007, property tax

' Recent research suggests it generally takes about three years for property tax revenues to reflect increased property
values, See Byron F. Lutz, "The Connection Between House Price Appreciation and Property Tax Revenues,” Federal
Reserve Board of Governors, September 12, 2008,

http://www. federalreserve.gov/pubs/feds /2008/200848 /200848pap.pdf.
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revenue growth nationally averaged only about 1.7 percent above inflation annually through 2016 —
far from enough to make up for declining state support and tising student enrollment,™

Beyond raising local revenues, school districts have few options for preserving investments in
education. Some localities could divert funds from other services to shore up school budgets, but
this could impair other critical services, like police and fire protection.

Capital Spending to Build and Renovate Schools Also Down

States and localities use capital spending to build new schools, renovate and expand facilities, and equip
schools with more modem technologies. In most states, capital spending fell sharply after the recession hit,
as did the non-capital school funding discussed in this paper.

Elementary and high schools nationally cut capital spending by $23 billion or 31 percent between fiscal
years 2008 and 2015 (the latest year avallable), after adjusting for inflation. (See chart.)

Thirty-seven states cut capital spending relative to inflation over this period, in many cases drastically. Six
states cut capital spending by more than half. Nevada, the state with the sharpest reductions, cut capital
spending by 82 percent.

Capital Spending for K-12 Schools Well Below
2008 Levels

Total capital spending, public school systems, inflation adjusted

$80 bill

2008 2009 2010 20m 2012 2013 204 2015

L And U ading

apiial s

1# CBPP analysis of data from the U.S, Census Burean’s Quarterly Summary of State and Local Taxes, extracted on
August 15, 2016.

11
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Cuts Undermine Education Reforms

Many states have undertaken education reforms such as supporting professional development to
imptove teacher quality, improving interventions for young children to heighten school readiness,
and turning around the lowest-achieving schools. Deep cuts in state K-12 spending can undermine
those reforms by limiting the funds generally available to improve schools and by terminating or
undercutting specific reform initiatives. Reforms endangered by funding cuts include:

» Improving teacher quality. Research suggests that teacher quality 1s the most important
school-based determinant of student success.”” Recruiting, developing, and retaining high-
quality teachers ate therefore essental to improving student achievement. School budget cuts
make these tasks far more difficult. Teacher salaries make up a large share of public education
spending, so funding cuts inevitably restrict districts” ability to expand teaching staffs and
supplement wages. In 39 states, the average teacher’s salary declined relative to inflation
between the 2010 and 2016 school years (the latest year with comparable data for all states).™
And low teacher pay is 2 key factor behind shortages of qualified teachers in many schools”

» Trimming class size. Evidence suggests that smaller class sizes can boost achievement,
especially in the eatly grades and for low-income students.” Yet small class sizes are difficult
to sustain when schools cut spending and enrollment rises. In Nevada, for example, the
student-to-teacher ratio rose from 18.3 to 21.2 between the 2008 and 2015 school years.”
The United States as a whole has about 1,419,000 more K-12 students this school year than in
2008 but 135,000 fewer teachers and other school workers.™

.

Expanding learning time, Many experts believe that more student learning time can
improve achievement.”® Budget cuts make it more difficult to extend instructional
opportunities because extending learning time generally adds costs. Some states have even o/
student learning time due to budget cuts. When Arizona eliminated funding for full-day
kindergarten, for example, some school districts responded by offering only a half-day

1 See for example, “Empowering Effective Teachers: Readiness for Reform,” Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
Research Brief, February 2010, http://www.gates foundation org /united-states /Documents /empowering-effective-
teachers-readiness-for-reform.

2 National Center for Education Statistics, “Estimated average annual salaty of teachers in public elementary schools, by
state: Selected years, 1969-70 through 2015-16,” Table 211.60,
btps://ncesed.gov/programs/digest/d16/tables/dt16 211.60.asp.

2! See Linda Dading-Hammond, “Where Have All the Teachers Gone?” Learming Policy Institute, September 20, 2017,

olicy

stitute.org/blog/where -have-all-tes

22 See Diane Whitmore Schanvzenbach, “Does Class Size Marter?” National Education Policy Center, February 2014,
htip:/ /nepe.colorado.edu/ publication /does-class-size-marter. See also Matthew M. Chingos and Grover J. “Russ”
Whitehurst, “What Research Says and What it Means for State Policy,” Brookings Institution, May 11, 2011,

bt/ S brookings.edu/research/papers /2011 /05/1 1 -class-size-whitehurst-chingos.

2 National Center for Education Statistics data, “Public elementary and secondary teachers, enrollment, and
pupil/teacher ratios, by state or jurisdiction,” Table 208.40, 2016,
https:/ /ncesed gov/programs/digest /d16 /rables /dr16 208.40.asp.

2 National Center for Education Statistics and Bureau of Labor Statistics data.

% See for example, Center for American Progress, “Expanded Learning Time By the Numbers,” April 22, 2010,
hup://ednamericanprogress.org /wp-content/uploads /issues /2010/04 /pdf/ele by the numbers.pdf.
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program or by requiring parents to pay a fee for a full-day program, likely reducing the
number of children who can attend.™

» Providing high-quality early education. A number of studies conclude that pre-
kindergarten or preschool programs can improve cognitive skills, especially for disadvantaged
children,” but many states cut funding for those programs after the recession hit. By 2016,
the average state had restored preschool funding per enrolled child, but some states were still
providing significantly less. For example, between 2008 and 2016, Nevada reduced per-pupil
state funding for pre-K by 39.5 percent or $1,448 after adjusting for inflation.”

Cuts Slowed the Economy and Can Inhibit Long-Term Growth

State K-12 cuts slowed the economic recovery by reducing overall economic activity after the
recession officially ended in mid-2009. They forced school districts to lay off teachers and other
employees, reduce pay for the remaining
workers, and cancel contracts with suppliers and

other businesses. These steps removed
consumer demand from the economy, which in
turn discoutraged businesses from making new
investments and hiring.

Federal employment data show that school
districts began cutting teachers and othet
employees in mid-2008, when the first round of
budget cuts began taking effect. By 2012, local
school districts had cut about 351,000 jobs.
They’ve since added back some of the jobs, but
the number is still down 135,000 compared with
20087 (See Figure 7.)

In addition, education spending cuts have cost
an unknown but likely significant number of
private-sector jobs as school districts canceled or
scaled back purchases and contracts (for
instance, buying fewer textbooks). These job
losses shrink the purchasing power of workers’
families, which in turn affects local businesses
and slows recovery.

K-12 Education Jobs Have Fallen
as Enrollment Has Grown

Change, fall 2008 to fall 2017

1,419,000

-135,000
Education Student
jobs enroliment

# See for example, Paul Rhoden, “Local School Districts Return to Fee-Based, All-Day Kindergarten,” Dasly Conrter,

April 3, 2010, hitp://www.dcousier.com/news/ 2010 /apr/03 /local-school-districts-return-to-fee-based-all-da/.

¥ Julia Isaacs, “Research Brief #1: State Pre-Kindergarten,” Brookings Institution, September 2008,
hups:/{www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads /2016/07/09 early_programs_brefl pdf.

2 W. 8. Barnett ¢/ al, “The state of preschool 2016: State preschool yearbook,” National Institute for Early Education

Research, 2017, p. 7.

# Bureau of Labor Statistics data.
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In the long term, the budgetary savings from recent K-12 funding cuts may cost states much more
in diminished economic growth. To prosper, businesses require a well-educated workforce. Deep
education funding cuts weaken that future workforce by diminishing the quality of elementary and
high schools. At a time when the nation is trying to produce workers with the skills to master new
technologies and adapt to the complexities of a global cconomy, large cuts in funding for basic
education undermine a crucial building block for future prosperity.
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Appendix: Total State and Local Funding

Combined State and Local School Funding Per
Student Below 2008 Levels in Most States

Percent change, inflation adjusted, fiscal years 2008-2015

-25.0%1
-24.6%
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Appendix: Methodology

The data in this paper on state “formula” funding for K-12 education through the current school
year come from a review of state budget documents CBPP conducted in the summer of 2017. An
education funding expert in each state, often a budget expert with the state’s education department,
reviewed our figures and edited them when necessary.

The figures on both total state and local education funding reflect all state and local revenues
dedicated to K-12 education, as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau. The enrollment figures used to
analyze total state and total local education funding were taken from the National Center for
Education Statistics. Additional adjustments were made to reflect the following state-specific
policies or data limitations:

» Hawaii and Indiana were excluded from the total state funding analysis because the
necessary data to make a valid comparison are not avatlable.

« In Illinois, payments made by the state government into the state’s public school retirement
systems on behalf of Illinois school districts are included in state total funding.

« In Jowa, a 1-cent local option sales tax for school infrastructure, known as the Secure and
Advanced Vision for Education (SAVE) tax, became a statewide sales tax in 2009. We
included the SAVE tax as a state revenue source in 2008 for an accurate comparison actoss
years.

+ In Wisconsin in 2013, the Census Bureau began treating revenue from Wisconsin’s School
Levy Tax Credit property tax relief program as revenue from state sources rather than as local
property taxes. To create an apples-to-apples comparison across years, we included the School
Levy Tax Credit as a state revenue source in years priot to fiscal year 2013

When possible, the enrollment figures used to calculate general formula funding were collected
directly from state agencies. The general education funding totals reflect the funding distributed
through states” major education funding formulas. The figures do not include local property tax
revenue or any other source of local funding, Figures for the current fiscal year are based on the
amounts states budgeted for the 2017-18 fiscal year when they wrote their budgets earlier this year.
Additonal adjustments were made to reflect the following state-specific policies or data limitations:

* Arizona voters approved a plan to scttle a lawsuit regarding inflation adjustments for K-12
education in May 2016. The plan increased the distribution of state land trust funds over a
ten-year period beginning with fiscal year 2016. The result is an increase of approximately
$173 million per year through fiscal year 2025. These appropriations are included in Arizona’s
funding analysis.

o In Idaho, funds for Idaho Educational Services for the Deaf and Blind were removed from
recent appropriations to make general formula education allocations comparable across years.

« In Kansas, a block grant replaced the previous K-12 funding formula starting in fiscal year
2015 and ending in fiscal year 2017. For this reason, certain K-12 funding categories were
excluded from the formula funding analysis in fiscal year 2008 and fiscal year 2018 to ensurc a
valid compatison across years.

16



79

« Kentucky had $10.38 million in unexpected funds from its Support Education Excellence in
Kentucky program in fiscal year 2017, which was carried forward into fiscal year 2018 to be
used for pupil transportation. Kentucky’s end-of-year state financial report was not available at
the time of publication, but the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities confirmed these
amounts with officials in the state Department of Education.

» In order to accurately compare past and current education spending, North Carolina’s
numbers do not include funding for one-time bonuses and increases for salaries and benefits
for education personnel.
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The Case for Federal Funding
for School Infrastructure

By taura Jimeney  February 12,2019

America’s infrastructure is falling apart. The American Society of Civil Engineers
{ASCE) recently estimated that it would take a $4.5 trillion investment to upgrade
the country’s roads; buildings; transportation, water, and energy systems; and other
essential underpinnings. The ASCE has graded the country’s infrastructure as an
overall D+.! Infrastructure is the backbone of the U.S. economy, and the lack of
investment in transportation infrastructure alone will cost the country $340 billion
in lost business revenues from 2017 to 2023.2 While most infrastructure discus-
sions consider transportation, energy, and more, they too often ignore K-12 public
schools, which welcome more than 50 million children and adults every day. K-12

public schools represent the nation’s second-largest infrastructure sector.®

Considering the size of the K-12 sector, its exclusion from larger infrastructure
analyses, including the aforementioned ASCE report and President Donald Trump's
$200 billion infrastructure proposal, is puzzling.’ Schools are economic drivers, as
well-prepared students will earn $1 million more over their lifetimes than their less
educated peers.” The condition of school buildings provides a crucial foundation for

classroom learning that affects students and the American economy.

America’s crumbling schools

The state of the nation’s K-12 public schools is well-documented. For example, a
2016 report on the condition of school facilities that are funded and operated by the
federal Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) shows that § of the 13 schools visited for
the report are in condemned buildings, meaning that the extent of their disrepair

is so great that they cannot be occupied.® Schools in Baltimore and Detroit have
made headlines for their dilapidated conditions—from having no heat in the winter
to being plagued with roaches, rats, and mold.” Puerto Rico’s schools will likely

take years to recover from recent hurricane devastation before being habitable.* A
2013 survey confirms data originally collected in 1996: that about half of America’s
public school buildings are in similar states of disrepair and insufferable condition.”
As there has been little federal investment in school infrastructure since then, these

conditions are likely worse today."’

1 Center for American Progress | The Case for Fagers! Punding for Sohnnl Inf
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The state of the schools in the BIE, Baltimore, Detroit, and Puerto Rico—as well as
many other towns and cities across the country—make clear that any infrastructure
bill must include funding to fix America’s school buildings. Importantly, school
infrastructure investment should not just address the extreme cases. Plenty of
schools that are not yet crumbling must be repaired and upgraded so that they are
not only modern and efficient but also equipped to meet students’ broader needs.

A federal fix for school‘s

Fortunately, in the current Congress there appears to be a renewed appetite to
seriously tackle America’s infrastructure challenges. Immediately after the 2018
midterm elections, current House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) announced that
infrastructure would be one of the House’s top priorities moving forward. More
recently, Rep. Bobby Scott (D-VA), chair of the House Education and Labor
Committee, made a significant effort to move forward the Rebuild America’s
Schools Act, which would invest $100 billion in school infrastructure.’

As Congress gears up to potentially take on the major issue of infrastructure invest-
ment, it is imperative that any infrastructure package include funding to repair and
modernize public school buildings. In particular, Congress and the administration

should address the following priorities.

Fix ell crumbling and unsafe schools

Congress should dedicate most school infrastructure funds to address all schools in
poor condition. This funding would address critical building systems that affect basic
building operations, such as roofing, insulation, and plumbing, as well as heating,

ventilation, and air conditioning.

This priority alone will cost a significant amount of money: Reports estimate that
bringing all U.S. schools into good overall condition will cost approximately $200 bil-
lion.'? Just fixing the public schools in Detroit that are deemed in urgent need of repair,
for example, would cost at least $223 million; it would cost up to $500 million to bring
all Detroit public schools to a state of good repair.' In Baltimore, it could cost up to
$2.8 billion to address the city’s backlog of school maintenance issues.™

Congress should allocate a portion of infrastructure funds for states to conduct an
audit of school districts that lack official estimates of the cost to address deferred

maintenance issues. This audit would also provide cost estimates for new construc-
tion in cases where school building conditions are so dire that they are beyond the

scope of repair.

¥
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Modernize schools to meet the needs of the 21st century

“Modernizing schools” refers to fully renovating systems, building interior finishes,
and updating technology.’* While all students deserve schools that are modernized
and capable of supporting the latest in education programming, elevating all schools
to this state will take time and continued funding from the federal government.

Importantly, modernizing schools would improve quality of life for students and
teachers.!® Examples of these projects include bringing broadband to all schools;
providing functioning computers to every classroom; and ensuring that furniture,
fixtures, and school spaces facilitate teaching and learning for students with various
needs—including students with disabilities. In addition, these renovations must
support students’ health and well-being by providing adequate space for meals,

health facilities, after-school care, and extracurricular programming.

As part of these funding provisions, Congress should mandate that states and
districts identify how to spend modernization funds so that they are equitably
distributed across school districts. For example, District of Columbia Public Schools
(DCPS) provides information on its website about its own capital improvement
plan, known as the DCPS School Modernization process.” This process uses four
considerations, in descending order of importance: equity; student demand; neigh-
borhood population; and building condition.'® Equity in particular assesses the
percentage of schools in the neighborhood that have been modernized, as well as
the percentage of enrolled students who are at-risk, have disabilities, or are English

language learners.

Finally, modernization should also ensure that transportation pathways to and from
schools are safe. The Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) program, 2 $180 million annual
grant competition run by the U.S. Department of Transportation, currently supports
this particular priority but is severely underfunded given the need.” Projects funded
by SRTS dollars improve the ability of students to walk and ride bicycles to school,
including by improving sidewalk conditions and traffic patterns, reducing vehicle
speed, and establishing bicycle lanes. 'These are vital projects: Each year, about 6,000
pedestrians and bicyclists are killed by traffic-related accidents.”® While these data
do not disaggregate the fatalities for students in particular, other data show that
about 300 of the pedestrians and bicyclists killed every year are students, while
another 15,000 of those injured are students.”

Make schools environmentally sustainable

Modernizing schools should also include making them green so that their energy
consumption and carbon footprints are reduced, as well as improving the health of
building occupants.

3 Center for American Progress | 1k
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The U.S. Department of Education, through its Green Ribbon Schools award program,
defines a “green school” as one that meets three criteria: 1) it reduces environmental
impacts such as waste, water, and energy consumption; 2) it improves health and well-
ness by promoting a healthy physical environment, including by improving air and water
quality; and 3) it provides effective environmental and sustainability education.?

Moreover, evidence shows that alterations to make schools green also reduce operat-
ing costs. For example, Thurgood Marshall Elementary School in Philadelphia has

a “superior” rating on Energy Star, which means that it performs better than 75
percent of other buildings on energy savings.” This rating amounts to 28 percent
savings on energy costs when compared with school buildings nationwide,* Most of
the school’s efforts were specific to operations and maintenance; however, students
pitched in as monitors to supervise the classroom’s green practices, energy savings,

and recycling.

Provide professicnal development support to facilities managers and staff so
that they can operate and maintain upgraded systems

Modern building systems are often technology-based, and their maintenance can
require specific technical knowledge, training, and certification or licensure.** Facilities
staff typically engage in general administration and building management—which
often includes budgeting—and operations and maintenance, which addresses the daily
and long-term care of the building and its systems. Staff also are responsible for energy,
utility, and environmental stewardship~—which includes electricity and plumbing—as

well as planning, design, and construction of repairs or modernizations.’®

To effectively serve in these capacities, school facilities staff need frequent and up-
to-date professional development. School infrastructure legislation should earmark
a portion of funds to provide regular training and development for school facilities
professionals to ensure that their knowledge and skills are a match for the systems

they must maintain.

Establish an ongoing role for the federal government to invest in school
infrastructure

The federal government provides approximately 10 percent of all funding for K-12
education but nearly no money for school operations, even though public schools
are the second-largest facilities sector.”” While the federal government spent about
$170 billion on highways and $110 billion on waterways in 2017, it generally only
supports 0.2 percent of capital costs for schools, with states providing 18 percent
of the share and local governments providing 82 percent.”® Since most local school
funding is driven by property taxes, the ability of a school district to pay for capital
improvements and investments is directly tied to the wealth of its surrounding com-
munity. When some of the lowest-income communities in the country struggle the
most with crumbling schools, it is clear that a federal role in school infrastructure is

a matter of equity.

4 Center for American Progress | Tho <




84

The federal government should also play a greater role in making sure that there

is up-to-date information on the condition of K-12 school buildings, eliminating
the need for expensive, ad hoc audits on this topic. Federal surveys of K-12 school
infrastructure conditions first occurred in 1999 and were most recently updated
in 2013.% These reports provide limited data on school staffs’ perception of build-
ing conditions. As part of its research and information collection role, the U.S.
Department of Education should regularly publish a report on school conditions
that describes the current state of affairs and investments needed to ensure that all

schools are in good condition.

Conclusion

Just as transportation and energy infrastructure are holding the country back
from economic growth that would benefit all Americans, the conditions of K-12
public schools are a drag on its ambition to once again be a leader in educational
attainment worldwide. As leaders at the federal level debate how to best address
the country’s substantial infrastructure needs, it is imperative that improving and
modernizing K-12 schools is part of any new infrastructure investment—and is an

ongoing priority.

Laura Jimenez is the director of standards and accountability for K-12 Education Policy
at the Center for American Progress.
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Preface

In 1995 the U.5. Government Accounting Office published Schoof Facilities: Condition of America’s
Schools — the last truly comprehensive federal review of our nation’s school infrastructure. The
report found that half of all schools had problems linked to indoor air guality and an unacceptable
15,000 schools were circulating alr deemed unfit to breathe. In the 20 years since the refease of this
report, states and districts have invested hearly $2 trillion in school infrastructure, but the critical
guestion remains: where do we stand today of our commitment to provide all students a guality
education in a healthy and safe environment? At its heart, school facility quality is a rvatter of
sauity, and responsibie planning for the future reduires that we have better information about the
condition of our nation’s schools,

School factiities represent the second largest sector of public infrastructure spending, after
highways, and yet we have no comprehensive national data source on K-12 public schoot
infrastructure. Even at the state level, scheot facilities information is often scant. The dearth of
official data and standards for our nation's pubfic school infrastructure has left communities and
states working fargely on thelr own to plan for and provide high-quality faciiities.

These realities inspired our three organizelions 1o assemble the best available state-by-state dats
and propose a standards-based framework by which we can benchmark the nation’s investment. We
set out to create a common fact base to understand three critical points:

1. the scale of elementary and secondary public school infrastructure;

2. the significant effort that communities are making to provide safe, healthy, and adeguate public
school facilities; and

[

. the future investment needed to enfwré ddequate and equitable public school facilities for alt
students, including those in fow-wealth comimunitias,

A 2015 national independent poll compnissioned by the U.S. Green Building Council found that

92 percent of Americans believe that the quality of public school buildings should be improved. As
a nation, we have the will, but we must fifd the way, We invite problem-solvers from communitias,
government, industry and academia to use the frarhéwork and data in this report to develop
creative solutions for improving our K-12 infrastiticture. Together, fat us seciive new revenue streams
and leverage public and private resources to pravide the best educational opportunities for our
nation’s students — all of them,
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Mary Filardo Rachel Gutter Mike Rowland
Executive Director Director State Facilities Diractor
2ist Century Schoof Fund Center or Green Schools Geergia Department of Education

1.5, Green Building Council
2076 President

National Councit on School Facifities
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A large and growing body of evidance dernonstrates that school facilities have a direct impact

on student learning, student and staff health, and schoot finances. But too many students attend
school facilities that fall short of providing 21st century Jearning environments because essential
maintenance and capital improvements are underfunded. This report compiles and analyzes the
best available school district data about U8, K-12 public school facilities funding into a national and
state~level summary. In addition, 50 individual state profiles are available at stateofourschools.org.
Together, these documents create a conmimon fact base from which to address three key questions:

1. Do states and districts have adequaté dperating funds for cleaning, maintenance, and repairs to
ensure buildings and grounds are healthy and safe?

. Are districts and states investing the capitsl funds necessary to ensure that their public scheols
are educationally appropriate, energy &fficient, and environmentally responsible?

I~

12

. Are states and the federal government doibig snough to ensure squity in education, so that all
students have access to healthy and safe school facilities that support learning?

S
The scale of LLS. public K-12 school facilities is staggering: every school day, nearly 50 million
students and & million adults are in close 1o 100,000 buikdings, encompassing an estimated 7.5
billion gross square feet and 2 million acres of fand. in fact, state and local goveraments invest more
capital in K-12 public school facilities than in any other infrastructure sector outside of highways.
Research shows that high-quality facilities help improve student achievernent, reduce truancy

and suspensions, improve staff satisfaction and retention, and raise property vaiugs, They also are
integral to ensuring equity in educational offerings ahd opportunities for students. Even so, ho
comprehensive information about schiool building conditions or funding is avallable at the national
tevel, nor in the majority of states, despite the impdrtance of this infrastructure and the enormous
investments made by U.S. taxpayers.

hoo! ¥

aged $99 Billlon Per Year

K12 Facilities Spending & Investments Ay

School districts worked hard from 1894 through 2013 to opérate, maintain, modernizé, and meet

the enroliment growth of the nation's K-12 public schools. in the span of these 20 vears, schoot
faciiities changed more rapidly than at any time In recent memory, fuefed by improved health and
safety standards, stronger accessibility requirements; increasad use of technology, and expanded
programming within schools, Nationally, states and districts spent a total of $925 billion ih 2014 dollars
on maintenance and operations (M&O): daily cleaning, grounds keeping, maintenance, utilities, and
security of facilities, This amount equaled an annual average of nearly $46 billion per year for M&D over
these 20 years, From 2012013, spending increased to an average of $50 billion'a year,

in addition to M&O spending, states and districts invested $9732 billion in 2014 dollars (an average
of $49 billion per year), from their capital budgets for new school construction and capital projects
to improve existing schools. Qver the past three years (201-13), the combined spending and
investment fotaled nearly $99 billion per year.

Capital vestmendt Impacied Comwmunities ineguitably

The structure of K-12 schoo! facilities funding in the U.S. is inherently and persistently inequitable.
States and the federal government contribute funds towards school districts’ annual operating
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costs, paying — on average — 45 percent and 10 percent, respectively. Facilities M&O, as parf of

the operating budget, benefits from state and federal assistance. However, in making the capital
investments needed to build and improve school facilities, local school districts bear the heaviest
burden. This is the case despite communities’ widely disparate fevels of weaith and capacity to
finance ali that their schools need. While five states pay for nearly aff thelr districts’ capital costs, 12
5. In the remaining
33 states, the lavels of state support vary greatly. The federal government contributes almost
nothing to capital construction to help alleviate disparities,

states provide no direct support to districts for capital construction responsibili

$145 Billion Par Year Nesded for 216t Century Facliities for AN Children
Using industry standards adapted to K~12 public school facilities, we estimate that the nation should
be spending about $145 billion per year to maintain, operate, and renew facilities so that they
provide healthy and safe 21st century leafriing génvironmaents for all children, Applying a

3 percent of current replacement value (CRV) standard for M&O, districts need to spend $58 billion
annually to maintain and operate the 2014 inventory of public school facilities so they are clean and
in good working order. On the capital side, the nation should be spending an estimated $77 billion
per vear (4 percent of CRV) to reguiarly upgrade existing facliities’ systems, components; fixtures,
equipment, and finishes as they reach the end of their anticipated life expectancy: systernatically
reduce the backiog of deferred maintenance that has accumulated; and alter existing facilities to
respond to changing educational requiraments. In addition, projections suggest at least another
$10 biftion per year is needed for new construction to accommodate growing erroliments over the
coming decade. That brings the total annuat facilities requirements to $143 billion per year.
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£48 Billon Per Year Gap o K-12 Facilities Bpending & Investment
The natlon’s current system of facilitles funding 1eaves school districts unprepared to provide adequate
and eguitable school facilities, Comparing historic spending against building industry and best-practice
standards for responsible facilities stewardship, we estimate that national spending fafls short by about
$8 billion for M&O and $38 billion for capital construction. In tatal, the nation is underspending on
school facilities by $46 billion — an annual shortfall of 32 percent. Gaps vary by state and focat district,
depending on investments by focal communities and the structure of school facilities furiding at the
state level. Nevertheless, investment levels in all states but three will not meet the standards.

A Call to Action

The American public supports high-gquality school facilities, When communities have thé means

to build and maintain high-guality facilities, they do. This report identifies four key strategies for
addressing the structural deficits in the K-12 public education infrastructure, First, understand
current facilities conditions. Second, engage communities in planning for adequate and equitable
215t century facilities. Third, find and pilot new innovative sources of pubtic funding. Finally, leverage
public and private resources in new ways to assist states and districts in providing healthy, safe,
educationally appropriste, and environmentally responsible facilities for their communities,




The U.S. K-12 public school system Is Intended to give students in all comimunities the education
they need to rise to their greatest potential, The US. K-12 public education system sarves nearly
50 million students and employs 6 million adults — mostly teachers — in more than 100,000 public
elementary and secondary schaols in about 14,000 school districts 2In every state, each of these
students has the right to a public education; no matter his or her family income, race, religion,
gender, disability, country of origin, iImmigration status, or remote residence.

To support this educational mission, K~12 public school districts operate maore than 7.5 billion
gross square feet of building area, which includes warehouses, bus lots, administrative offices,
maintenance facilities, and even teacher housing in some remaote rural districts.Public schoot
facifities include an estimated 2 miilion acres of land Districts also provide their schools and
communities with extensive cutdoor spaces that include areas such as playgrounds, outdoor
classrooms, athletic fields, tracks, and .
landscaped and undeveloped green spaces. K12 Facilities Account for About Dne«Busrter of
The square footage of public school district State and Lucal Infrastructure Tovesteris
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students and staff alike. They send a tangibie signal of a community’s willingness and ability to
pravide an excellent and equitable education fo all its students. Qur extensive public education
infrastructure also impacts the social and natural environment of thelr communities.

School Facilitles Affect Health and Performance

The importance of facilities to health and performance is weil established. In 3 litérature review
examining ventilation rates and respiratory #iness, for example, researchers at Lawrence Berkeley
Labs noted an increase of 50 percent to 370 percent in the incidence of respiratory iliness in spaces
with fow ventilation rates, as are-commonly found in schools, compared to spaces
meeting industry-accepted standards® Breathing fresh air is not only critical for
keeping students healthy but alsd for keeping them slert. Several studies have
linked recirculating air and fow ventilation rates in classroormns with lower average
daily attendance and slower speed in completing tasks.” Studies also have found
that poor facilities are strongly associated with student truancy and higher rates of
suspensions.®

Additional research shows that adequate lighting and good acoustics also help
students remain alert and ready 1o learm. Research has examined the connection
between daylight and students® ability to focus, retain information, dnd maintain
alertness, These studies found that students without access to daylight had
disruptions in their production of horménes esséntial to tearning.® At least six major studies have
concluded that students’ ability to hear their teacher clearly has a substantial.impact on their short-
term memory and academic performance.®

5 Impact the Environment

The location, design, and operation of s¢houot district faciliies significantly impact comimunities and
the environment. With 2 million acres of land and half the square footage of the entire commercial
building sector, school districts play anirmpeortant role in managing facilities to reduce the use of
natural resources, support tocal ecology and résifiénce, and protect human health: School districts
can save energy and water while reducing utility ¢osts by using integrated teams for designing new
buiidings, upgrading buildings systems and equipmient, and taking advantage of renewable energy
generation opportunities, Reusing and adapling existing facilities reduces landfll waste and avoids
the energy and cost of extracting or harvesting new natural resources,

School Facilit

The massive scale of school district infrastructuré has a major impact ol overall faunicipal
infrastructure. One green roof installed on.an existing school in New York City, for example, resulted
in a reduction in storm water runoff of 450,000 gallons a year, both protecting the City’s water
treatment systems and promoting wildlife habitats.” Districts also have removed hardscape — like
asphalt — and used native plants in landscaping, which helps mitigate a community's vulnerabilities
from drought and flooding. Locating schools near the homes of students can enhance a
community’s resilience by providing ready shelter and safety in the event of natural disasters: And it
can simultaneously reduce vehicle miles traveled by parents and busas, contributing to healthier air
and reduced fuel consumption.

Schooi Facil Ave Integral to Eguity

The quality of public school buildings and grounds is a health; educational, and environmental
equity issue for families and communities. A growing number of states have established by law
the importance of facilities as a factor in equal opportunity in education.™ The U.S. Department
of Education has advised school districts to take "proactive steps” to ensure that educational
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resources, including facilities, are allocated fairly However, a study
of more than 146,558 schoot facilities improvement projects from
1995 to 2004 found that the projects in schools located in high-
wealth zip code areas had more than three times more capital
investment than the schools in the lowest-wealth zip code areas.™
Some students attend school In bright, comfortable, and healthy
facitities, while others are assigned to dilapidated, obsolete, and
unhealthy facilities that pose substantial obstacles to learning and
overall well-being. Sorne communities have modern, high-quality
public infrastructure in their neighborhoods and communities, Others do not.

A 2015 study of California school districts found that low-wealth districts spent a higher proportion
of their total education spending on the daily upkeep, operation, and repair of their facilities than
high-wealth districts. But low-wealth districts also spent far less on capital investments for building
systemn renewals such as roof or mechanical systent replacements and building alterations such

as madernizing science labs.” Because it is more difficult for low-wealth districts to borrow the
necessary capital to invest in the Jong-term stability of their facilities, these districts end up making
necessary and emergency short-term repairs usirig their operating budgets — the same funds they
need to pay teachers, purchase instructional equipment, and pay for other day-to-day educational
necessitias. As such, low~-weaith districts offen get trapped in a vicious cycle; underspending on
routine and preventive maintenance in the short term leads to much higher building costs in the
fong term.

It is not just students who are affected by the quality of the school faciities! Studies also have
shown that investing in public schoof infrastructure increases the value of property beyond the
amounts borrowed, boosts enrolimeants, and helps rebuild confidence in a formerly struggling
district or school.® But because the vast majority of capital construction is funded by focal
raxpayers, the ability of school districts to pay for major facilities renewals or new cénstruction
is ted to the wealth of the community. That reality embeds inequity into a state’s school facility
conditions, except in the small number of states that have reformed their educational facilities
finance policies and practicas, ‘

Communities understand, According to a 2015 national poli commissioned by the U.S, Green
Building Council, two-thirds of Americans believe it is "very important” to improve public school
buildings.” When comrunitiss can afford to maintain and invest in their public schools, they do;




Qver the past 20 years, educationsal environments have undergone enormous changs,
driven by shifting expectations and regquiréments from educators, parents, communities,
and regulators, As educational demands and bullding standards have changed, many of the
more than 100,000 public scheol facilities that were once considered to be adequate for
teaching and learning now are considered to be woefully inadequate and even unsafe,

These changes have affected every area of school districts’ responsibility for their bulldings
and grounds, including maintenance and aperations (M&0) and capital construction.

Ensuring Healthy and Safe Echool Environmenis: Maintenants
and Operations

To provide learning environments that are safe, healthy, and comfortable for students

and staff, a school district must devote substantial funds to maintain and operate its
facilities, Proper maintenance also extérids the operational efficiency and expected lifespan
of facilities and ensures that the school district obtaing the maximum pessible return

on its capital investments. The maintenance and operation of school faciiities Is labor
intensive, Building engineers, custodians, grounds keepers, and repair workers tend to
daily maintenance and operations, such' as patching roofs and cleaning gutters; changing
filters in mechanical systems; refinishing floors; replacing lamps and filters: replacing falled
equipment components such as motors, pumps,-and switches; monitoring programming
controls and settings on equipment; and responding to calls for emergency and non-
emergency repairs to furniture, fixtures; doors, and windows. These maintenance activities
have become mare complex — and experisive — as new technologies are introduced

into building systems and components. The amount of space used in education also has
increased, giving districts more space to maintain and operate — sometimes with no new
funding with which to do so.®

Ble School Facilities: Capltal

Ensuring Adeguate and Eg
Construction

el

A school district is responsible for several aspects of a capital construction program to provide
adeguate and equitable teaching and learning environments, The district must atouire and build
facilities and grounds, renew or replace bullding systems and components over tire, alter facilities
to support evolving educational requirernents, and manage deferred maintenance backiogs.

3

New School Construction

Between 1994 and 2013, U.S. K-12 public school enroliment grew by 4.8 million students, although
student population increases were not uniform across states. Eighteen states had double-digit
percentage point increases in enroliment. Seventeen states had increases of between O percent and
9 percent, and 15 states had dedlining enroilments.™®
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Az a result, in that same time period, school districts reported a net total of about 13,000 additionsl

~12 schools.® From 1995 to 2013, new construction accounted for nearly 45 percent of alt K-12
public school district capital construction, according to data captured by Dodge Data & Analytics.?
During this period, school districts in rmany states had to respond to year-over-year. énrofiment
increases while also catching up on pent-up demand from gains over previous decades.

Not all hew schools or construction were driven by growth. Some of the new schools were created
within other schools as part of the small sthools movernant. In some states, néw construction

was driven by enroliment deciines. in West Virginia; for axample,
enroliment